Income of People Aged 65 and Older:
Overview From 1968 Survey of the Aged

FORMAL RETIREMENT PROGRAMS at the
close of 1967 were paying basic benefits to about
9 in every 10 married couples with one or both
members aged 65 or older and 9 in 10 nonmarried
persons of that age. Old-age, survivors, dis-
ability, and health insurance (OASDHI), as the
basic income-maintenance program for the elderly
in this country, provided regular benefits to
more than 5 million couples and 7.5 million non-
married persons, many of them widowed, and spe-
cial benefits to an additional 800,000. Programs
for railroad and government workers afforded
basic support for an additional half-million aged
units and some income for nearly 1 million
OASDHI beneficiary units. Private pensions
supplemented the OASDHI benefits of almost 1.8
million aged units.

Most of the 700,000 men aged 65 and over and
some of the aged women receiving no benefits
under these public programs could have drawn
such benefits had they not continued at regular
jobs. Public assistance provided the entire sup-
port—or practically all of it—for about 600,000
nonmarried persons—mostly aged widows and a
few couples not eligible for OASDHI benefits.

Those on the OASDHI rolls were a far from
homogeneous group. More than one-fifth of all
beneficiary couples had less than $2,000 in 1967
incomes and nearly one-tenth had at least $7,500.
Among beneficiaries without spouses, three-fifths
of the women and two-fifths of the men had less
than $1,500, and about 1 in 25 reported $5,000 or
more. Most favorably situated were those who
supplemented their benefits with earnings or were
entitled to a second pension.

About two-fifths of the aged beneficiary couples
had the husband, the wife, or both members work-
ing—most often the husband. Median income for
couples with any earnings to supplement their
retirement benefits was $4,100. One-fourth of the
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beneficiary couples had more than one pension,
with private pensions outnumbering governmen
pensions more than 2 to 1. Median incomes were
$4,360 for those who had a second public pension
and $4,040 for those who also received a pension
from private industry. '

Women greatly outnumber men in the entire
aged population and among the beneficiaries of
OASDHI. Many of the 5.6 million women bene-
ficiaries without husbands were widows, often
past age 73. Their OASDHI benefits were low,
they seldom worked, and they had little retire-
ment income in addition to OASDHI. As a re-
sult, half of them had total incomes below $1,300
and only 1 in 16 had as much as $4,000. One in
10 turned to welfare agencies for cash support.

Veterans’ benefits provided an important sup-
plement for some aged beneficiaries. Many re-
ceived some income from assets, but the amounts
of these supplements were usually small. On the
whole, OASDHI beneficiaries who were not work-
ing or who did not have a second pension had
low incomes. One-fourth of the couples on the
OASDHI rolls and two-fifths of the nonmarried
depended on OASDHI for almost their entire
support (all but $300 a person for the year).
Half the beneficiaries without spouses had no
more than $500 in income from any other source,
including public assistance payments, which are
subject to a means test. Nearly half the couples
and three-fifths of the nonmarried beneficiaries
were practically without retirement income except
for their benefit.

By 1967 the group of elderly people not re-
ceiving regular OASDHI retirement benefits was
reduced to one-sixth of the population aged 65
and over. Some of those not drawing benefits
were earning and probably chose to postpone
retirement. Continuing work with fairly high
earnings was much more common for married
couples than for those not married. Nearly two-
thirds of the married couples not on the OASDHI
rolls had incomes of $4,000 or more. Those with
an employed member had a median income of
$7,550. Most of the other couples not on the



OASDHI rolls received a pension. It was likely
to be larger than an OASDHI benefit, so that the
median income for this small group was $3,750
compared with $2,750 for beneficiary couples
without a second pension.

Least well-off of any group of the aged were
the 1.1 million women without husbands who
were not on the OASDHI rolls, nearly half of
whom had incomes of less than $1,000. Some of
them were living with relatives who provided a
home and food. Some were getting other public
pensions and they presumably had relatively
higher incomes. More than two-fifths of them,
however, had to turn to public assistance for their
main support, and among those aged 73 and over
nearly 60 percent were receiving public assistance
payments.

