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I’SI)ER the current provisions of the Social Sr- 
curity ,2ct, a period of disability inay be estab- 
lished as beginning not niore than 18 rnoutl~s 
before the disabled worker files an application for 
benefits, even though llis disability inay have 
forced him to stol) working ~n:tny years e:urlier.’ 
Furthermore, his benefit. paynlents canuot be 
retroactive for nlore lliaii 12 months before the 
date of the npplication. 

A worker who w:Lits inore than 1% inonths after 
he becomes disabled to file for benefits nlay there- 
fore sufler needless ewnonlic loss.’ Since iusurecl- 
status requirenleuts inust he inet at, the 1)eginuing 
date of the legal period of disability, a worker 
who becanle disfibled long before fil iiig an xppli- 
cation inay eren sufrer loss of his basic eligibility 
uuder the progranl. For insured status the iudi- 
vidual must have worked in covered ernploylnent 
for at least, 5 years out. of the 10 in~medi:~tely pre- 
ceding the onset of his disability. 

Since the pssage of the tirst provisions for 
ability benefits, the Social Security Adniinis- 
tiou has carried on ai1 extensive progrnnl to 

publicize tlleln and to alert disabled workers to 
their rights. Extensive use has been inade of the 
usu;il ni:ws niedi;i-television, radio, and the news- 
papers. ,Irticles have been publisliecl in niedical 
~ntl other technical ,~ou~‘n:~ls. In addit ion, district, 
offices of the Social Security 12tliiiinistr:ition hare 
established contwts with einployers illld unions 

administering private disability 1)1xns, with lneu- 
tal :Lnd tuberculosis hospitals, aiid with welfare 
agencies working with the clisabled, so thnt tlley 

migh obtain leads to newly disabled persons and 
actively solicit :~l)plicntions front them. 

~~ltllOq$i the volunie of “delayed filing” has 
diniinished since the early yews of the clisabilit,y 

prograin, current operatin g statistics indicate that, 

* Division of Disability Operations, So&l Security 

Administration. 
1 For a detailed discussion of the disability provisions 

of the Social Security Act, see Arthur IC. IIess, “Fire 
Tears of Disability Insurance Benefits: d I’rogress Iie- 
port,” Social S’cotrity IIullctin, July 1962. 

2 Consideration is being giren to legislation that would 
proride full retroactivity for disability determinations. 
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ahit a fifth of all disability :tpplicxnts still wait 
niore tliali 18 urontlls after they have beconle dis- 
abled to file for benefits and thus risk ljossible loss 
of at least soine nioiitlily cash benefits. This pro- 
portion has reiuained relatively steady for the 
past few years. Presunuhly, there ui:iy be disabled 
workers who do llot file at all, hut there is no 
practical way of estin~ating their number. 

TABLE l.-Xumher and percentage distribut ion of apl)licants, 
by filing lag 1 

Filing lag 
(number of months) 

Total 

100 

41 
2i 
11 
11 

8 
2 

Co1nplete ISackground 
interview data Only 

------I --- 

Num- 
her 

5,358 100 / 360 

2,19x 
1,446 

5i8 
596 
422 
118 

;: 
14i 

11 ii 
11 42 

8 30 
2 17 

Per- 
cent 

100 

41 
25 

Y 
12 

8 
5 

1 Number of nlonths h&wecn onset of disability and d&c of filing for 
disability hmefits. 

The present survey was undertaken to deter- 
niiiie why disabled persons delay filing for bene- 
fits, their sources of iuforniatioii about the disabil- 
ity l)rogranl, the reasons that they finally apply, 
and what steps can be takeu to recluse excessive 
delays. The surrey data were collected through a 
special interview schedule ;~dn~inisteretl to all ap- 
plicaiits for disability benefits duriup the first. 2 
weeks of April 1968 in :I X-percent raudonl sanl- 
pie of all district offices. Thring an additional 2 
weeks, applicants waiting wore than 12 n~ontlls 
after the onset of their disability before they filed 
for benefits were interriewed to supplement the 
sample of ‘delayed filers.” 3 

This report. analyzes data obtained during the 
first 2 weeks of interviewing only. The analysis 
covers (1) sources of information about the dis- 
ability prograiu, (2) reasons for delayed filing, 

3 The sample excluded al@vants for childhood dis- 
ability benefits, reapplicants, and al)I)licants who had 
never met the insured-status requirements. 
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TABLE 2.-Filing lag, by applicant’s answer to the question, 

“How did you first. find out there was a social security dis- 

ability program?” 

Source of initial Num 
informntion ber 

--__--~ -- 
Mess media: 

Newspaper ._.. .-_-. . . 475 
Radio or television.. _. 490 

' 240 Pamphlet or magazine... 
Public agency: 

Public assistance or vol- 
untary welfare agency. 

Unemployment insurance. 
Veterans Administration. 

Work-related: 
Union....~~............. 
Employer.~......... . . . . 
Coworker.. _........ --.. 

Personal: 
Spouse.-..-......-.-.-.. 
Relative other than 

sp4mse ._.. . . .--. . . . . 
Friend, neighbor, or BC- 

quaintance.... . . . . .._ 
Other disability benefi- 

ciary--......I..~.....- 
Other hospital patient... 

Doctor.......~..........~. 
Social security represent- 

ative.......-.-..-~...... 
Other................~~.~. 
Don’t remember.. ....... . 

