
Beneficiaries With Minimum Benefits: 
Their Characteristics in 1967 

by HARRY SHULMAN* 

S&ing the approp&ate level for the minimum 
ca-yh benefit under old-age, survivors, disability. 
(tnd health insurance is an important social policy 
issue. As in m*cny wage-related systems. the re- 
placement ratio of benefits to previous earnings 
ix re7atively high for those with low wa.ges-a 
recognition. of the fact that? for persons near the 
bottom of the wage scale. a sharp reduction in 
the level of living may be socia,lZy unacceptable. 
O71vioua7y, the higher the minimum benefit, the 
greater the impact on poverty but tAe more com- 
pressed the benefit distribution - unless the 
mcrximum is raised proportionate7y. The Office of 
Research and Statistics has under ,zuay or planned 
a series of studieg to provide infownation needed 
in. setting n&nimum benefit policy. 

IIere we have drawn together for the first time 
datn on the number receiving benefits at or near 
the minimum and on some of their characteristics. 
Latel studies of those with benefits at minimumj 
and higher levels toi try to identify the Teasow 
why so many ,ruorFcers are eligible at retirement 
only for +ery small benefits. Aorne light ,muy be 
thrown on the question by the information on 
ysecency and extent of covered emp1oymen.t from, 
(I sftm’y being made of the covered earnings record 
of Luorkers who started drawing benefits in 1966. 
Additionn7 data now being collected by a mail 
surcey. from men and wotnen recently awarded 
retirem!en.t benefits. will permit study of their 
reasons for leaving their last job. receipt of pen- 
sions and income from other sources, an.d marital 
status, and? among the imarried! the spouse?s em- 
ployment and receipt of benefits. 

For (I sample of all persons aged 65 and over, 
interview dnta on. 1967 work experience? total in- 
come, home! ownership, and liquid asset holdings 
are to be related to the benefit amount; still more 
can then be told about the characteristics of those 

wltoxe benefits are at or near fhe minimum and 
the extent to which they are dependen,t on their 
br?wJst. 

MINIMUM MONTHLY cash benefits under the 
old-age, survivors, disability, and health insurance 
program (OASDHI) were payable at the end of 
December 1967 to 3.1 million families with about 
2.5 million beneficiaries. Who are these families 
and beneficiaries’! What are their characteristics? 
Such questions are frequently asked by both 
social security program administrators and by 
social scientists in the research community. It is 
the purpose of this analysis to review the relevant 
statistical information. The analysis uses 1967 
as the reference year because that is the latest 
year for which sufficient, detailed statistical in- 
formation is available. 

This article considers, in addition to the total 
size of the minimum beneficiary population as 
1968 began, the number of beneficiary families 
and individual beneficiaries by type and by fam- 
ily classification, by age, sex, and race character- 
istics, and by geographic distribution. The extent 
to which early retirement was chosen despite 
reduction in benefit, amounts is indicated, as well 
as the extent, to which benefits for these families 
and beneficiaries depended on pre-1951 earnings. 
The preentitlement employment of workers be- 
coming entitled in 1966 to minimum retirement, 
benefits, on the basis of the l-percent Continuous 
Work-History Sample data of the Social Secu- 
rity Administration is now being studied and will 
be compared with that of workers entitled to 
higher benefits. 

* Division of Statistics, Office of Research and Statis- 
tics. The contribution of Alice Rarig of the Division of 
Retirement and Survivors Studies in developing some of 
the basic ideas and original tables and the assistance of 
E:relyn Rorgen and Wayne Long in compiling the data is 
wknowledged. 
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Characteristics of All Beneficiaries 

Overall, about 18 million families were getting 
monthly cash benefits at the end of December 
1967 (table 1). About two-‘thirds of them were 
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retired-worker families--that is, the beneficiaries 
were the ret,ired workers themselves, their spouses, 
and their children. About. 7 percent were dis- 
abled-worker families (disabled workers and their 
dependents). More than a fift,h were survivor 
families consisting of aged widows or widowed 
mothers with and without, children and families 
with children only. Included also in some sur- 
vivor families were the entitled parents of de- 
ceased workers. The beneficiary family popu- 
lation included about 116,000 families with 
transitionally insured beneficiaries and about, 
706,000 families with special age-72 beneficiaries.l 

The amounts of the monthly benefits payable 
to these families depend, of course, on the earn- 
ings experience of the workers on whose earnings 
records the benefits are payable and on t,he size 
of the families. St the lower end of the benefit 
scale were many families that, were getting less 
than $44 a month. These were individuals classi- 
fied as one-person families whose benefit amounts 
were reduced because of early ret,irement.* 

1 .A transitionally insured beneficiary is a person aged 
72 or over whose entitlement to benefits was authorized 
by the transitional insured-status provision of the 1965 
amendments, with quarters-of-c,orerage requirements as 
follows : (1) retired worker-uarters-of-coverage re- 
quirements are the same as for fully insured status but 
with a minimum of 3 quarters of coverage instead of the 
G quarters of coverage required for regularly insured 
status; (2) wife-the spouse must be transitionally in- 
sured ; (3) widow-the deceased spouse must have had a 
spe&ic number of quarters of coverage depending on his 
date of birth or death and on the widow’s date of birth: 
a minimum of 3 quarters of coverage is required. 

A “special age-W’ beneficiary is a person aged 72 or 
over who does not have sufficient quarters of coverage to 
qualify for a retired-worker benefit either under the full 
or transitional insured-status provisions of the Social 
Security Act. The benefit for the special age-72 bene- 
ticiary was authorized by the Tax Adjustment Act of 
I!)66 and is payable for months in which the person re- 
ceives no public assistance money payments. The benefit 
amount is reduced by the amount of any government 
pension the beqeficiary is receiving or is eligible to 
receive. 

2 Reductions in benefit amount for early retirement 
are as follows: (1) for a retired-worker beneficiary, 
.5/9 of 1 percent for each month of entitlement before 
age 65 ; (2) for a wife or husband beneficiary (with 
the wife’s entitlement not dependent on having an en- 
titled child beneficiary in her rare), 25/36 of 1 percent 
for each month of entitlement before age 65; (3) for a 
widow or a surviving divorced wife, S/9 of 1 percent for 
each month of entitlement before age 62. The benefits 
continue to be paid at a reduced rate even after age 65 
(62 for a widow), except that the reduced rate may be 
refigured to include any additional earnings or omit 
months for which the reduced benefit was not paid. 

At the upper end of the scale, a few families 
were getting $368 a month. These were survivor 
families consisting of several beneficiaries-a 
widowed mother and several children, for ex- 
ample, or three or more children by t’hemselves. 
For most families, however, the benefit amounts 
were neither at the top nor at the bottom of the 
scale but hovered somewhere between the ex- 
t rcmes, depending on the type of family and its 
size. 

The 18 million families consisted of 23.7 million 
ljeneticiaries, about one-third of them men, one- 
half women, and the rest children (table 2). 
hbout, 7 in every X of the men were retired 
workers, 1 in 10 were disabled workers, and 
roughly 1 in 100 were special age-72 beneficiaries. 
hmong women, 4 out of 10 beneficiaries were 
ret ired workers. Less than 3 percent were dis- 
abled workers. Wives of both retired and disabled 
workers made up somewhat less than one-fourth 
of the group, as did aged Gdolvs. Widowed 
mothers and special age-72 beneficiaries repre- 
sented about 4 percent and 5 percent of the 
women, respectively. Two-thirds of the children 
were from survivor families, 14 percent were from 
retired-worker families, and 20 percent from 
disabled-worker families. More than 80 percent 
of the children were minors (under age 18) ; 
about 12 percent were students aged 18-21; and 
close to 7 percent were persons with disability 
that began before age 18. 

Minimum Benefits Defined 

The number of families or beneficiaries get,ting 
minimum benefits depends on how “minimum 
benefits” is defined. One approach is to consider 
the minimum benefit as based on the minimum 
primary insurance amount (PIA) ,3 which in 196’7 
amounted to $44 (and has been $55 since Febru- 
ary 1968). Under this definition, those with mini- 
mum benefits would include all families and bene- 
ficiaries with PIA’s of $44, regardless of the 

:’ The primary insurance amount is the amount that 
would be payable to a retired worker who begins to get 
benefits at age 65 or to a disabled worker. This amount, 
which is related to the worker’s average monthly earn- 
ings, is also the amount used as a base for computing all 
types of benefits payable on the basis of one individual’s 
earnings record. 
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T+B,LE l.-Beneficiary families and individuals with currently payable benefits: Total and those with benefits at or near the 
mmimum amount, by beneficiary family type. end of 1967 

[Numbers in thoustmds] 

I I 1 

ReneAeiary family type 

With minimum PIA 1 Benefit at or near the 
minimum amount 2 Percentage distribution 

Total ---__ __- -----__ 
number 

Number Percent 
of total Number Percent 

of total Total 
Benefit 

at or near 
minimum f 

-- - 

Families 
- 

106 

67 

i: 
27 
14 

: 

7 
5 
2 

22 
15 

(9 
3 
4 

(‘I 

5 
1 
4 

lO( I 

3,110 3,126 17 100 1M) 

: 
(3) 