In the aggregate, retirement benefits provided
the Iargest share of the income of the aged popu-
lation in 1967. OASDHI alone accounted for 26
percent of the total income of the aged and other
retirement programs were the source for 11 percent
of the total, when the estimate of total income in-
corporates data from the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice and administrative agency records. Earnings
provided 30 percent of the total, and assets
yielded 25 percent. All other sources—including
veterans’ benefits, public assistance, and personal
contributions from relatives not in the home—
made up the remaining 8 percent.

The findings on income size and receipt are from
the second nationwide Survey of the Aged under-
taken by the Social Security Administration. The
1968 Survey of the Demographic and Economic
Characteristics of the Aged (DECA) was de-
signed to provide data similar to those from the
1963 Survey of the Aged' on work experience,
income, living arrangements, and certain types
of assets, for persons aged 65 and over and their
spouses.

CONCEPTS AND DEFINITIONS

The Survey was timed to provide up-to-date
information for use by the 1969-70 Advisory
Council on Social Security in their review of
benefit-level adequacy. It was thus impractical

1 Lenore A. Epstein and Janet H. Murray, The Aged
Population of the United States: The 1963 Social Secu-
rity Survey of the Aged (Research Report No. 19),
Social Security Administration, 1967. -
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to mount a special study that would also cover
those aged 62-64, as in the 1963 study.

The 1968 Survey of the Aged is based on
supplemental questions asked in the monthly Cur-
rent Medicare Survey (CMS), established by the
Social Security Administration to provide cur-
rent estimates of the hospital and medical serv-
ices used and charges incurred in the program of
health insurance for the aged. The DECA ques-
tions were asked of two CMS samples—the out-
going 1967 panel and the new 1968 panel. The
reference period for the questions was the calen-
dar year 1967. As stated in the Technical Note
that follows the article, the DECA sample con-
sisted of 9,128 persons, of whom 8,248 were in-
terviewed.

Unlike the 1963 Survey of the Aged, which
was conducted by the Bureau of the Census acting
as agent for the Social Security Administration
in collecting and tabulating the data, the 1968
Survey questionnaires were administered by the
Bureau of the Census but processed by the Social
Security Administration. The economic and
demographic data are being tabulated separately
from the regular CMS data. Social Security Ad-
ministration record data have been combined with
interview data to support analyses of program
issues. Cross-tabulations are being prepared by
size and type of OASDHI benefit, date of entitle-
ment, and whether or not the person elected an
actuarial reduction in his benefit to obtain it
before age 65.

The sample universe consisted of persons aged
65 and older, but the basic unit for interview and
analysis was defined, as it was in 1963, as a mar-
ried couple living together, with at least one mem-
ber aged 65 or older, or an individual aged 65 or
older who was widowed, divorced, living apart
from his spouse, or never married.

Since the estimates in this report are based on a
sample, they may differ somewhat from the fig-
ures that would have been obtained in a census.
Some preliminary estimates of the sampling vari-
ability of the survey results are given in the
Technical Note (page 28), with a summary of the
characteristics of units reporting total income.

Measuring Income Size

Every effort—short of assigning values on the
basis of demographic characteristics—was made
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to build up a total income profile. Nevertheless,
about one-fifth of the nonmarried and one-fourth
of the married couples are excluded from the
distributions by income size and income shares
because of failure to report on crucial income
items.

Information on total income from assets was
most often missing, even though income at the
rate of 4 percent of value was imputed when a
financial asset holding was reported and there was
no entry for income accruing from such assets.
Fortunately, reporting on receipt of most other
types of income is relatively complete.

Information on income size is of great impor-
tance as an indicator of the level of living. In-
formation on receipt of income from certain
sources is by itself highly significant because the
source indicates whether or not the income is
likely to continue throughout retirement or
widowhood. Thus, the small group of fully em-
ployed among the aged have much more income
than the retired, but only a negligible number
can count on continuing employment or self-em-
ployment for the remainder of their lives. En-
titlement to pensions is therefore decisive, and
their size, of course, controls the level of living
that can be achieved in retirement by all but the
exceptional unit with large holdings of income-
producing assets.