308 

2;: 

3:: 
155 

169 

386 

1,050 

1:: 
375 

340 
154 
250 

Percentage distribution by filing lag 
(number of months) 

rOta 

100 
100 
100 

100 
100 
100 

100 
100 
100 

100 

100 

100 

100 
100 
100 

100 
100 
100 

1 ’ 

.- 

:; 
11 

:i 
13 

1; 
6 

10 

13 

11 

13 
13 

7 

1; 
10 

LlOI 
thsr 

18 

5 

:i 

a 

1:: 

18 

21 

23 

23 

:i 

26 
20 
19 

1 The source of information was a magazine in only 25 cases. 
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-- 
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2 
2 
1 

; 
3 

2 

1 

2 

; 
3 

i 
2 

(3) precipitating reasons for filing, and (4) de- 
layed filing and receipt. of benefits from other 
programs. 

A later report will include data on the number 
of persons in the sample for wllom a disability 
benefit was allowed, tile number of applicants 
~110 actually lost benefits because of tlleir delay 
in filing, and t,lle amount of benefit,s lost. It will 
also include a detailed analysis of the full 4-week 
sample of delayed filers. Tile present article 
sl~oulcl Cerefore be considered provisional.” 

The first 2 weeks of interviewing yielded 5,718 
sample cases. Of this total, 360 were cases where 
the interview schedule could not be administered 
because the claimant did not apply in person. 
Generally, these were cases where tile claimant 
was not competent or was too ill to apply in per- 
son, and they are omitted from tile analysis. 

For tlie remaining 5,358 cases, a complete inter- 
view was obtained. Two-fifths bad filed within 6 

4 In this report, elapsed time between the date of 

onset of the disability and the date of filing is measured 

by subtracting the former from the latter. The date of 

onset used is, however, the date alleged by the claimant 

at the time of application and not the date determined 

upon adjudication of his claim. When the established 

date is substituted for the alleged date, it is possible 
that some of the distributions and relationships dis- 
cussed here will change. 
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months after becoming disabled, as shown in table 
1, and almost that many waited more tllan 6 
months but less than tile 1%month retroacti 
time limit. Almost, one-fifth, however, wait a 

I 

more than 18 months. The differences were slight 
between the cases for whom the interview was 
completed and the cases with background data 
only. 

SOURCES OF INFORMATION ABOUT THE 
DISABILITY PROGRAM 

One of tile major objectives of the survey was 

to determine the cliannels of information through 
which disabled persons learn about the disability 
provisions under the Social Security Act. What 
part is played by the mass media, by employers 
and unions, by physicians, and by family and 
friends in acquainting potent ial claimants with 
the program and wit11 their rights? Which of 
these cliannels are most closely related to prompt- 
ness of filing’? 

First Information on the Program 

To identify sources of information, applica -., 
f in tile survey were asked, “Can you remember 1~ . j 

you first, fomld out there was a disability pro- 
gram ?” Responses to this question varied widely. 
Most often a friend or neighbor llad informed tile 
applicant (in 1 out of 5 cases). The next most 
frequent sources were tile newspaper (0 percent,) 
and radio or television (9 percent). Other sources 
included physicians (7 percent ) , relatives (‘7 per- 
cent ) , employers (6 percent ) , district office repre- 

TABLE S.-Percent of applicants m-ho stated they received 
any information or advire to file for benefits, by source of 
information 

Re- 
Source of information or advice 

Re- 
ceived 
advice 
to file 

-__-__ 

Public assistance or voluntary welfare agency.. 12 2 
Veterans Administration- ~~~ . . . . . . . ~.. 2 
Member of claimant’s union...- . . . . . ~~ ~~.. 3’ 
Employer..~.~~...............~~......~......~~.. 11 ; 
SpoUSe........~~.......~~......~-......~~....~~.. 5 
Relstiveotherthenspouse . ..__. ~~ ~... :3” 4 
Friend, neighbor, acquaintance, or coworker.. . . . 26 12 
Other disability beneficiary . . . . . . .._...._....._.. 15 
Doctor~........~.........~~....~...............~. 28 : 
Lawyeroraccountlnt....~ ._._......... ~. 
Social security representative . . . . . . _..... ~~ . .._ ~. : : 

-- 

10 
5 

i 
11 

9 
14 

8 
21 

3 
3 

i 
1 Because applicants stated they received information or advice from 

more than one source, the percentages add up to more than 100. 



sent at ives (6 percent ) , and public iEXiSt :UlCe 01’ 

her welfare agencies (6 percent). 
* Grouping of the specific responses into more 

general categories perhaps provides a clearer pic- 
ture of how :~pplicnnts first learn ilbOllt the dis- 
ability l)i*ogr;mi. Thirty-eight percent said that 
they first heard about the progrml from an ill- 
fornlal, persoiinl source (sucli :LS a. Friend, reht ive, 
q)ouse, or cowo~*ker), and 22 percent named the 
niass inedin (newpaper, radio, television, magn- 
he, or ~xmiplilet). For 11 percent the source of 
the inforiiiation \VilS :L public agency (Such :lS :l 
public assistance agency, the Veterans Adminis- 
tration, or an uneinploynient iiisurance office) ; 
for 8 percent it was either the employer or union; 
and for 7 percent it was the doctor. Mthough the 
responses reveal ‘a wide ViLlGety of sources of in- 
forniatioii, it appears that, illfOl2lli~l, peIXOllil1 

sources nre by far the most inil)ortaiit in getting 
hit ial information about tlie disability 11rogram 
to disabled worl~ers.S 

TABLE 4.---Filing lag for applicants receiving any infornlation 
or advice to file for I-jenefits, hv source of information or 
advice 

Perwntapc distribution by filing lop: 
(number of months) 

urce 01 information NUIII 
or advice her 

Public ossistsnce or vol- 
untary welfare agency.. 