15 
11 

(9 

i 
(9 

26 

4 

100 

El 
13 
29 
12 

: 

2 
1 
1 

16 
10 

(9 2 
3 

(9 

24 

2i 

.- 
15 
17 
11 
22 

1: 
16 

1,937 
1,709 

426 
1,282 

183 
17 
28 

33 
27 
6 

317 
244 

5 

4”: 
1 

822 
116 
706 

1,803 
1,530 

475 
1,055 

221 

:i 

34 
27 
7 

467 
358 

5 
27 
75 

1 

822 
116 
706 

62 
55 

:: 
6 
1 
1 

: 
(9 

10 
R 

(3) 
1 
1 

(‘1 

26 
4 

23 

16 
19 

a!: 

13” 
14 

i 
2 

z 
11 

i 
2 

ml 
1M) 
100 

3 

; 

12 
13 
11 
5 

10 
3 

100 
100 
106 

Individuals 

3,536 15 3,624 
-~- 

2.148 
1,530 

475 
1,055 

442 
46 

130 

15 100 

y$ 

‘427 
1,282 

366 
41 

109 

:i 

ft 
8 

14 
14 

52 
;; 

f 
2 

55 
27 
28 

407 
244 

:: 
73 
1 

7 
9 

12 
5 
6 
3 

568 
358 

11 

1:: 
1 

853 106 853 
124 100 124 
729 100 729 

14 
17 
11 
22 

16” 
17 

3 
3 
2 

:i 
12 

i 
3 

100 

:: 

it 
19 
20 
21 

1 
3 

24 
11 

(9 
7 
5 

(3) 

4 
1 
3 

63 
48 

li 
10 
1 
3 

: 
1 

12 
7 

(9 

5 
(“I 

24 
4 

21 

’ $44 for regularly insured and $35 for transitionally insured and special age- 
72 beneficiaries. 

2 $44 or less for I-person families and less than $70 for 2-or-more-person 
families. 

J Less than 0.5 percent. 

a&ma1 benefit amounts these families and bene- 
ticiaries were receiving. 

There are arguments both for and against 
inclusion of the transitionally insured and the 
special age-72 beneficiaries.” The main argument 
against inclusion rest,s on the proposition that 

these t,wo kinds of beneficiaries constitute special 
groups with their own reason for being and that 
they should not play a role in the evaluation of 
the effectiveness of the social security system. 
Moreover, most, benefits for the special age-72 
beneficiaries are financed from general revenue 
and not from the OASI trust fund. 

* The amounts originally authorized for the transition- 
ally insured and special age-72 beneficiaries were $36 a 
month for the primary beneliciary and $17.50 for the 
wife. The increased benefit rates authorized by the 1967 
amendments are $40 and $20, respectively. compared 
with $55 for the minimum I’IA. 

The argument for inclusion is that the special 
status of these beneficiaries is only a technicality. 
In :I substantive sense they do not differ from 
other social security beneficiaries. One can fur- 
ther argue that the establishment of a minimum 

BULLETIN, OCTOBER 1969 5 



TABLE 2.-Persons with currently payable benefits: Total and those with minimum PJA, by type of beneficiary and sex, end of 
1967 

[Numbers in thousands] 

All persons With mi”irnum PIA 1 

i- 

__- 

WO”E” I 

Vunlber 
I 

*Jmnber 1 E%:- 
tributicx 

_--- ----- 

814.6 100.0 
___~_ ~---- 

2,496.g 100.0 225.1 

649.9 is.8 1,498.0 
648.4 79.6 1,288.5 

1.5 .? 185.4 
_~~~~~... .~ .~_~.~ 24.1 

14.6 1.8 
14.6 1.8 

(9 (2) 

22.6 
18.7 

.6 
3.3 

:l i:; 

.l (‘) 

32.7 
117.0 1::: 

273.6 
248.5 
24.5 

.6 

91.1 
611.6 

, T 
- 

- 

I 

.- 

- 

Women I 
Type of beneficiary 

Total. 7 

23,705.O 8,164.5 

15.080.8 
y;;:j 

‘167.3 
510.2 

7,137.6 
7,127.8 

9.8 

Disabled workers and 
dependents . . .._. 

Disabled workers.. 
Aged spouses...-~-- . . 
Young wives . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Children...~.~.....~~~~..~ 

2,140.2 
1,193.l 

35.9 
198.6 
712.5 

872.4 
871.9 

.5 

2%:: 
‘496.3 

33.5 
2,362.4 

4.9 
2.9 

2.0 

Transitionally insured.. _ ~. 123.8 32.7 
Special age-72.. ._ ~. ~. 728.6 117.0 

--- / Chil- 
percent- dren, 
age dis- number 
ribution 

-- Chil- 
‘ercent- dren, 
age dis- number 
rihution 

-- 
1 

t 

Percent- 
age dis- 

tribution 

Total, 
number 

3,536.5 
-__ 

2.224.8 
1,936.g 

186.9 
24.1 
76.9 

51.9 
33.3 

3:: 
14.8 

407.3 
248.8 
24.5 

.+I 
133.4 

123.8 
728.6 

I 

t 
Number 

11,955.z 

60.0 76.9 
51.6 ~.~ . . . ~~ 
7.4 ~~~~ . . . . . 
1.0 . . . . ~~ 

76.9 

100.0 3.585.2 
I 

87.4 
87.3 

.l 

7,433.0 
4,805.l 
2.460.6 

167.3 

10.7 
10.7 

(9 

555.3 
321.3 
35.4 

198.6 

.9 14.8 

.7 ~.~ . . . . . . 
(2) ..~ . . . . ~. 

.l ~.~ . . . . . . 
14.8 

(2) .l 

(2) 

3,264.4 
2,736.5 

496.3 
31.5 

91.1 
611.6 

11.0 133.4 
10.0 ~~........ 
1.0 ~~ . . . . . . . . 

Cl -~------~~ 
133.4 

27.3 2,362.4 
22.9 ~.~.. 
4.2 .~~ . . . . ~. 