Since income size and source are interrelated,
the source data are suggestive of size. The serious-
ness of the gaps in reporting on size of total
money income is alleviated by the fact that dis-
tributions of units by income size and by type of
income have been prepared for many subgroups
in the population—those receiving different types
and combinations of pensions, those with and
without work experience, and those with and
without public assistance—not only for all aged
units but also for those with and without
OASDHI benefits. Here attention is called to
the main relationships and to differences related
to age. Subsequent articles will explore the de-
tailed interrelationships of income size and source.

Defining Income

Income is defined, as in Bureau of the Census
surveys, to include money income received in the
survey year from the following sources:

(1) Earnings, including money wages or salary
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before deductions for taxes, bonds, insurance, pen-
sions, etc., and net income from farm and nonfarm
self-employment (gross cash receipts minus operating
expenses) ;

(2) retirement benefits, including OASDHI benefits,
benefits under other public programs (for railroad
workers, Federal, State, and local government em-
ployees, and retired members of the Armed Forces),
and private group pensions paid by a former em-
ployer or union directly or through an insurance
company ;

(3) veterans’ benefits—including compensation for
service-connected disability or death and pensions
for non-service-connected disability or death;

(4) public assistance payments (excluding vendor
medical payments) ;

(5) income from assets, in the form of interest (on
bonds or savings), dividends from stock holdings or
membership in associations and cooperatives, and
net rents from rental of houses, apartments, busi-
ness buildings and vacant lots, or from rooms and
boarders ;

(6) cash contributions from relatives or friends not
living in the household; and

(7) all other money income (except from relatives
in the household), including unemployment insurance
benefits, workmen’s compensation, private welfare
or relief, and private annuities.

The money income concept used as a classifica-
tion variable for the data obtained in this survey
provides comparability with other surveys. Al-
though a case can be made for a more inclusive
income concept, many of the possible additions
present problems of measurement and interpre-
tation.

Proposals are often made for additions to the
income concept to take into account factors that
enable people to live better than seems possible
on their money incomes. Some of the proposed
additions—such as capital gains, expense accounts,
and stock options—result from developments in
the tax structure and accrue largely to the well-
to-do.> Perhaps even more widespread are fringe
benefits such as employer contributions to health
and pension plans and government contributions
to health insurance for the aged. They present
relatively minor measurement problems because
they can be expressed in dollars. If these “non-
income flows” were to be counted as income, a
major change in the definition applicable to all
income levels would be required. More difficult
to express in money values are additions to the

2 National Bureau of Economic Research Inc., New
Challenges for Economic Research, Forty-Ninth Annual
Report, October 1969, page 58.



level of living that may result from occupying
owned homes or sharing living quarters with
relatives. Gifts of food or clothing present similar
problems though they are probably of less magni-
tude among the aged. Can these items be valued
and should they be added to the income account
as a kind of nonmoney income ?

The measurement problem is obvious. It seems
unlikely that respondents can put values on their
homes, and especially on their rights to shared
quarters with any reasonable level of precision.

The conceptual problem can be stated as fol-
lows: Granted that occupying owned homes or
sharing living quarters raises levels of living
above what would have been achieved if these
goods were purchased out of money income, do
they raise it by the full amount of their value?
Or, to put it another way, granted that receipt
of these goods frees some cash for other purposes,
does it free cash equal to their full value? If, for
example, a family with a very low income lives
rent-free in luxurious quarters, the family is
spared paying rent but does not have the large
money value of its accommodations free in cash
for other uses. Aged couples who continue to
occupy homes that they bought to accommodate
their growing children and that are now worth
more than they would choose to pay in rent are
in a similar, though less extreme, position. Put-
ting a money value on shared living quarters
would be even more difficult.