Vetwans Administration. 
Union . . . . . . . ~~~~ . . . . . . . ~~ 

641 
389 
lY0 
625 
839 

77 

1,389 
x27 

1,524 
172 

188 

I- 

T ‘eta 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

100 
100 
100 
100 

100 

1 

~- 

6 or 
lrss 

h 
6” 
t 

36 24 
39 22 
52 32 
50 30 
44 29 
41 24 

38 
3x 
51 
27 

35 

28 
24 
24 
35 

29 

/ 

13 
14 

6 
11 

:; 

12 

:i 
12 

9 

-- 
I 

‘n 
b t 
/ 

--- 

;2” 

9 
7 

14 
22 

20 
22 
13 
25 

24 

The relittirely few persons who reported that 
they first llei~lYl :lbollt tlie l)~O$plll fro111 :L doctor, 
union, or enil)loyer I ended to liave the shortest, 
filing laps (table 2). Possibly these more formal 
chniiels of infornintioii carry wit11 theni more 
authority tllan do friends itlld relxtives. The other 
group with il relnt i\-ely short filing lag were those 
stating that they first heard :rbout the prograin 
through the mass media. ~Tndoi~l~tedly, clniinmts 
alert eiiougli to catch such inessngcs iii the nem- 

5 The way the inforniation rracheil these personal 
sources was, of course, heyoncl the scope of this studg. 
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pper or on television are also likely to be alert 
to their rights under the propani and to file 
pl.oll’p~ly. 

Persons who stated that the disability program 
first f.Ylllle to tlieil attention tlirougli a public 
qeiicy (such as the Veterans i~dl~~illiStri~ti011 01’ :L 

public assistance agency) deferred filing for the 
longest period. This finding suggests tllat infor- 
mation received from sncli sources is either dis- 
regarded or that persons learning of the dis:tbilit,y 
prograni in this wxy came into contact with such 
agencies soine time after the Onset of their dis- 
hility. 

Specific Information or Advice 

Further knowledge of the way disabled persons 
get infornintion about, the program was gained by 
furnishing each applicant wit11 a check list of 
sources (his doctor, spouse, relatives, public as- 
sistance agency, lawyer, etc.) and requesting him 
to check all sources that had provided any infor- 
ni:Ltion or specific advice about filing an xpplicn- 
tion for benefits. For each source, the clainiwnts 
responding were classified in three categories : 
(1) those who did :iot receive any iiifornintion 01 
advice from the source, (2) those ~110 spoke to 
the source and received infolmation only, illId (3) 
those who spoke to the source and were speciticall~ 
advised to file for benefits.‘; 

Table 3 shows that most often the inforniation 
or advice wine froni the al)plic:Lut’s doctor (28 
percent) and flwni a friend, iieiglibor, :~~~l~ilillt- 

ante, or coworker (26 percent ). Tliongli similni 
in frequency, the iLtlTiW given by these two 
sources differed sigiiificantly in content. In 3 out 
of every 4 cases iii which the doctor was the soi~rcc 
of inforniatioii or advice, lie 1i;id advised the 
claimant to file for benefits-the highest propor- 
tion for any source. Friends, on tile other hand, 
liatl suggested filing for heiiefits iii oiilj- sliglitlg 
ixlo1’e tllilll llnlf the cnses. 

The liest most coninion source of inforrnntion 
01’ nclvice n-as the Cl:lilllilllt’S spouse (16 perceiit), 

Who atlvised filing in 2 out of 3 CilSW. ,1. surpris- 
ingly lil~ge proportion (15 percent) of the appli- 

” ,\ fourth possibility-that the claimant spolte to the 
source ant1 was advised not to file-was included on the 
interview schedule. Since there was only a handful of 
swh responses, they were not coded. 



cants received information from someone who WLS 

already receiving disability benefits. In about half 
these cases the information included advice to file 
for benefits. Public zssistance and other welfare 
agencies served as R source of information or ad- 
vice for Id percent, of the claimants. in 5 out of 
every C, such cases the agency advised the indivicl- 
ual to file for disability benefits uuder old-age, 
survivors and disability insur:wce (OASDI) . 
This is tZe highest rate of advice to file reported 
for auy of the chiiiels of inform:btion. It, is re:\- 
sonable to :w3mie that claimants mike contact 
with such agencies considernbly later iii the course 
of their disability thii they do with a spouse, 
friends, or doctor. In other words, by the time 
t,lley reach such agencies, they already have n long 
history of sickness, nonemployrnent, and depleted 
resources. In addition, welfare agencies have a 
policy of referring disnl~led persons who apply 
for assistnnce to the Social Security ,Mministra- 
tion’s district ofices, where they rnay apply for 
disability beliefits if they IlilVe not :llRild~ done 
so. 

III SUIU, when the claimant spoke with someone 
iLbOUt. tile CliSiLbility prOgl’Xl11, IiiOI’e often tli:Ui not 
lie received both iiiforniation itlltl advice to file. 

Sources tllilt involved less personal interaction, 
SIICll its l)ublic* assistniice Or Otlier welfare ageiicies 

and l)liysici:iiis, were more likely to give sucli 
iltlvice tllilll were f rieiids, I*eliIt ires, or c~oworl<erS. 