.3 . . . . . . . . . 
~~~. 2,362.4 

1:: 3.6 ..~.~~ __.. 
24.5 . . . . . . .._ 

1 $44 for regularly insured beneficiaries and $35 for transitionally insured 2 Less than 0.05 percent. 
and special age-72 beneficiaries. 3 Less than 500. 

PIa for all those with earnings below some 
established level, if the individual has adequate 
quarters of coverage, is not much different from 
a set monthly amount for the elderly who have 
fewer quarters of coverage than the number re- 
quired or no quarters of coverage at all. Besides, 
all transitionally insured beneficiaries as well as 
some special age-72 beneficiaries-those with 3 
or more quarters of coverage-are paid from the 
OASI trust fund. In this analysis the argument 
in favor of inclusion has prevailed and is reflected 
in the data presented both in the text and in the 
tables. The data relating t,o the transitionally 
insured and special age-72 beneficiaries are iden- 
tified, however, and can be excluded from the 
computed relationships if desired. 

wit,h a low PIA who are dually entitled5 would 
be excluded because in most instances these en- 
titled women would be getting more than $44 a 
month. For two-or-more person families, t.he 
minimum unreduced family benefit was $66 a 
month at the end of 1967. The actual family 
benefit could go below this amount if benefits were 
reduced because of early retirement. Because 
distributions by family benefit a,mount in the 
available tabulations are compiled in terms of 
$10 intervals, the choice of $69.90 as the upper 
limit ensured the inclusion of the unreduced 
minimum family benefits for two-or-more person 
families. A choice of $59.90 as the upper limit 

Minimum benefits can also be defined on the 
basis of the actual amout received, regardless 
of the PIB. Under this approach, all benefits of 
$44 a month or less for :I one-person family and 
all benefits under $70 for a two-or-more person 
family can be called “benefits at or near the 
minimum.?’ Included within the scope of this 
definition would be benefits for one-person fami- 
lies based on PIA’s above $44 but actuarially 
reduced to $44 or less because of early retirement. 

On the ot’her hand, most, benefits for women 

2 A person is dually entitled when he is entitled both 
to a primary benefit (as a retired or disabled worker) 
and to a larger secondary benefit, such as a wife’s, 
husband’s, widow’s, or parent’s benefit. The secondary 
benefit is reduced by the amount of the concurrent re- 
tired-worker or disabled-worker benefit. The dually 
entitled beneficiary is counted only once, as a primary 
benefiriary, wli&never both the primary and secondary 
benefits are paid from the same trust fund. The monthly 
benefit amount is then equal to the sum of the primary 
benefit and the reduced secondary benefit. The dually 
entitled individual is counted tz&cc, as a primary bene- 
ficiary and as a secondary beneficiary, whenever both 
benefits are paid from different trust funds. In such a 
case, the monthly benefit amount of the secondary benefit 
is, of course, the reduced secondary benefit amount. 

6 
SOCIAL SECURITY 



would have excluded a considerable number of 
families. Consequent,ly, the sope of this defini- 
tion is some\That broader than was originally 
desired, but. it is t.hought that the distortion is not 
very large. 

Statistical information is presented on the size. 
and family status of the beneficiary population 
with minimum beuefits both in terms of “benefits 
at or uear the miuimum” and “benefits based on 
t.he minimum PIA” (table 1). The. more detailed 
description largely relates to the group defined 
in terms of the minimum PIA. 

Number Receiving Minimum Benefits 

A distribution of benefits in terms of monthly 
benefit amounts indicates that benefits at or near 
the minimum went to about, 3.1 million families! 
or 17 percent of all beneficiary families. Almost 
three-fourths of the families with benefits at or 
nenr the minimum were regularly insured bene- 
ficiary families and somewhat more than one- 
fourth were transitionally insured and special 
age-72 beneficiary families. The vast majority 
of the families with benefits at or near the 
lninirnum were one-person families that included 
1.1 rnilliou women arid close to 0.5 million men 
classified as “retired-worker only” families. Most 
of the. transitionally insured and spe.cial age-72 
beueficiaries were one-person families. 

-Ibout 3.6 million beneficiaries or about 1~ 
percent of all beneficiaries were included in the 
families with benefits at or near the minimurn. 
About 59 percent of these beneficiaries were in 
retired-worker families, 16 perce.nt we.re in sur- 
vivor families, aud 24 percent in transitionally 
insured and special age-72 beneficiary fa.milies. 
Only 2 percent of the beneficiaries we.re jn dis- 
abled-worker families. 

AY distribution of benefits in terms of the PI;I 
indicates that the number of families with the 
minimum PIh ($44 for regularly insured bene- 
ficiaries and $35 for the transitionalIy insured 
:in d special age-72 beneficiaries} was spproxi- 
lnately the same as the distribution by the benefit 
amount being received, including the breakdown 
between one-person and multiperson families and 
by type of benefit. 

In the cntegory “worke.r-only, wome.n?? in re- 

tired-worker families, 1,282,OOO women had bene- 
iits based on t.he minimum PTA of $44. Pet, in 
that category only 1,055,OOO women were receiv- 
ing benefits at or near the minimum ($44 or 
less). Obviously, then, the beuefits for some 
\vomeu with PIA’s of $44 were not counted in 
the miuimum category defined in terms of benefit 
nmouut because these women were dually entitled 
and received more than $44 a month. The num- 
ber of dually entitled women with PIA’s of $44 
is in fact larger than is implied by the difference 
in the two numbers. The group with benefits at 
or near the minimum includes those with benefits 
actuarially reduced because of early retirement, 
on the basis of PIA’s above $44, as explaiued 
previously. The estimated number of dually 
entitled women with the minimum PIA is about 
4ou,uou. 

For retired men classified as one-person fami- 
lies, there was a small numbe.r with benefits at or 
near the minimum that reflected the effect of 
actuarial reduction in monthly benefits (based 
ou a PIA that might be as high as $55) to $44 
or less because of early retirement. Dual entitle- 
ment is uot a substantial factor among men. 

Data on family benefits reflect the. specialized 
definition of family6 inherent in the social secu- 
rity data-processing procedures. For example, a 
worker-wife family is sl~ow~ here as one worker- 
and-spouse family if both the worker and his 
wife were gettiug benefits on the worker’s earn- 
ing record but as two one-person (worker-only) 
families if the worker aud his wife were each 
gettiug benefits 011 his and her own earnings 
records. (‘ousequently, the number of benefici- 
ary families and their composit,ion as shown in 
social security family benefit data differ from 
corresponding data reflecting the couventioual 
definition of family. 

Some worker-wife families shown here sepa- 
rately as worker-only families may actually llave 
combined family beuefits of $88 or more, These 
u-orker-only families should therefore not be in- 
cluded among those receiving benefits at or near 
the miuimum. However, since these worker-only 
families cannot be identified directly they have 
hen included among those receiving beliefits at 
or uear the miuirnum if their individual beuefits 

‘; As used here, a “fmnil~” is defined as the aggregate 
of individllals entitled to benefits trn the same earnings 
record. 
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amounted to $44 or less, regardless of total family 
benefits. Roughly 1.2 million couples may have 
been t,hus classified as worker-only families and 
so may be counted twice in the benefit family 
records. One or both members of about 0.4 million 
couples may have been getting minimum benefits 
as one-person worker-only families. 

Hefore some salient, characteristics of benefi- 
ciaries in families with a minimum PIA are 

presented, it would be desirable to obtain some 
perspective on the basic benefit structure of the 
beneficiary family population. As shown in table 
3, roughly 2.3 million regularly insured bene- 
ficiary families were getting benefits based on a 
PIh of $44. In addition, some 2.6 million fami- 
lies were receiving benefits based on PIA?s that 
were more than $44 but under $70. In all, the 
benefits for close to 5 million families-somewhat 
less than 30 percent of all regularly insured bene- 
ficiary families-were based on PIA’s of less 
t,han $70. 

As the PIA increases (except for those of $130 
or more) the proportion of retired-worker fami- 
lies gets smaller and the proportion of survivor 
families gets larger. In other words, as earnings 
rise the proportion of workers that have attained 
such earnings at the time of death rises and the 
proportion that have attained such earnings at 
retirement declines. There is, however, a reversal 
in the direction of the proportion as earnings 
reach levels near the taxable maxGum. A rela- 
tively large proportion of retirees have had aver- 
age earnings near the maximum. 

The proportion of one-person “retired-worker, 