Becanse of these questions (or problems), oc-
cupancy of owned homes and shared living quar-
ters are not evaluated as additions to income but
are presented as aspects of the way the aged popu-
lation lives. A later article will present informa-
tion on the extent of shared living quarters when
incomes are relatively high or low. This infor-
mation should throw some light on whether home
sharing is voluntary—reflecting ties of affection—
or involuntary, either because health does not
permit living alone or as & way of compensating
for low income. Data on the extent of home-
ownership and the amount of home equity will

also be presented as part of a later analysis of
asset holdings.

Description of the Aged Population

As of the end of 1967, the United States popu-
lation included an estimated 19.3 million persons

]

aged 65 or older. Nearly 3 out of 5 of them were
women (chart 1). Among the men, almost 3 out
of 5 were married, but only about 1 out of 3
women was among the married, as the following
figures show. More than half the women but less
than one-fifth of the men were widowed. Only a
small proportion of men or women were divorced,
separated, or never married:

Marital status Men Women
Total number (in thousands). ... .. .. ... 8,108 11,186
Percent______ R 100 100
Married, spouse present 72 34
Nonmarried.___.._____._. 28 ()
Widowed.. .. ... ... 18 54
Other . i 10 12

These aged, together with their wives or hus-
bands who had not yet reached age 65, made up
the 15.8 million aged units in the survey. Almost
half the units (7.4 million) were nonmarried
women, of whom 6.0 million were widows. The
6.0 million married couples formed the next
largest group (chart 1). Men who had never
married or were no longer living with a spouse

numbered barely 2.4 million, or 15 percent of all
units.

Age of units—Most DECA tabulations to date
have been prepared for the two broad age groups
65-72 and 73 and over.* As in the 1963 Survey,
73 was used for the start of the second broad
classification, so that persons subject to the earn-
ings or retirement test under the OASDHI pro-
gram could be distinguished from those not sub-
ject to that test for at least a full year. Under the
program, insured workers (and their dependents
and survivors) may draw benefits regardless of
their earnings when they reach age 72. Until
that age, the earnings test operates to reduce
benefits when earnings exceed a specified sum—
$1,500 in 1967. Moreover, the 73-and-over age
classification helps to identify persons receiving
cash benefits under the transitional insured-status
and “special age-72” provisions of the Social
Security Act.

This age classification conveniently divides
the total sample into almost equal parts. (The

3 For married couples, age refers to that of the hus-
band, if known and if he is aged 65 or older; for 1 per-
cent the age of the unit is that of the wife.
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CHART 1.—THE AGED PorULATION, 1967
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BULLETIN, APRIL 1970



more conventional classification at age 70 or 75
would not have divided it evenly.)

Slightly more than half of all aged units were
aged 73 or over. As would be expected, couples
were more often in the younger group, aged 65—
72. Nonmarried units among both men and
women were much more likely to be in the older

group:

Percent of aged units by age and marital status

Age Marsied Nonmarried persons
arrie
Total couples
Men Women
100 38 15 47
48 23 6 19
52 15 9 28

These relationships are a function of the life
cycle. As the couple ages, there is more proba-
bility that one spouse will die, leaving the other
widowed.

OASDHI beneficiary status—More than 13.6
million married couples and nonmarried persons
aged 65 and over, or 86 percent of all aged units,
were receiving cash benefits under the OASDHI
program at the end of 1967.*

The following subgroups, included in this total,
are omitted when the economic resources of bene-
ficiaries are considered: (1) about 375,000 units
that received their first benefit after January
1967—predominantly married beneficiaries aged
65-72—and (2) about 775,000 units aged 72 or
older (four-fifths of them nonmarried women)
not regularly insured but entitled to the special
low-rate benefit under the 1965 and 1966 amend-
ments.® Together these two groups of units com-
prised about 5 percent of both the couples and the
nonmarried men, and nearly 10 percent of the
nonmarried women (table I of the Technical
Note). Their inclusion with regular beneficiaries
who drew a first cash benefit before 1967 would
have distorted comparisons between regular

4 Not classified as beneficiaries for DECA purposes
were those insured workers enrolled for Medicare who
could have drawn cash benefits in the survey year if
they had not chosen to continue to work.