Table 4 SllO\vs tlata 011 tile iiliilp IiIg, nccordiiig 
to wlletlier 01’ ilot tile ~lilill~:~llt reveivetl iiiforui:b- 
tion or advice to tile froni aiiy source 011 tlie cllecsk 

list. ‘I’lle findings nre virtually :I reljetitiou of 
tllose iii tilble 2, wliicli sliowed siniilar data l)y tlie 

claimant’s init ii11 sonrce of ii~forlllat ion. (‘lililll- 

TABLE 5.-Filing lag for applicants for disnbility hemfits, 
by elapsed time between date of application ant1 date :?ppli- 
cant last saw physician 

I 
Percentage distribution by filing la:: 

(number of months) 

Ela~scd time 
_.___~__ 

e 
Total months 

or less 

Total number.-.-- ’ 5,240 2.198 

Total fmcm... 100 100 

Less than 1 month.... 77 85 
l-2 months . . . . . 9 7 
3-e months- . . . . . ~~~.. 8 4 
7-12 months.- ._.. ~~.. 
Mow than 12 months. i, 
Unknown..--..--.--.. l/ 1 

- 

-. 

---- 

More 
than 6, 

up to 12 
--- 

1.446 

100 

78 
9 
7 
; 
1 

More 
than 12, Mow 

up to 18 / thm “3 

5x 1,01x 

1110 100 

i3 Ii1 
10 II 
10 12 

3 
3 
lo 

; 
2 

1 Excludes 118 casts where number of ~rlonths betaccn onsrt of disability 
and datu of application was unknown. 
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ants receixiug information or advice from physi- 
cians, employers, or unions--like those receivin 
their first know-ledge of the program from tli 

+ 
I 

sources-had the short est. filiug lags. ,2ltlioug 1 
\velf:lre agencies were even more likely than phy- 
siciaiis to conl)le iiiformat ion nl)out the disabi1it.y 
program with sljecific advice to file, the longest, 
filing lags were reported by npl~licnnts consulting 
the agencies. Thus, not only were 1)ligsicinns one 
of the most frequent sources of illfOl?llilt ioii abont 

the disability program, but theI also advised 
Cli~illli~lltS to tile for disability beiiefits more often 
tllall ally other source of I)lW~li\lll inform:ltion. 

The Physician’s Role 

Tlie 11riviIte pllySiCiiU1 l)likJ? :I11 iIllpOrtiIllt role 

in the disal)ilitg ilrsnrance l)rogrillu. He functions 
as :I I~iecliwl rel)ort er (sul~l)lyiiig mediciLl evi- 

dence as llle 1)11ysici:IIl t rent iig c~lniniaiits), as :L 

decision iiialter (acting as :L member of State clis- 

ability ev:lluntioii tennis), niitl as a policy formu- 
lator (2s :t mcaiber of medical advisory conimit- 
tees ant1 of tile Social Security ~~cliriillistri~tioii’s 
medical wiisultaiit staff’). L1ltllougli the hdminis- 
tratioii’s Illedi(~i~l iiiforiiiatioii ~~~O~~iUll focuses -- 

!f lhysic~i;ui iiildei.staiitliilg of his role iii these are ’ 
and not on the l”~l)leiii of eiicour:lgiiig the 
worker’s prolul~t :~pI)lic~iltiOll for disability bene- 
fits, better uiitlerst:~ntling 1)J the pliysicial~ is 
l~ouiid to result in better iiiitlei*stniicliu,rr by 1lIe 

tlisabletl l)ersoIi aiicl tlins iI1 l)roIiil)ter filing. 

Tllr IY2liltiW l)ron~l)t~lesS Of filiiig aI11oiig ;kl)l)li- 

cxllts receiviiig iiiformaf ioii iIbOIlt tile tlisabilitg 
prograiii Ironi their l)llysici:rns suggests tliat iii- 
format ioiixl l~iqx~iiis ainied at physicians do 
miwli to rctlnc~e filing tlclxy: :inioilg tlisal)led per- 
SOlIS. SUCll 1)lVgI’;llM (‘it11 1W fruitful, however, 
Ollly if tile men alld v-0111611 t0 lx? lTil(*ll~tl--tlMt, is, 

tliose wlio delay filing tlir lollgest-are receiviiig 

Iliedicxl fxre. I1~iglity-sis ljerceiit Of tlie :rpl)li- 

wilts lli\tl seeu a l)hpici:tll tluring the 1 or 2 
Iiioi~tlIe iIiIIi~ediately lwfore tlie iuoiitl~ iii wliicli 

tliey :Ipplied for tlisability hiefits (tal,le 5). 
Moreover, tlioq1i tile lcilgtli of linle l)rtwecn tlie 

tlnte of :il)plkatioii for dis;nl)ilityv Ix3ielits :IIid tllc 

d:tte t lie :ll)l)liCilllt 1iISt SilW :I 1)11ssiciaIi increased 

steadily as the filiilg lilg increase(l, tlie vast mnjor- 
ity (72 percent) of even tlie npl)lic:ults xitll filing 
lags of wore tllaii 18 Iiioiitlis lincl see11 :L pliysici:iII 
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REASONS FOR DELAYED FILING 

(I able 6). This (list dbutioli suggests that inniiy 
c*lailiinnts lmy ii0 attention to the disability pro- 
,g~:uii wit il tlie onset of disability makes it n 
illat ter of ininietliate I)e~soiinl coiicem 

Ilalf of those who stated that they hid been 
;~\viue of the l)~opnin ;if tlie oliset of their tlis- 
:Il)ility filet1 within 6 niontlis, in conll)aCson with 
a t hid of those wlio \vere iiot au-are of the pm- 
gynii~ when tliey I)ec:liiie tlisnbled. Mo1eove1., only 
:Il)Ollt t111 eight 11 Of tllO%? il\YRlT of tllr 1)lQgIXlll at 

the tiiiic of onset waited iiio1’e tlinu iii iiionths to 
file, hiIt alliiost :I fonAli of those wh hat1 been 
un:~wi~i~e of tlie 1~1~opani tlefeixvl liliiip for that, 
1r11gt11 of ti111e. 