male” families also increases as the PIA increases, 
and the proportion of one-person “retired-worker, 
female” families decreases. These relationships 
reflect the different earnings experience of men 
and women. 

T.ZHLE X-Beneficiary families with currently payable 
Ijenefits: Percentage dlstrihution by beneficiary family type 
and primary insurance amount, end of 1967 

~ 
I Primary insurance amount 

Reneficiary 
family type 

2,288 ~ 1,652 
_----- 

Percentage distribution by beneficiary family type 

I----. 
100.0 100.0 _- _- .- 

84.7 73.4 66.7 64.2 71.6 
74.7 61.8 53.4 43.5 45.8 
18.6 22.2 23.2 29.9 34.4 
56.1 39.6 30.3 13.6 11.3 
8.1 10.0 11.5 18.7 23.4 

.7 .7 .7 .8 1.1 

1.0 1.1 1.2 1.4 

4.7 9.1 8.1 
3.8 6.9 5.4 
1.7 3.9 4.1 
2.0 3.0 1.3 
1.0 2.3 2.8 

8.2 

::: 

3:: 

21.9 

16.4 

.3 

24.2 27.6 

17.5 

20.2 

8.5 

.3 

i:: 
.2 

18.4 

3::: 
5.2 

.2 

All families j 100.0 

Retired-worker... 69.6 
Workeronly...mm~~.. 53.6 

Me” ~~~~~~ 25.7 
Wome”-...~ . . . . ~.. 27.9 

Worker and spouse... 14.3 
Worker and children- .8 
Worker, spouse and 

children..-..-...-.. 1.2 

IIisabled-worker ~. ~. 7.0 
Workeronly..-..-.-. 5.0 

Me”.-- ~. 3.2 
Women _......... ~~ 1.7 

Other- 2.1 

S”rViVOre .__...__. 23.2 
Widow or widower 

only _._. 15.8 
Aged widow and 

children... 
Mother and children. 
Children only.-. 
Other.. .~........... 

.3 

::: 
.2 

/ 

- 

Sex of Family Heads 

About half the 18 million beneficiary families 
to whom benefits were payable at the end of 
1967 were headed by women (table 4). About 45 
percent were headed by men; the others were 
families with child beneficiaries only. Among 
heads of retired-worker families, men outnum- 
bered women by a ratio of 3 to 2 ; among dis- 
abled-worker families it was almost 3 to 1 in 
favor of men. For t,he transitionally insured 
and special age-72 beneficiary families, however, 
it was 1 to 5 in favor of women. The over- 
whelming number of survivor families were, of 
course, headed by women. 

Of the 3.1 million families with minimum 
PIA’s, nearly three-fourths were headed by 
women. Women were more likely than men to 

Percentage distribution 
by primary insurance amount 

;- 
All families .._. ~. lw.o 

100.0 
100.0 
loo.0 
loo.0 
loo.0 
loo.0 

100.0 

13.3 
1. 

15.0 1 29.3 32.8 9.6 .- _- _- 
Retired-worker... ~. 

Workeronly.....---. 
Men. _ ._. . 
Women..- _...... ~~ 

Worker and spouse... 
Worker and children- 
Worker, spouse and 

children 

16.3 15.7 28.0 30.1 
18.8 17.2 29.2 26.6 
9.8 12.9 26.4 38.1 

27.1 21.2 31.8 16.0 
7.5 10.4 23.4 42.8 

1?.7 13.2 26.0 35.2 

_- 
9.9 
8.2 

12.9 
3.9 

15.8 
12.9 

14.0 12.8 28.0 33.8 11.5 

Disabled-worker. _. 160.0 2.8 10.0 37.9 38.1 11.3 
Worker only-.-..-... loo.0 3.2 11.3 40.3 35.3 9.9 

Men .__.. ~.~~ ~~ 100.0 1.8 8.0 35.0 41.3 13.9 
Wome”~-----.~.-~. 100.0 5.9 17.4 50.2 24.0 2.5 

Other-.....~.~-...... 100.0 1.8 6.7 31.8 45.0 14.6 

8.0 

only . ..__ ~~~_..~~.~. loo.0 
Aged widow and 

9.1 

14.1 

15.5 

30.5 39.0 8.4 

32.4 37.9 5.2 

children..--..-- 10Q.o 11.3 
Mother and children. 100.0 5.1 
Children only.. .~.. 100.0 6.2 
Other............~~~~ 100.0 2.3 

14.6 30.0 
8.8 22.9 

12.4 28.5 
16.4 39.0 

i 

37.7 
42.1 
40.9 
33.7 

6.4 
21.2 
12.0 
8.7 

1 Excludes transitionally insured and special age-72 beneficiaries. 
2 Less than 0.05 percent. 
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TABLE 4.-Beneficiary families and individuals with currently payable benefits: Total and those with minimum PIA, by bene- 
ficiary family type and sex of head, end of 1967 

Percentage distribution 

Renetleiary family type 

Families, total Individuals. total 

I 3.4 
33.3 
41.9 

Families with minimum PI4 1 Individuals with minimum PIA 1 

I$44 for regularly insured and $35 for transitionally inxred and special age-72 beneficiaries. 

head t,he family not only among survivor families 
and transit,ionally insured and special age-72 
beneticiary families but also among retired- 
worker families. These rat,ios undoubtedly re- 
flect the lower average earnings of women. 

Sex of Beneficiaries 

,Ybout half of all beneficiaries were women, 
34 percent men, and 15 percent children (table 
4). But among families with minimum PIA’s, 
more than ‘70 percent of the beneficiaries were 
women. Some of the women workers with the 
minimun~ PIA were actually getting above-mini- 
mum benefits because of their dual entitlement, 
as wives or widows. It is roughly estimated that 
about 375,000 dually emitled women were in this 
category. 

Race Among Family Groups 

The vast majority of beneficiary families were 
white (table 5).’ Similarly, the vast majority of 
beneficiary families with minimum PIA% were 

T Race is that shown on the application for :I social 
security number by the worker on whose earnings record 
the benefit is hased. 

Thus, except for the transitionally insured and 
special age-72 beneficiary families, which fall 
entirely within the “families with minimum 
PIA” category, families other than white were 
relatively more numerous among the group with 
the minimum PIA than among all families for 
every major family classificat,ion. Since workers 
of other races earn less on the average than white 
workers and are unemployed more frequently and 
for longer periods of time, one would expect that 
they would be disproportionately represented 
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white. At the end of December 196’7, beneficiary 
families that were other t,han white represented 
about 8 percent of all the families with benefits 
in current-payment status at the time and about 
13 ljercent of the families with minimum PIA’s. 
The proport,ions of these beneficiary families 
within each major family classification, both with 
respect, to all families and families with mini- 
mum PIA only, are as follows: 



TABLE B.-Beneficiary families with currently payable benefits: Total and those with minimum PIA, by beneficiary family 
type and race, end of 1967 

[Numbers in thousands 1 
- 

White Negro and other races Percentage distribution 

I With minimum 
PIA ’ All families Families with 

minimum PIA 1 Reneficiary family type 
Total, 

number 
White 

Total, 
number 

White 

16,418.0 2.698.0 16.4 1,532.6 411.8 26.9 lw.o loo.0 109.0 

II 

_- 

Number Number Percent 
of total 

Negro and 
other 

P Negro and 
other 

-- 
14.9 964.4 297.8 30.9 66.8 62.9 
17.3 791.6 256.1 32.4 51.0 51.7 
8.7 406.8 81.0 19.9 24.3 26.5 

25.2 384.8 175.1 45.5 26.8 25.1 
6.6 117.8 29.5 25.0 14.1 7.7 

11.1 19.8 4.4 22.2 .7 1.3 
11.9 35.2 7.8 22.2 1.0 2.3 

60.8 72.3 
53.8 62.2 
12.8 19.7 
41.0 42.5 
5.7 7.2 

::: 2; 

2.0 
2.3 

::i 
1.3 

183.0 13.1 7.2 6.2 11.9 
130.6 11.0 8.4 4.4 8.5 
87.5 2.6 3.0 2.9 5.7 
43.1 8.4 19.5 1.5 2.8 
52.4 2.2 4.2 1.8 3.4 

.7 

:! 
.3 
.l 

Survivor...................... 3,649.5 256.2 7.0 345.4 61.1 17.7 
Widow or widower only..... 2.538.1 207.3 8.2 155.5 36.2 23.3 
Aged widow and children.. 41.4 4.2 10.1 4.1 1.0 24.4 
Mother and children _____... 404.1 14.2 3.5 91.8 10.2 11.1 
Children only.-. 637.7 29.9 4.7 90.5 13.5 14.9 
Other............~.......... 28.2 .5 1.8 3.5 .2 5.7 

22.2 22.5 9.5 
15.5 10.1 7.7 

2:: 6:: :E 
3.9 5.9 1.1 

.2 .2 (2) 

Transitionally insured-.. ..__. 103.2 103.2 loo.0 13.3 13.3 100.0 
Specialage- .___.... ~.~.~ 679.3 679.3 loo.0 26.5 26.5 loo.0 4:; 1:; 

3.8 3.2 
25.2 6.4 

loo.0 

Retired-worker.. ~. ~. ~. 10,973.4 
Worker only . .._ 8,376.2 

Men‘.__._.. . . . . . . 3.983.2 
Women... ._... ~...~~~~~.. 4.393.0 

Worker and spouse 2,315.7 
Worker and children- _ _-. 112.6 
Worker, spouse and children. 168.9 

.- 
1,639.l 
1,452,s 

345.5 
1,107.3 

153.7 
12.5 
20.1 

3.2 
2.7 

2:: 
.5 

14.8 
8.8 

.2 

2: 
(2) 

20.2 
16.2 
7.2 
9.0 
4.0 

Disabled-worker ... _ ........... 1,012.6 
Workeronly ___ ............. 716.3 

Men _..__. ~._.~ .._ ......... 469.0 
Women .__.__ ....... _ ..... 247.3 

Other...- ................... 296.3 

I$44 for regularly insured and $35 for transitionally insured and special 
age-72 beneficiaries. 

2 Less than 0.05 percent. 

among families with minimum PIA, as indeed 
they were. 

The relative distribution of all white families 
among the various major family groups shows 
that two-thirds were retired-worker families and 
between one-fourth and one-fifth were survivor 
families. The other categories accounted for only 
a little more t,han one-tenth of the white families. 
For other races, the proportion of survivor fami- 
lies was about the same as it was among white 
families. The proportion of retired-worker fami- 
lies was somewhat smaller, however, and the 
proportion of disabled-worker families was con- 
siderably larger. The proportion of transitionally 
insured and special age-72 beneficiary families 
was about’half as large as the proportion among 
white families. 

was among all families (both the white families 
and those of other races). For retired-worker 
families, the proportion among families with the 
minimum PIA was smaller than it was among all 
families and the reverse was true for families of 
other races. 

The percentage of families with the minimum 
PI,4 differed among the types of families. But 
for each family type relatively fewer white were 
in this group (table 5). 

The transitionally insured and special age-72 
beneficiary families were relatively more impor- 
tant among families with the minimum PIA, 