5 In 1967 the special benefit was $35 per month for an
eligible person ($52.50 for a couple). The statutory
minimum was $44 for a worker retiring at age 65 or
later and half as much for a wife) and the maximum
possible amount was about $140 for a worker who re-
tired in 1966 after reaching age 63.

TasLE 1.—Income size: Percentage distribution of aged units
by money income class, 1967

d Nonmarried persons
: All Marrie
Total money income nits couples
Total | Men [Women
Number (in thousands):
Total. ... .. 15,779 5,989 | 9,789 | 2,356 7,434
Reporting on income._____ 12,186 4,417 | 7,770 | 1,954 5,816
100 | - 100 100 100 100
21 3 31 20 36
19 6 26 23 27
14 11 16 18 15
10 12 10 15 8
7 11 5 7 4
6 10 3 4 3
4 9 2 3 1
6 11 3 4 2
7 15 2 3 2
,500-9,990___ .. ____..____ 3 7 1 2 1
10,000-14,999_ . ... ... 2 3 1 1 1
15,000 or more____ ... _...___ 1 2 1 1 1
Median income____.._._.___. $1,828 $3,373 | $1,306 | $1,692 | $1,227

OASDHI beneficiaries and those not receiving
benefits.

SIZE AND SOURCE OF INCOME

A few of the aged had very large incomes
in 1967, but for the majority the income level
was low. The 3 percent with incomes of $10,000
or more represents a small number compared with
the 44 percent classified as poor and 11 percent
as near poor, on the basis of income thresholds
developed by the Social Security Administration.®
In round numbers, the 1967 thresholds are as
follows:

Married Nonmarried

couples persons
Poor ___ . $2,020 $1,600
Near poor oo 2,690 1,900

Roughly one-third of the aged units had incomes
large enough to provide at least a moderate level
of living as defined by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS) for a retired couple ($3,930).7

6 See Mollie Orshansky, “Counting the Poor” and
“Who’s Who Among the Poor,” Social Security Bulletin,
January and July 1963; for recent revisfons, see the
Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports: Con-
sumer Income, Series P-60, No. 68.

7 See the Bureau of Labor Statistics, Retired Couple’s
Budget for a Moderate Living Standard +(Bulletin No.
1570—4), 1968, and “Measuring Retired Couples’ Living
Costs in Urban Areas,” Monthly Labor Review, Novem-
ber 1969, The cost for an aged person living alone at
the moderate level is here estimated at $2,170 or 55 per-
cent of that for a retired couple on the basis of the BLS
data reported in Revised Equivalence Scalc (Bulletin
No. 1570-2).
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On the whole, the income status of married
couples was better than that of the nonmarried
persons,

Most surveys underestimate incomes at the
upper end of the distribution because the very
small number with high incomes are less likely
than others to be properly represented. If they
are drawn in the sample, they are less likely than
those with moderate incomes to cooperate in pro-
viding complete information. In consequence the
“true” mean and aggregate income for aged units
would be expected to exceed the survey figures
by a considerable margin. Medians and measures
of the distribution, especially for the lower end,
are not likely to be affected.

Comparison of Survey with Other Data

A measure of the shortfall in survey data is
obtained by comparison with tax data compiled
by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS).* Income-
tax returns from taxpayers aged 65 and over
numbered 6.6 million in 1967. This figure, trans-
lated into aged units as defined by DECA, rep-
resents 3.8 million married couples and 2.7 million
other aged persons, or a total of 6.5 million units.’

It is striking that only about two-fifths of all
aged units had incomes that required them to file
a Federal income-tax return for 1967 and that
about three-fifths of these returns were taxable.
In other words, only 3.9 million aged units, or
one-fourth of the 15.8 million units in the popu-
lation, had taxable incomes in 1967,

Although tax returns are classified by income
size on the basis of “adjusted gross income’°
rather than income as defined for survey pur-
poses, the extent of the underestimate of the num-
ber of high income units may be inferred.