Those ~~110 said they were :1\w1’e of the p~ogmiii 
:It the onset of the disability were fudller asked: 
“Lhltl ill that t inie (lit1 yolk think you might be 
:Il)le to qualify !” Ii’ol.ty-tll~ee l)ewent said “1-es,” 
48 l)emelit saitl “So,” aid !) l)eweiit ~~)ultl not re- 
cdl (table 7). The large l~~op0~1-ion wllo thought 
they iiiiglit not 1~ :~l)le to qualify suggests that, 
well aliioiig l~~esniiial~l~ ho\\-1edgeal)le u-orlien. 
unc~e1?aiiity exists :11m1t tlie extent of tliwbilit?; 
I~eqni~etl to qualify fol* disability beiiefits. 

I 
Yes I so 

hioiig persons who hew ;tlmut tlie l~qy~:uii 
alid t liouglit themselves cli~:ilitied for heiiefit sy 02 
ljerceiit filed within tile (i nioiitlis following ille 
onset of disability alid 8 pewelit wiiteil ino1’e thl 
IS ltl0lltllS. Ill POllt~ilSt, :tlllOllg tllOse with early 
lmowletlge of the l)mgniii but ~1~0 tliouglit they 
niiglit iiot qmlif?-, 4) I)ewelit filed within 6 
IlionClis ant1 16 percent \v;tited inoi’e thn 18 
lllolltlls. 
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status so that noiieiiiI~Ioynieiit as :L result of dis- 
ability did not jeopardize future benc~fit rights. 

9 
Another interesting difference is found in the 

proportion of workers in each nge group who re- 
ported that tlley expected to pet better :ultl/ol 
return to work. Twenty-eight percent of the 
workers uuder age 50 gave this as :I reason for 
delay, compwed with 35 Ijerceut of tllose aged 50 
and over. A ditYereuce in the other direction 
would be expected : It seems likely that the 
younger the worker, the more sangnine lie would 
be aliout his prospects for medical and/or voca- 
tional recovery. Not only tloes lie have relatire 
yout 11 in his favor, lint the younger person tends 

to be better educated and also more likely to be 
sutreriiig from il disorder with a fairly fnvorable 
prognosis-for example, tul)erculosis. In L%ct, 

from other dntn it is known that the youugel 
people on the disability rolls exhibit higher rates 
of recovery. 

The answer mny possibly be that claimants tend 
to evaluate their health StiLtllS iii terms of the 
health of others iu their owi age group. Iii con- 
sequence, younger workers may feel relatively 
worse off and may therefore be less optimist~ic 
about, prospects for recovery than oltler persons, 
who expect at least some ill health merely because 

v 
’ their age. I:ut if the figures I)reseiited here are 

eliable, there is really no ready exI~lnii:~tioii al 
lm1d. 

In s~ini, the data suggest at least tit-0 types of 
claimaiit who delay filing for disability benefits : 

TABLE lO.--ilpplicant’s rwson for filing for did~ility 
benefits when he did, by age 

Applicant’s reason Cm filing 

Found out disability program esisted--m...---... 
Ilad known nhout ~,r”~ra,n hut found out ahout 

5,358 ( 1,859 ( 

/ 100 100 

23 ( 29 

1 1 

4 (9 

; 
1 
3 

lj 1’ 

91 7 

30 25 
5i 
24 ;i 

3 ! 3 

II l 

3,499 

100 

20 

7 
1 
1 

(1 ) tllose delaying bec~nuse of ignornnce of the 
~“‘ogl’“lLl, illltl (2) those who are aware of the 
I)rogr:w~ hiit who deliLJ it1 the hope that thei 
disabilities will imI)rove to tile point where they 
can ret iii-t1 to gniuful emI~luyment. Ways of reach- 
ing t Ile two types, of course, differ. hi the first, 
iiist :inw, tlie I)rol)leni is one of dissemin:ltiiig iii- 
fowlation about the I~rop~wl; iu the second, the 
probleiii U-ould seeni to be to encourage earlier 
filing wit Lout, at the same time, reducing the 
motivnt ion t 0 ret urn to gaiiiful employment. 

The (*;ltepory t llat thinks tlleir disabilities are 
not severe enougI1 to qualify them may be a third 
tyI)e or may he :L mixture of types (1) :~iid (2). 
Wheu the data on disability allowances and de- 
nials are a\-nilable and cross-tabul:tted with data 
froui t lie ilit erricw schedules, it will be possible 
to determiue whether those who stated their con- 
dition was not severe enougli to permit them to 
qualify were actually cases of iiinrpiual disability 
or whether they inr-olved ulisconcept ioiis about 
the severity of tlis:ll)ility required l+tlie law. 