particularly, as might be expected, for white 
families; the proportions for white families and 
those of other races were 29 percent and 10 percent, 
respectively. For disabled-worker and survivor 
families, however, the proportion was smaller 
among families with the minimum PIA than it 

About 90 percent of the adult white families 
with the minimum PIA were one-person ‘families, 
most,ly retired men and women classified as 
worker-only families and some one-person dis- 
abled-worker and aged-widow families. Of the 
families in this group that were not white, 83 
percent were one-person families. Even when the 
transitionally insured and special age-72 bene- 
ficiaries are’ excluded, the percentage of one- 
person families was still larger for adult white 
families than for adult families of other races. 

The very high proportion of one-person units 
among families with the minimum PIA reflects 
of course the definition of “family” used in social 
security statistics, discussed above. The actual 
number of one-person families is considerably 
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smaller than that shown. First, an estimated 
225,000 women who were retired workers with the 
minimum PIA were dually entitled as wives ; 
obviously, these are not one-person families. Some 
other women with minimum PIA’s (an unknown 
number) among the one-person families are not 
dually entitled as wives even though they are 
married because their benefits as wives would be 
below the $44 to which they are entitled as retired 
workers. A third group of married women are 
among the one-person families with minimum 
PIA’s because their husbands have not as yet 
retired. A fourth group of married women with 
minimum PIA’s do not have husbands on the 
beneficiary rolls because their husbands may be 
government employees with no social security 
coverage and consequently not entitled to benefits. 
The total number of women in these four groups 
combined is estimated at about 450,000, or roughly 
one-third the number of women in “worker only” 
families with the minimum PIA. 

tation in the total population. More than half of 
these beneficiaries were either retired workers or 
the dependents of retired workers (table 6). 
About 30 percent were survivor beneficiaries and 
slightly less than 16 percent were disabled 
workers or dependents of disabled workers. 

Among the various beneficiary types the pro- 
portion of beneficiaries other than white is as 
follows : 

Tupes of beneficiary 
Percent 

of 
total 

,111 types -___--___---_----_------------- 9.7 

Retired workers and dependents __-_-__-_-___ 8.1 
Retired workers ~_---~---~~~-- ----_-_-_-___ 8.0 
Sged spouses __--___--__----_---_--------- 4.9 
Young wives -__---__--------c----~----~~-~ 19.4 
Children --_---_----__ __-----_---~----~~-- 21.4 

Disabled workers and dependents --~~---~~~- 16.8 
Disabled workers -__--__---__---_--------- 16.3 
Aged spouses ------------~----~---~-~--~~-- 9.2 
Young wires ------------------------------ 16.4 
Children ---------------------------------- 19.9 

Survivors ----------------------------------- 12.2 
Aged widows and widowers -_-------------- 5.8 
Widowed mothers ~--~~--~----~---~~---~--- 18.7 
Parents _--_----_-------------------------- 11.0 
Children _~__~~-~~~--~~--~----~---~----~~-- 18.3 

Transitionally insured ----_-------__---__-___ 11.5 
Special age-72 -------_---_---__--___________ 3.7 

Generally, the proportion of beneficiaries from 
Negro and ot,her races was lower among the 
aged beneficiaries (retired workers and aged 

Race Among Individual Beneficiaries 

Negroes and other races accounted for almost 
10 percent, of the beneficiary population with 
benefits in current-payment status at the end 
of 1967, not much below their relative represen- 

TABLE B.-Persons with currently payable benefits: Total and those with minimum PIA, by beneficiary family type and race, 
end of 1967 

[Numbers in thousands! 

White Negro and other races 

With minimum PIA 1 With minimum PIA 1 
Beneficiary family type I 

Total, 
number 

Total, 
number 

- -- 
P 

_- 

Percent 
of tots1 

ercentage 
distrJ?- 

ercentage 
distribu- 

tion 
Number Number 

21,396.7 3.014.9 14.1 loo.0 2.308.3 521.4 22.6 100.0 

13,860.3 1,866.2 13.5 
8,376.3 1,452.8 17.3 
3,983.2 345.5 8.7 
4,393.0 1,107.3 25.2 
5,484.O 413.4 7.5 

61.9 

:“l:: 
36.7 
13.7 

1,220.5 358.6 29.4 
791.6 256.1 32.4 
406.8 81.0 19.9 
384.8 175.1 45.5 
428.9 102.5 23.9 

1,779.Q 32.3 1.8 
716.3 16.2 2.3 

1.063.6 16.1 1.5 

1.1 

2 

360.3 19.6 
130.6 11.0 
229.7 8.6 

5.4 

i:: 

305.4 6.2 
207.5 8.1 
99.7 4.1 

10.1 

::“3 

6s6.2 
155.6 
530.6 

‘% 
ss:o 

14.8 19.5 
23.1 6.9 
12.4 12.7 

Transitionally insured and special sge-72- ~. _ ~. _. 811.0 811.0 100.0 26.9 41.3 41.3 100.0 
Oneperson--.............~.........-.....~~.-...~..-. 753.9 753.9 100.0 25.0 38.2 38.2 100.0 
Other.-........~.....-....-............-.....-.......~ 57.1 57.1 100.0 1.9 3.1 3.1 100.0 

68.8 
49.1 
15.5 

% 

3.8 
2.1 
1.6 

‘7:: 
.6 

- 
I$44 for regularly insured and $35 for transitionally insured and special age-72 beneficiaries. 
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TABLE 7.-Adult beneficiaries in families with currently payable benefits and minimum PIA: Total and women, by beneficiary 
family type and race, end of 1967 

[Numbers in thousands1 

I Total White Negro and other races 

I----- 1 
All 

edults, 
number 

- 

P 

~- 

/ 
Jumber 

All 
adults, 
number 

l- 
Women 

All 
adults, 
lumber 

- 

- 
women 

PoeE3Tt 
adults 

I P 
Percent 

of all 
adults 

1 

.- 

gumber 
Percent 

of all 
adults 

_- 
P 

-- 

3,311.3 2,496.8 75.4 2,873.l 2.195.0 76.4 438.2 
.__ 

335.0 
256.1 

78.9 

68.9 

2,147.a 1,498.0 69.7 1.812.9 1,234.6 
1.708.9 lJS2.4 75.0 1.452.8 1,107.3 

439.0 215.6 49.1 360.1 177.3 

70.9 
76.2 
49.2 

213.4 
175.1 

36.3 
2: 
4s:5 

37.2 22.6 60.8 22.9 12.4 54.1 14.3 10.2 71.3 
27.2 17.4 64.0 16.2 9.0 55.6 11.0 8.4 76.4 
10.0 5.2 52.0 6.7 3.4 50.7 3.3 1.8 54.5 

273.9 273.5 99.9 226.3 226.0 99.9 47.6 47.5 99.8 
241.6 241.3 99.9 205.7 205.5 99.9 35.9 35.8 9Q.7 

32.3 32.2 99.7 20.6 20.5 99.5 11.7 11.7 loo.0 

123.9 91.2 73.6 109.7 81.7 74.5 14.2 9.5 66.9 
723.4 611.5 84.0 701.3 590.3 84.2 27.1 21.2 78.2 

Beueficisry family type 

1 $44 for regularly ivzred and $35 for transitionally insured and spscial age-72 beoeeciaries 

widows, for example) and higher among the 
iounger beneficiaries (young wives, widowed 
mothers, children). Among all adult beneficiaries, 
women outnumbered men by a ratio of 59 to 41, 
and the extent to which women were more numer- 
ous than men was somewhat larger for white 
beneficiaries. 

ous was greater for white beneficiaries than for 
ben&iaries of other races in r&ired-worker 
families, but it was smaller for white benefi- 
ciaries in disabled-worker families. 

Among families with the minimum PIB, more 
than three-fifths of the white beneficiaries were 
in retired-worker families. One out of 10 was a 
survivor family. More than one-fourth were in 
transitionally insured and special age-72 bene- 
ficiary families. Only 1 percent were in disabled- 
worker families. Considerably larger proportions 
of the comparable beneficiaries of other races 
were in retired-worker, disabled-worker, and sur- 
vivor families, but a considerably smaller pro- 
portion were in transitionally insured and special 
age-72 beneficiary families. 

Among the regularly insured, about 6 percent 
of the white beneficiaries in families with the 
minimum PIA and 17 percent of the beneficiaries 
of other races were getting child benefits at the 
end of 1967 (table 8). A significant proportion 
of the child beneficiaries with benefits based on 
the minimum PIA were dependents of retired 
workers. Yet child beneficiaries in retired-worker 
families with the minimum PIA comprised only 
a small proportion of all beneficiaries in those 
families (3 percent for white families and 7 per- 
cent for the other families). On the other hand, 
child beneficiaries in survivor families with the 

Among retired-worker families with the min- 
imum PIA, 8 out of 10 white beneficiaries were 
worker-only families ; ‘7 out of 10 beneficiaries 
who were not white belonged to this type of 
family. Among survivor families with the mini- 
mum PIA, widow or widower-only families 
accounted for two-thirds of the white survivor 
beneficiaries and half as large a proportion of 
the other survivor beneficiaries. 

TABLE 8.-Beneficiaries in families with currently payable 
benefits and minimum PIA: Total and children, by bene- 
ficiary family type and race, end of 1967 

[Numbers in thousands] 

White Negro and other rsoes 

Beneficiary C hi!dren Children 
family type Total ~__ Total 

number N;y- hr’;t number “2~ Fken; 

__- __-- __-- ---- ---_ 

Families with 
minimum 

Women outnumbered men by even greater mar- 
gins among adult beneficiaries with minimum 
PIA% than among all adult beneficiaries (table 
7). The extent to which women were more numer- 

PIA . . . . . ‘2,203.Q 141.9 1 6.4 1 '480.1 1 83.2 t 17.3 

Retired-worker... 1.866.2 358.6 
Disabled-worker- _ _ 32.3 19.6 
Survivor-. 305.4 101.9 

I 

2.9 
29.4 
25.9 

1 Excludes transitionally insured and special age-72 beneflcisries. 
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TABLE 9.-Retired and disabled workers with currently 
payable benefits: Percentage distribution of total and those 
with minimu.m PIA by a.ge, by eex, end of 1967 

Age 1 Total 1 Men ~Women/l Total / Men 1 Women 

j All retired workers 11 Retired workers 
with minimum PIA 

/----l--i---,,----7 

Allages. .~..~...~~ 100.0 ’ 100.0 100.0 100.0 1 100.0 100.0 

62~4.~.~.~..~~.~...~~~~ I 8.7- 6.8 11.4 10.8 8.1 12.2 
65-69.-...-..--- ~.~~ 30.0 29.5 30.7 26.2 25.0 26.8 
70-74.~.....~~~......... 27.9 28.5 27.1 24.0 23.5 24.3 
75~7R...~....~~~........ 19.6 20.2 18.7 20.2 20.0 20.3 
E&84 ~.~~.~ ~...~ 10.3 8.7 12.5 14.3 11.6 
85 and over ~. i:; 4.6 3.4 6.2 9.1 4.8 

All disabled workers 

minimum PIA were more prominent in relation 
to all beneficiaries in survivor families (26 per- 
cent for white children and 53 percent for the 
other), as well as in relation to all child bene- 
ficiaries in families with the minimum PIA (56 
percent and 65 percent, respectively). The pro- 
portion was less pronounced in disabled-worker 
families but not \rery significsnt in terms of rela- 
tion to all child beneficiaries in families with the 
minimum PIA. 

Age of Retired Workers 

About 9 percent of all retired-worker families 
with benefits in current-payment status at the 
end of 1967 were headed by persons under age 
65, and 14 percent were headed by persons aged 
80 and over (table 9). A smaller proportion of 
family heads were under age 65 among men than 
among women (7 percent and 11 percent), but 
a larger proporGon of family heads were aged 
80 and over among men t,han among women (15 
percent and 12 percent). The larger percentage 
of women family heads under age 65 than of men 
who headed families is quite understandable. 
Women have a greater propensity than men for 
early retirement.. The smaller percentage of 
women aged 80 and over who head families is 
somewhat surprising since women generally live 
longer t,han men. 

Not, all the aged women get benefits as retired 
and disabled workers, of course; a considerable 
number receive benefits as wives and widows. 
Moreover, the proportion of women getting bene- 
fits as wives and widows is higher at the older 
ages than at the younger ages. At age 80 and 
over, for example, twice as many women get 
benefits as wives or widows than as retired 
workers. At other ages the proportions are almost 
equal. Consequently, the percentage of women 
family heads at the older ages is smaller than 
would be normally expected. 

Among retired-worker beneficiaries with the 
minimum PIB, the proportions for both men and 
women aged 62-64 were only slight.ly larger (8 
percent and 12 percent, respectively) than among 
all retired workers. For those aged 80 or older, 
however, the proportions, for both men and 
women, were considerably larger (23 percent and 
16 percent, respectively) among retired workers 
with a PIA of $44 than among all retired workers 
(table 9). 

,111 age distribution of retired workers by race 
is available for all retired-workers but not spe- 
cifically for retired-workers with minimum PIA. 
The following shows the percent of each retired- 
worker sex and race 
age intervals : 

group within the specified 

White Negro and 
other rwes 

Men Women Men Women 
-__ 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

6.7 11.5 8.7 12.3 
29.1 30.6 34.9 36.0 
28.7 27.1 28.0 28.5 
20.5 18.7 16.8 15.3 
10.4 8.7 7.7 5.9 
4.6 3.4 3.9 2.0 

The proportion of families with the head under 
age 65 was somewhat smaller among white fami- 
lies than among ot,her families-a reflection of 
the greater tendency of the family heads in the 
latter group to elect early retirement despite the 
associated reduced benefits. The smaller propor- 
tion of family heads aged 80 or older in the latter 
group can be attributed in part to the somewhat 
shorter tot,al lifespan of that part of the popula- 
tion. More important, it reflects the relatively 
fewer entitlements to regularly insured re- 
tired-worker benefits attributable to incomplete 
coverage. 
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Age of Disabled Workers 

iZbout 3 out. of 4 disabled-worker beneficiaries 
were aged 50-M (table 9). Only 1 percent of the 
disabled workers were under age 30. Among 
disabled-worker families with the minimum PIA, 
5 out of 6 disabled workers were aged 50 or 
older. Thus, the relatively older disabled-worker 
beneficiaries-particularly those aged 55 and 
over-were proportionally more numerous among 
those with minimum benefits. 

Retirement Benefit Amounts and Age 

.I distribution of retired workers by size of 
benefit shows considerable variation from one 
age group to the other and marked differences 
between men and women (table 10). Relatively 
more persons were getting benefits of $44 or less 
among retirees aged 62-64 and among those aged 
85 and over than among retirees in other age 
groups. Even among retirees in the same age 
groups, relatively more women than men were 

getting low benefits and relatively fewer women 
than men were getting high benefits. 

The benefit distributions by benefit intervals 
and by age for white beneficiaries follow closely 
the pattern described above except that relatively 
fewer white beneficiaries were getting benefits of 
$44 or less and a somewhat larger proportion 
were drawing $100 or more. Among the bene- 
ficiaries that were not white a much higher pro- 
portion were getting benefits of $44 or less and 
a much lower proportion were getting benefits 
of $100 or more. Nearly one-fourth of the retired 
men and 44 percent of the retired women among 
these beneficiaries were getting $44 a month or 
less; only 25 percent of the men and 5 percent of 
the women were getting $100 or more. 

Computation Starting Date 

For all the retired-worker families with benefits 
in current-payment status at the end of 1967 
(excluding the t.ransitionally insured), the benefit 

TABLE lO.-Retired workers with currently payable benefitis: Percentage distribution by monthly benefit amount, by age, race, 
and sex, end of 1967 

Monthly benefit amount 

Total number(in thousands) * 

Total wrcent ~...~.~ 

1 Age on birthday in 1867. 

I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

* Excludes trsnsitlonslly insured benetlciaries. 

14 SOCIAL SECURITY 

I I I I I I I I I I ---- I I I __- 
White 

Negro and other races 



TABLE Il.-Beneficiary families with currently payable bene- 
fits: Percentage distribution of total and those with minimum 
PIA by computation starting date, by beneficiary family 
type, end of 1967 

All families with minimum PIA 
Beneficiary family type ----- 

Total 1950 rota1 1936 

Retired-worker families. 100.0 57.5 42.5 

For all survivor families, the 1936 starting 
date was used in 3 out of 10 computjations, but 
it, was used in 3 out of 5 computations for sur- 
vivor families with the minimum PIA. Thus, 
many survivor families (about 200,000) would 
not, have been eligible even for minimum benefits 
without considering earnings before 1951. 

100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

lOG.0 
100.0 
100.0 
lCKb.0 

lGQ.0 

81.4 

% 

% 

92.1 

89.1 

90.0 

lCO.0 
lCO.0 
100.0 
NO.0 

100.0 

100.0 

1936 r 

18.6 

16.9 
24.7 
10.4 
11.4 

7.9 

10.9 

10.0 

11.7 
11.0 
5.4 
7.9 

6.1 

28.5 

33.1 
26.1 
10.3 
18.3 

56.6 
55.6 
63.6 
73.7 

t::: 
36.4 
?6.3 

66.8 33.2 Reduction of Benefits for Early Retirement 

80.4 19.6 

lCMl.0 96.5 

88.3 
89.0 
94.6 
92.1 

E:Z 
lKl.0 
UXl.0 

100.0 

166.0 

95.2 
97.0 
94.7 
98.7 

3.5 
-~ 

4.8 
3.0 
5.3 
1.3 

100.0 

lwl.0 
190.0 
lcQ.0 
lGQ.0 

93.9 

71.5 

z;: 
89.7 
81.7 

97.2 2.8 

38.7 61.3 

lW.0 
100.0 
lKl.0 
100.0 

33.3 66.7 
45.0 55.0 
60.2 39.8 
56.4 43.6 

computation starting dates used was December 
31, 1950, in 5 out of 6 of the worker’s “average 
monthly earnings” (table 11). The 1936 starting 
date was used most often in establishing benefit’ 
il~Ol1lltS for one-person families, particularly 
women, and less f requent,ly in establishing benefit 
amouuts for worker-wife-children families. 

Actuarial reduction of benefits because of en- 
titlement to benefits before the specified statutory 
ages (65 for retired men and women and aged 
spouses and 62 for widows) is primarily asso- 
ciated with retirement. Women are more likely 
to avail themselves of t,he opportunity to retire 
earlier at reduced benefit rates than men, and, 
more often than white women, women of Negro 
and other races choose early retirement. What 
role employment, opportunities play in influencing 
early retirement decisions is not known. Some 
analyses have been made of the different work- 
life experience of persons entitled to reduced and 
full benefits in 1966: and other factors associated 
with early retirement are being explored through 
field surveys made by the Social Security Admin- 
istration. 

For retired-worker families with PIA’s of $44, 
the “1956 starting date’: was used in less than 
:l out of 5 computations. In other words, for 
more thaii 40 percent of the families with a $44 
PIA (roughly about 800,000 families) it was 
import ant) to consider earnings before 1951; t,hese 
families would not otherwise have been eligible 
for any benefits, not, even minimum benefits. 
Some of the families with the minimum PIA4 may 
have been on the beneficiary rolls for a consider- 
able time and may not, have had earnings after 
1950. 

S The cnmputation starting date is the date that serves 