PRECIPITATING REASONS FOR FILING 

The reasons that iiiliil,it au individwll from fil- 
ing a timely c~lniiii foix disability benefits differ, of 
course, from those that event iially stimulate tlii 
:1pl~lication. For example, it worker may delay 
filing l)YillCil)iLll~ becnrlse lie esI)ects to recover. 
l-et the precipitating filChtOY in liis applicntion 
may he the deI)letioii of economic resources. Be- 
cause of tllis I)ossibility, ~liliu~:~nts were asked: 
“Fe often wonder just n-hit causes :i person to 
file for benefits iit a certain tiiiie. Was there any 
special reasoil that made you tlecide to file for 
benefits now Y” 

,1pplicants ;lreraged 1.6 reasons per person. 
Only four reasoiis o-ere reported with mucli fw 
quency (table IO). Tile ~l;\im:mt was advised to file 
(57 I)erceilt) : believed his tlis:rbility was getting 
worse 01 liot improving and/or realized he 
couldn’t returil to work (30 Ijerceut) ; needed the 
money (24 percent) ; :111d fOlLlLt1 Ollt iLbOLLt the 
existence of the disability program (23 percent). 

(“li~iniant s statiiig that they lixd filed when they 
did because they had been advised to do so were 
asked to specify from \vliom the advice came. 
IIere too, atlricc to file came most often (for 23 
I)ercent of the persons advised to file) from pliysi- 
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cians. Other sources of advice mentioned, in order 
of frequency, were : 

sozcrcc Pcrcen t 

Friend, neighbor, acquaintance, or coworker ------ 113 
Ihstrict office contact ----- _-__------ ------------- 16 
Public assistance or other welfare agency --------- 1.5 
Employer ---------------- _--_--- -~~-~~--~--~---- 8 
Relative -------_------_--_--___________________ G 
Spouse ~-~~-~~--~---------_____________________~- 5 
Yeterans hdrninistratiou --------_--_--_---------- 5 

Ikq~loration of reasons for filing, by age, re- 
veals only two differences of interest. Persons 
under age 50 were somewhat more likely than 
older \\orlielS to nleiitioii discovery of the exist- 
ence of the disability progr:un as a precipitat.ing 
reason for filing. (d!) percent compwed with 20 
percent) and were somewht less likely to report 
that, they realized their tlisahilities were getting 
worse or not improving x3 expected (25 percent 
coinpared with 33 percent). For both age groul)s, 
however, the reason for tiling gireii most fre- 
quently was ‘hdvised to file”; this reasoil was 
cited by 59 1)ercent of those untler ape 50 and 5~ 
percent of those aged 50 ant1 over. 

Table 11 shows the extent of delay according to 
the four most frequent reasons given for filing. 
In general, there is little wrintion in the l)ropor- 
tion filing for benefits within the tirstj 1% months 
after the oilset of tlie tlisability. hmng 1)ersoiis 
filing because they needed tlie itmiey there is :L 
pronounced tendency, however, to file before the 
nineteenth month of dis:lLility. Only 7 percent 
of the claiinants giving this reason for filing 
waited more than 18 month after l~econliiig dis- 
abled. Iii cant rast , :t delay of more than 18 
lllolltlls was reported by 16 1)erceiit of tlmse who 
realized that their disxbilities II-eye llot @tiiig 

better or were worsening, Iti percent of those ~110 

TABLE I I .-Filing lag, hy :~pphc:mt’s reason for filing when 
he did 

TABLE 12.-Filing lag for applicants who stated they were 
advised to file, hy source of advice 

-~ 
Percentage distribution, by filing la 

(number of mnonths) 

Sourer of advice 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

100 
100 

100 
100 

32: 31 12 23 
53 25 8 11 

46 25 
31 36 

Y 
14 

18 
li 

23 
23 

5 

ii 

were iLdviset1 to tile, and 22 1)erceiit of those WllO 
diwo~ered the existence of the tlisnbilitg l)rogr:m. 

Tlie filing lag is shown iii table 12 by source 
of advice for those clainiaiits who nic~itioned nd- 
vice from a particular source as a 1)recipitating 
cause for filing. The findings are consistent with 
earlier results; claims filed 011 the advice of a 
doctoi~, lahr minion, or employer were most likely 
to he mxdc so011 Rfter the oIlset of the disability, 
and c~laiiiis filed on the advice of a welfare agewy 
were more li!iely to be tlel:~yrd. Specificnlly, 28 
percent of the liltter groul) were filed more than 
Iti montlls ilfter the onset of the disability, i ’ 

ci contrast to 5 perceiit of tliose ad\-ised to file kq 
! 

tlieir einl)loyer, 5 percent of tllose advised by their 
unioii, and 11 percent of those advised by their 
tloctor. 

RECEIPT OF BENEFITS UNDER OTHER PROGRAMS 

-1 sigiiilicxiit proport ioil of the clainlants for 
tlkrbility benefits under OAISI)I reported they 
were :LllWld?, receiving (or lliXC1 received) otliel 
lx~peiits because of their disability (nnder work- 
men’s comlxnsntiou, l)ilblic assistance, a private 
pensioil l)l:in, etc.) . oltly ~)aymeiit s received 
since the tlnte given for the onset of the diwhilitg 
are considered here. The most frequently re- 
ported types of payment xre shown Iwlow. 

Sourw PoccHt 
Employer plan -- _-_--_-_- ~_----~---_----_-----__ 16 
T’neuiploynient insurance ~_~~~~~~-.-~~~~_~~---_--__ 10 
l’uhlic assistance --__-----------_----___________ 10 
T-eterans Akninistrntion -_---~~ .------~--_~-_____ 8 
Workmen’s compensation _ ..-__--___------_-_____ 7 
Private insurance plan _--__- --__---~_--_-_--_--_- 7 
State temporary disability insurance ---__---_-__- 1; 
Vnion plan _~~--- _-_-__-- _~~-------~.~~-_~--~..---- 3 



TABLE 13. Filing lag for applicants for disability benefits, by 
receipt of disability payments from other sourre 

Receipt of benefit NUllI 
and source her 

Public assistance or vol- 
untary welfare agency: 

Receiving -..~.~~~~~~ 554 
Not receiving.. . . . . -..~~. 4,iii 

Cncmployment insurance: 
Receiving. .-.-.. 541 
Not receiving.- . . . . ~~..~~ 4,iSO 

Veterans Administration: 
Receiving.-. .~ 402 
Not receiving . . . . . . . . . . . 4,929 

State temporary disability i 
insurance program: 

Receiving-.. 346 
Not receiving . . . . . . . . . . . 4,985 

Workmen’s compensation: 
Receiving.------- ~. 363 
~otreceiving~~~~~~~...~~ 4,%8 

Employer plan: 
Hewiving--..--.- 831 
Not receiving . . . . . . _ . . . . 4,500 

Union plan: 
Receiving- 172 
Notreceiving.-..-..- . . . . . 5,159 

Privstc insurance plan: 
Receiving...-..- ~~~~ 373 
~Otreceivine~~~........~i 4,957 

Pcrccntnge distribution, by filing lag 
(number of months) 

32 
43 

25 
43 

37 
42 

21 
42 

50 
40 

48 
41 

46 
41 

31 
2: 

30 
2(i 

35 
2i 

31 
27 

:?I 

1s 
10 

:P 

1; 

15 
11 

10 
11 

8 
11 

9 
11 

27 
18 

29 
18 

28 
18 

iii 

31 
1X 

9 
21 

8 
19 

13 
19 

Table 13 cross-txbulates payinents received m- 
cler other programs according to the lag in filing 
for disnbility benefits uilcler O.\SI)I. It cm be 
seen that the proml~tness wit11 which ;I c~l:~ininiit~ 

,, ‘led for dkxbility benefits ditl ilot tlel~eiitl 011 the 

9 ,ceipt of Other paynieiit s iii itself Init wtliei. 011 
tlie type of pgnieiit received.” 

(‘]:I ininnts report iii, 0. tlint t liry receirrd walk- 
Iiieli‘s c,oiill’t’lis:‘tioii, Iltieiiil)lo~iiieiit iiisulaiice, 
T7rteraiis -~tlii~iiiist ration lxipciits, or l)ublic as- 
sislaiice wwe less likely to tile early, and those 
receiviiip Iwilc~fits frouk aii c~iiil~lo~~i* or union 
were moi*e Iilwly to file early. lirc*cii,t of private 
iiisuritnce l)ay:rieiit s Or St ate t vii~lwm 1’~ tlisal~il it y 
benefits did not afTec+ tlie t iinc 0I liliirg. The 
reI:~tioiisIiil~s l)econic iiiorc :11)1x\ reii t wit 11 sl uds 
of tlie l~iqx~rtioii Of c*laiiiinnt s wait iii,g less tllnn 
6 montlls 3113d nlore tlinn 18 niontlis lo file ali 21). 
l~li~~i~tioll for tlisnbility lwtiefits iuitlci~ tlie Social 
Security _1vt anlong tliosc wlio also wwived lx~y- 
nients front sonhe otlicr source. Alost sti~ikiilg is 
the fact that those wwiviiig lxtyiiiei~ls from 
SOllrCes Of :L l)uI)licb c*ll:kr:lc~tri~ sIlo\v tile greatest 

delays in filing. ~\1’1’:1““‘1 Iv lllall~ c~l;~illl~ults tlo 
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not initiate il disnbi1it.y claim until benefits from 
another public source have been full?; exhausted 
or until they learn they can collect multiple bene- 
fits. There is also, of course, the possibility that 
tllose who apply first for disability benefits under 
the Social Security Act may delay nl~plying for 
other 1mI~Iic piynieiits to which they are entitlecl. 

Ihen among those collecting benefits from 
piiblk sources there is consiclerable rariation in 
the filing lap. The lag for the unernI~loynient in- 
surance group is perhaps most easily explained. 
To be eligible for siicli benefits requires that. the 
worker be in tile market for another job. Filing 
for tlisahility benefits under OA81)I before these 
benefits are exhausted niay appear to be irregular, 
since the i~l>l~Iic:~llt is required to state that he 
cannot work. & far as workmen’s ~OlllpellSi~tiOll 

is concerned, there w-as formerly an offset pro& 
sion iii the Social Security Act, and coilfusion 
m:ly still exist c~oncerning dual entitlement. 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS 