to define the period of covered employment used in corn- 
puting a worker’s average monthly earnings-the basis 
for the worker’s PIA. Only covered earnings after the 
specified starting date are considered. Two dates are 
used: December 31, lQ36, and December 31, lQ50. Cur- 
rently, the “1936 starting date” is used when a worker 
does not have enough quarters of coyerage without con 
sidering covered earnings before lQ51 or when inclusion 
of earnings before 1951 would lead to a higher PIA: 
otherwise the “1950 starting date” is used. The 1’1.4 of 
most heneticiaries who are on the rolls for more than 15 
years (roughly 5 percent of all beneficiaries) are based 
on the *‘IQ36 starting date.” 

At the end of 1967, 27 percent of the ret)irement, 
benefits for men and 52 percent of the retirement 
benetits for women were actuarially reduced, as 
were 59 percent of the benefits for the aged wives 
of retired workers (table 12). only 11 percent 
of the benelits for aged widows were actuarially 
reduced. With respect to benetits based on PI&~‘S 
of $44, the pattern of actuarial reduction differed 
but not radically. Here, too, relatively more 
women’s benefits than men’s were actuarially 
reduced. For retired men, however, the pro- 
portion getting reduced benefits was larger for 
those with PIA’s of $44 than for all retired men; 
for retired women it was about, the same. More- 
over, the proportion of aged wives of retired 
workers getting reduced benefits was even a little 
smaller for those whose benetns were based on 
the minimum PIA than for all aged wives of 
retired workers. 

The prevalence of actuarial reduction in re- 

!J Lenore IS. Bixby and IL Eleanor Rings, *‘Work Ex- 
uerienw of Men Claiming Retirement Benefits, lQ66,” 
SofGaZ Sfwritf/ BuZZctin, August 1969. 
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T.~BLE 12.-Specified beneficiaries with cm’rently payable 
benefits: Total and those with minimum PIA, by reduction 
status, end of 1967 

[Numbers in thousands1 

Type of beneficiary Total 
number’ 

Full 
bene!Xs, 
number 

I All beneficiaries 

-4ged wives... 2,4Q6 1,011 1,485 59.5 
Of retired workers ..-. 1,005 1,456 59.2 
Ofdisabledworkers---~-.~.~.. 2v4ii 6 29 82.7 

Widows.....~.....~~~~~..~~~.... 2,736 2,428 309 11.3 
- --- 

With minimum PIA 

Retired workers-. ............... 
Men....- ...................... 
women....- .................. 

Aged wives of retired workers... 

Widows......................... 

1 Excludes transitionally insured beneficiaries. 

tired-worker families varied considerably accord- 
ing to type of family (table 13). Worker-only 
families with women at the head were more 
likely to have reduced benefits than those with 
men at the head. In retired-worker-only families, 
the difference in the frequency of actuarial re- 
duction between t,hose with PIA’s of $44 and 
the group as a whole was insignificant. 

In worker-and-aged-wife families, the worker’s 

TABLE 13.4pecified retired-worker families with currently 
payable benefits: Total and those with minimum PIA, by 
beneficiary type of family, end of 1967 

[Numbers in thousands] 

All families V Vith minimum PIA 

Reneflciary family type 
and reduction status 

------- -I---- 
R$t&d worker only.. ~-- 9,168 

Men....-..~~~............~~~.~ 4,303 
Benefits reduced . . ..-. ..~ ~.. 
Benefits not reduced 

3,056 
1.334 

Women---.-..........~.....~ 4,778 
Benetits reduced ----- ........ 2,272 
Benefits not reduced.. ....... 2,506 

Male worker and aged wife.. 
Both worker’s and wife’s 

benefits reduced 
Worker’s benefit reduced.. 
Wife’s benefit reduced-- . . . . 
Neither benefit reduced . . ..-.. 

Male worker, young wife and 
ch~dren-.....-.-.-............ 
Worker’s benefit reduced.. 
Worker’s benefit not reduced-- 
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Vumber 

1,7@3 
426 
284 
142 

1$32 
619 
663 

mJ 
25 
17 
8 

;: 
39 

182 1w 

72 
8 

2 

40 

3: 
19 

24 KM 
8 36 

16 tX 

1 ?ercent- 
we 

distri- 
bution 

benefit was reduced in a somewhat larger pro- 
portion of cases among families with the mini- 
mum PIA than among all families. The wife’s 
benefit was reduced in a somewhat smaller pro- 
portion of cases among families with minimum 
PIA than among all families. The differences 
were probably not significant. 

In summary, though more women than men 
beneficiaries had the minimum PIA, an actuarial 
reduction was relatively less prevalent for women 
with the minimum PIA than for all women 
beneficiaries. 

Dual Entitlement 

As indicated earlier, about 400,000 retired 
women with PIA% of $44 are entitled to benefits 
as wives or widows. The following tabulation 
gives the estimated distribution of these benefi- 
ciaries by type and amount of secondary benefit, 
as of the end of 1967. 

Secondary benefit amount 

Number of retired women with 
PIA of $44 and dually entitled 

Total As wives As widows 
--- ---- 

Though more retired women have dual entitle- 
ment as widows than as wives, the reverse is 
t,rue for women workers with PIA’s of $44. Most 
dually entitled retired women (close to 90 per- 
cent) drew benefits higher than $44 a month. 
Benefits for women who were dually entitled as 
wives were primarily concentrated between $44 
and $60’ but, about 20 percent were between $60 
and $70 and some were less than $44. Benefits 
for retired women dually entitled as widows were 
much more widely and evenly distributed along 
the benefit range, with about 18 percent at $100 
or more. 

Retired-Worker Benefit Awards in 1967 

During 1967, monthly cash benefits were 
awarded to 1.1-1.2 million persons who either 



TABLE 14.- Benefit awards tn retired workers: Percentage distribution by primary insurance amount and by monthly benefit 
amount, by sex, 1967 

Both sexes Me11 I W0meIl 

8 
6 

it 
34 
18 

16 
17 
28 

ii 
2 

14 26 

ii it 
21 12 

16 1, i 
3 1 tX9.0~ 1 $88.X8 1 $106.05 1 $114.iIj 1 $98.9; 1 $82.Oi 1 $95.;6 1 $76.36 

.I- 
14 
18 
24 
19 
19 

tKNl.0~ 
, 

1 Excludes transitionally insured beneficiaries, but includes beneficiaries 
with conditional and deferred awards; that is, awards which we suspended 

have decided to retire and withdraw from sub- 
stantial employment or have applied for benefits 
to qualify for Medicare. More than 60 percent, of 
those awarded retired-worker benefits were men, 
and less than 40 percent were women (table 14). 
Reduced benefit, amounts because of early retire- 
ment were involved in more than half (54 per- 
cent) of the awards for men and in more than 
two-thirds (70 percent) of the awards for women. 

As would be expected, the average benefit 
amount was higher for unreduced benefit awards 
than for reduced benefit awards. The average 
PIA was also higher for the unreduced benefit, 
awards, however, regardless of the sex of the 
awardee. The higher averages for the unreduced 
benefit awards reflect in part the higher benefit 
amounts generally associated with condtional 
awards,lO most of which are included with un- 
reduced awards. The lower average amount for 
the reduced benefit awards reflects in part a 
greater tendency among workers with lower earn- 

*” A conditional award is one that is suspended imme- 
diately following determination. The cause for the sus- 
pension is usually the continued employment of the 
worker at an earnings rate sufficiently high to cnmpletely 
offset his benefits. Beginning with the later months of 
1965, most conditional awards haye gone to regularly 
employed persons aged 65 and over who applied for 
benefits primarily to qualify for Medicare. 
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Percentage distribution by monthly benefit amount 
-------------------- 

100 loo 100 l@l 100 100 100 

7 19 9 12 
6 

18 ;: ii 
i ii z 

28 25 ;; 
2 20 

-.~...-~Y 

22 27 42 ;t 27 14 
13 8 ii 

16 
w9.2: 

19 . . . ~~~. 
$109.37 $77.16 $114.40 $86.26 $474.9: $96.6; 

I I I I I I 
immediately following determination, 

103 

$65.80 

ings to elect early retirement despite the reduc- 
tion in benefit amount. 

L1 comparison of the proportions of retired 
workers with the minimum PIA whose benefits 
were currently payable at the end of 1967 and 
those awarded during 1967 is presented in t’he 
tabulation that follows : 

I Percent of retired-worker 
, beneficiaries with minimum PIA 

Men with benefits- 
Awardedin . . . . . ~~~~~~~~ ~~ 
Currently payable, end of 196.. 

Women with benefits- 
Awardedinl967..-.-~~~~~.~..... 
Currently payable, end of 1967. 

, I I 

Thus, though 16 percent of retired-worker 
benefits payable at the end of 1967 were based 
on a PIA of $44, 13 percent of the 1967 awards 
were based on the minimum PIA. The differ- 
ences in the proportions are even more pro- 
nounced when similar comparisons are made 
separately for unreduced and reduced benefits 
and for men and women. 
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Geographic Distribution 

Available information on minimum benefits 
by State permits only partial indication of the 
size of the group within each State. It is POS- 

sitlle to sl~ow for each State the total number 
of persons in the four benefit categories-ret,ired 
[Yorkers, disabled workers, widows and widowers, 
and special age-72 beneficiaries-who are get)ting 
monthly benefits of $44 or less at the end of the 
year (table 15). Whether the combined number 
of such persons within a State bears a dispro- 
port,icjnate relationship to all beneficiaries within 
that State can also be determined. The available 
data cover more than 80 percent of all benefi- 
ciaries getting benefits “at, or near the minimum” 
and thus a fairly reliable State distribution of 
“minimum benefits” can be arrived at. Informa- 
tion is not, available by State on family compb- 
sition of beneficiaries nor on their sex, race, and 
age characteristics. There is no information by 
State on the distribution of benefits by PIA 
intervals, and consequently those beneficiaries 
whose benefits are based on the minimum PIA 
cannot be shown separately. 

Nationally the selected group of beneficiaries 
with minimum benefits represented nearly 13 
percent, of all beneficiaries. The State percentages 
varied from a low of about, 9 percent for Mich- 
igan, Kew Jersey, and Alaska to a high of 23 
percent for Mississippi, wit,h Tennessee and 
Louisiana close seconds at, about, 20 percent. 
These percentages do not of course include wives, 
widowed mothers, and children in families with 
minimum benefits. As expected, the Southern 
States generally contain larger percentages of 
beneficiaries with minimum benefits than do 
Northern States. Delaware, Florida, and West 
\7irginia are exceptions, with the percentage of 
beneficiaries with minimum benefits belo\v the 
national average. 

At the e?d of 1968 the total number of bene- 
ficiaries, as well as the number getting minimum 
benefits (among the four specified t,ypes), was 
larger than the number at the end of 196’7. Bene- 
ficiaries with minimum benefits also accounted 
for a larger proportion of all beneficiaries at the 
end of 1968, both nationally and for each State, 
than the proportion a year earlier. The higher 
proportion in the later year reflects primarily 
the 25-percent increase (from $44 to $55) in the 

minimum benefit under the 1967 amendments, 
compared wit,11 a 13.percent across-the-board 
increase for those getting $49 or more. State 
variations in these percentages remained about 
the same. If the same relationship of beneficiaries 
with low benefits to all beneficiaries is assumed 
for 1968 and 1967, then the total number of bene- 
ficiaries with benefits at or near the minimum 
at the end of 1968 would be about 4 million, or 
about 400,000 higher than it had been at the end 
of 1967. 

Summary 

L1t the end of 1967, 2.3 million families of regu- 
larly insured workers were receiving benefits 
based on a PIA of $44. In addition, 800,000 
families were receiving special benefits as tran- 
sitionally insured and special age-72 beneficiaries. 

L\n~ong the families of the regularly insured 
workers with the minimum PIA, women out- 
numbered men by nearly 3 to 1 and children 
accounted for less than 10 percent of the bene- 
ficiaries. Women were even more predominant, 
among the families with special benefits. Com- 
pared with all families, the families with a PIA 
at the minimum had relatively fewer men and 
children. 

L4bout 2 million of the regularly insured bene- 
ficiaries with the minimum PIA were classified 
in social security records as one-person families, 
with the overwhelming majority (85 percent) 
retired workers. The actual number of one-person 
families may be considerably smaller-perhaps 
as much as 25 percent. Roughly, 450,000 married 
women were classified as “retired-worker-only” 
families because (a) they were entitled to re- 
tired-worker benefits in addition to their eligi- 
bility as wives or (b) they were not, eligible as 
wives because their husbands had not as yet 
retired or were not covered under the OASDHI 
program (as Federal employees, for example). 

L4bout 400,000 of the 1.3 million ret,ired women 
workers with the minimum PIA were dually 
entitled as wives and widows; most of them were 
getting benefits higher than $44 a month. In 
addit,ion, the husbands of an unknown number of 
other women in this category may have been 
drawing benefits on their own earnings records 
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TABLE 15.-Persons with currently parable benefits: Total and those with minimum benefits, by State, end of 1967 and 1968 

[Numbers in thousands1 

State of residence 
Total, 

number 

4,515 
22;; 

1,492 

442 9.8 4,633 
221 9.9 2,293 

70 8.9 815 
151 10.1 1,524 

4,5c3 472 
1,167 121 

592 65 
1,239 137 

952 84 
553 65 

2,144 
461 
394 
623 

ii 
201 
291 

303 
65 

ii 
11 
14 
30 
42 

517 

4: 

:; 
34 

:i 
81 

ll( 

1,61: 

E: 
41‘ 
281 

35. 
5' 
61 
5: 

18 

1Ci 
11 
11 

2,69 
36 
26 

1,99 

i 

31 
4 

2: 

2f 
15 

6 
1 

- 

1 

--. 

With minimum 
henefits~ 

Percent 
Df total 

Number 

3.025 12.8 24,560 3,339 

10.3 
13.4 
11.3 
13.6 
10.2 
9.7 
8.6 

1,440 
141 

93 

6:: 
121 
328 

;;:: 
11.0 
11.1 

8.8 
11.8 

4,622 
1,197 

6@ 
1 266 

‘982 
570 

14.1 
14.1 
13.3 
14.1 
14.2 

;Zi 
14.6 

2,203 
474 
402 
641 

83 
98 

205 
299 

14.9 

ki 
18.1 
17.5 
12.0 
17.4 
17.E 
17.6 
Il.5 

3,624 
56 

347 
75 

47i 
290 
581 
284 
485 

l,cm 

1,672 331 
45c iI 
48s 101 
43: 8 
3oc 7 

16.f 2,204 
20.1 3ot 
16.: 391 
15.: 34: 
16.: 1,172 

12.: 
12.: 
12,s 
lZ.< 

Z:~ 
10.1 
10.1 
11. 

11.1 
11.’ 
11. 
11. 
9. 

14. 

25. 
7. 

85! 
8! 
8: 
3: 

21! 
101 
19‘ 

z; 

2.82‘ 
38! 
27, 

2,OQ 
1 
61 

28, 
20 

Total, 
lumber 

With minimum 
benefits 1 

Percent 
of total 

i- 13.6 

157 10.9 
20 14.4 
11 11.8 

8 14.2 
i5 10.8 
13 10.4 
29 8.8 

471 
234 

1;; 

10.2 
10.2 

9.2 
10.6 

so9 
133 

12 
9a 
7n 

11.0 
11.1 
11.6 
11.6 
9.2 

12.2 

15.0 
14.9 
14.0 
15.0 
15.0 
16.0 
15.7 
15.6 

58C 

4: 
l! 
81 
3' 

ill 
5‘ 
9‘ 

121 

16.0 
11.6 
13.9 
19.4 
18.5 
12.8 
18.9 
19.2 
19.4 
12.4 

20.1 
16.9 
21.7 
18.7 
24.3 

39 

ii 
5 

20 

11 
1 
1 

3 
1 
2 
1 

35 

i 
26 

7 
1 

17.9 
21.8 
17.6 
16.9 
17.3 

13.0 
12.9 
13.1 
13.1 
14.5 
14.9 
11.5 
11.4 
11.9 

12.5 
12.3 
12.0 
12.5 

9.9 
14.7 

'7 i 
9 

27.2 
9.4 

1 Includes benefits of $44 or less for 1967 and $55 or less for 19+?8 payable to sured and special age-72 beneficiaries: excludes wives, mothers, children, and 
retired and disabled workers, widows and widowers, and transitionally in- parents. 

and the combined amount for the worker and bands of other women in this category may have 
spouse thus exceeded $66, the family maximum still been working. On this basis, one can corn 
amount for those with PIA% of $44. The hus- elude that between llh and l$$ million persons 
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were getting benefits of $44 or less, not supple- 
mented by additional benefits for the spouses 
and not supplemented by earnings from the 
spouses’ employment. This figure does not include 
the 850,000 transitionally insured and special 
age-72 beneficiaries who were getting $35 a month. 

L1 woman was more likely to be at the head of 
it family with the minimum PIA. Half of all 
beneficiary families had a woman at the head, 
but three-fourths of the families with low benefits 
were headed by a woman. 

About 13 percent of the beneficiary families 
with the minimum PIA were not white, and 
close to three-fourths of these families were in 
retired-worker families. Whatever the family 
category, there were fewer white families with 
the minimum PIA, relatively, Ulan there were 
families of other races. 

Fourteen percent of the white individual bene- 
Caries and 23 percent of those in other races 
were in families with the PIA at the minimum. 
The proportion of women in these families was 
lower among the latter group than it was among 
the former, but for children the reverse was true. 

Early retirement was more common among re- 
tired workers with the minimum PIA than among 
all retired workers. Even so, the proportion of 
workers aged 85 and over was considerably higher 
among retired workers with the minimum. 

The PIA for about 5 out of 6 retired-worker 
families to whom benefits were payable at the 

end of 1967 was determined on the basis of 
earnings from employment after 1950. Yet in 
more than 40 percent of the retired-worker fami- 
lies with the minimum PIA (about 800,000 
families) pre-1951 earnings were needed for 
entitlement , even to minimum benefits. Minimum 
benefits for an additional 200,000 survivor fami- 
lies also depended on pre-1951 earnings. 

More women than men received actuarially 
reduced benefits because of early retirement. Yet 
actuarial reduction tended to be less prevalent 
among women in retired-worker families with 
the minimum PIA than among women in all 
retired-worker families, and somewhat more prev- 
alent among men with the minimum PIA than 
among all men. 

About 13 percent of the retired-worker benefit 
awards made in 1967 were based on a PIA of 
$44. Of all retired-worker benefits payable at 
the end of 1967, 16 percent were based on a PIA 
of $44. 

At, the end of 1967, beneficiaries with benefits 
of $44 or less in the various benefit categories, 
and inferentially all beneficiaries with minimum 
benefits, were relatively more numerous in South- 
ern States than they were in Northern States. 
It, is estimated that at the end of 1968 the number 
of regularly insured beneficiaries with minimum 
benefits (based on t,he new $55 minimum) was 
about 3.2 million, not counting the 790,000 tran- 
sitionally insured and special age-72 beneficiaries. 

20 SOCIAL SECURITY 