There seeni to be two major types Of clniniants 
\\-110 delay filiii g for tlisilbility benefits: (1) those 
whose deI:iy arises out of ignorance Of the esist- 
ewe of the disability 1~rOgmii~ (about 46 percent 
in the s:wll~lc study) illltl (2) those wIr0 are xv-are 
of tllc l)iwpxiii Im1 whose clelay sl eiiis from :tii 
eslwvtatioil Of iworer~ :intl retnix t 0 work (about 
30 perwilt). 01:Iy oiic otlier iw1soi1 wts mei?- 
t ioiirtl wit11 illly freq11ell(‘y : 14 l~cl’~‘el!? 1)eIicwtl 
tlirir tlisal)ilit?- niight not he swerc ciiongl: to 
lwrniit tlieni to qiwlify. n’lietlicr tllir ~LWU~: co::- 
st it ute7 :I tliirtl tylw Of ‘btlc!:~ye~l filer” 0: is :I mix- 
1 iire of t lie first :~i1(1 scc~)lid 1 J-lm cx~!xo: IK tleter- 
iiiinctl wit Iiont Iiuo\~-lcdgc Of ?!,r :t!!j:idirxtirc 
out c’Ol1IC. 

is 1)lY~l):~l)IJ~ tllc i!!<)S : C01111110?! Cll:li::lC-! 0l’ ii:l’ornic- 
tion alwut t lit tlis:kl)iIit)- l)rogr:l:!h ( A!li::os! Ixlf 
tllc cI:~iiii:mts iu the survey said Ili:l; they first, 
heard al)OUt tllc ~~rO~!“‘:llll froll: Sllc!; i1 source.) 



Actually, personal advice is :L less compelling 
means of stimulating prompt application than 
the advice of the individual’s physician, his em- 
ployer, or union officials. For example, only 5 
percent of those advised to file by their employer 
or union and 11 percent of those advised to file 
by their physicinns waited more than 18 months 
to do so, in contrast to 10 percent, for the sample 
as a whole. 

Information receiretl fl:om public assistance 
and other welfare agencies is least likely to be 
associated with early filing. More than :L fourth 
of those xlvised to file by such a sowce waited 
more than 18 months. It is prol)nble tllxt clxim- 
ants who come into contact with sucll agencies do 
so when their disabilities are already well nd- 
vanced. 

Claimants receiving benefits from some other 

public program because of their disability are 
least likely to file a prompt claim for disability 
benefits under O,Q31>1. Those with benefits fro 9 I 
a private insurance, union, or employer plan are 
most likely to file promptly. OF the claimnnts 
reporting that they received workmen’s compen- 
sation, uneml~loymeut iusurance, or Veterans Ad- 
ministration benefits or public assistance pay- 
ments, the proportion filing within the first 6 
months ;tfter the onset of disability ranged from 
a fifth to :I third. In contrast, almost half those 
who reported that they were receiving benefits 
from it private insurauce, union, or employer plan 

filed within the 6 mouths. Apparently ~nnny dis- 
abled workers do not iuitiate a claim under 
0,1SI>I until benefits from other public programs 
have been fully exhausted or until they learn they 
can collect multiple benefits. 

Notes and Brief Reports 

Persons Receiving Payments From 
Public Programs for Long -Term 
Disability, December 1939 - 63* 

bring the past deciade there has been :L sub- 

stantial increase in the number of persons receiv- 
ing cash benefits or payments for long-term total 
clisability under public income-nl:~intenHllce pro- 
grams. As of December 1963, about 1.8 million 
persons aged 14-64 were receiving such benefits. 
They represented 54 percent of the estimated 3.3 
million persons in the l~ol~ulation with long-term 
disabilities (of more than 6 months duration), 
including those ill institutions. In I>eceulber 1954 
only about 30 percent of the P\‘ntion’s long-term 
disabled were receiving support from public pro- 
griknis, as shown in the accomp:u~ying table. 

hrgely responsible for this dramatic change 
is the old-age, survivors, and disability insurance 
(OiMI>l) prOgr:nii, which iliitiated payments to 
the severely disabled in l%‘i. By the end of 1063, 
roughly 1 million persons were receiving dis- 
ability benefits through the iusurnnce system. 
They represented three-tenths of all persons aged 

* Prepared by Alfred 11. Skolnilr, Division of Research 
and Statistics. 
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14-64 with long-term disabilities and 55 percent, 
of those receiving disability benefits from any 
public progrwn. 

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS $ ? 

Before n’orld War II, disability l~rotrctioii 
tl~rongl~ public prograuls was coiifiurd to UY)YIC- 
men’s compensntion and to progr:uns for w!wt 

groups in the popiilnt ion--veterans, I’:\ il r0ail 

workers, the Air~iietl Forces, civili:lu go\-ernmeiit 
employees, :pil:l the !keetly blind. (‘ilsll pynients 
for long-te: “1 ( !‘+~l,ility were iiii\dt~ linder such 
provisions iu ‘~eceniber l!M!) to about 2!)0,000 per- 
SOllS, or :L little more than one-tcctli of the 
Sntion’s long-term disabled aged l-l-64. 

During the nest 10 years, wit11 the ilttelltiOl1 of 

the country Inrpely tlirectecl f owlrd foreign nf- 

fairs, no :~clditional l)uhlic illconle-nlaintellallce 
programs for persons with ix I)rotrncted disability 
were introduced. The number of beneficiaries uu- 
der exist iiig programs, liowerer, hid almost 
doubled by December 1049 aiitl constitutecl almost 
one-fifth of the long-term disnl~lecl l~0l~ulatioii. 
The 1IlGlllilry reason was the rapid incrense in the 

number of totally disabled persons receiving 
veterans pensions or compensnt ion (defined here 
as those with disability ratiugs of $0 percent or 
more). 

SOCIAL SECURI 
e 