8 Internal Revenue Service, “Taxpayers Age 63 or
Over,” Statistics of Income, 1967 (Publication 79 (7-69),
section 4).

9 An unpublished table made available by IRS shows
3.7 million joint returns (with 5.6 million persons) and
153,000 separate returns of husbands and wives aged 65
or over. If only half the separate returns are counted,
the total is reduced from 6.6 million to 6.5 million.

10 +Adjusted gross income” includes net capital gains
(not treated as income in the survey) and excludes
public and private transfer income such as OASDHI
and railroad retirement benefits, Veterans Administra-
tion payments; workmen’s compensation; a portion of
the income from contributory pensions and annuities, and
personal contributions; and interest on State and munici-
pal bonds and nontaxable dividend distributions by
corporations.
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Despite the known shortfall of the survey in-
come data on assets and earnings, no attempt has
been made to use the IRS data to correct survey
results. Statistics from IRS obviously could not
provide information on those dependent on
OASDHI benefits or public assistance, or for
others with low incomes.

When adjusted gross income is taken as a not
unreasonable proxy at higher levels for income
as defined for DECA, it appears that the Survey
may have underestimated the number of aged
units with incomes of $15,000 or more by some
320,000 and those with $10,000-$15,000 by about
170,000. If that is true, then .the proportion of
the 15.8 million aged units with incomes of
$10,000 or more in 1967 would have been closer
to 5 percent than to the 3 percent shown in table
1. The effect on the shape of the distribution or
the median income for aged units would have
been slight.

The Survey’s shortfall is greatest in the asset
items, with DECA yielding less than half the
aggregate reported in the Statistics of Income,
1967 ($6.5 billion out of $15.2 billion). The Sur-
vey also fails to account for some 30 percent of
income from employment and self-employment
combined ($12.6 billion out of $18.4 billion). The
small group of taxpayers aged 65 and over with
adjusted gross income of $10,000 or more received
56 percent of the income from assets and 49
percent of the income from employment.

In the reporting of income from OASDHI,
public assistance, and other public programs, the
survey does relatively well on the basis of com-
parison with reports of agencies administering
these programs. "

Any shortage appears to be more in the amount
of earnings and asset income than in the number
reporting receipt of these types of income. Major
emphasis is therefore directed to income sources—
that is, the percentage of units with income from
specified sources (tables 2, 5, and 7).

Only a survey provides the basis for studying
the characteristics of the various subgroups of
the aged population and comparing their re-
sources. A clear understanding of the differences
between aged people who still work and those who
do not and among recipients of benefits under
different programs is basic to the development of
appropriate income-maintenance policies and of
special programs for the aged.



TaBLE 2.—Income sources: Percent of aged units with money
income from specified sources, 1967

| " Nonmarried persons
s All Marrie
Source of money income units couples
Tot_al Men |Women
Total number !
(in thousands) .._._..._... 15,779 5,989 | 9,789 | 2,356 7,434
Percent of units with:

Earnings____._._._..____.__. 27 46 15 19 14
Wages and salaries_..__. 21 36 12 14 12
Self-employment__.__.__. 6 12 3 5 2

Retirement benefits. ... 89 90 89 01 88
OASDHI._.__..._..__.. 86 87 85 86 84
Other public pensions. . 10 11 9 11 8

Railroad retirement. . 4 5 3 5 3
Government

employee_...______. 6 7 5 6 5

Private group pensions._ 12 19 7 13 5

Veterans' benefits___..__... 10 12 9 11 8

Unemployment
insurance.._.____ - 1 2 1 1 1

Public assistance 12 6 15 14 16

Income from assets....._.. 50 60 44 44 45

Private individual
annuities. . _..___.._._._. 2 2 2 1 2

Personal contributions?_.. 3 2 4 2 5

1 Substantially all respondents reported whether or not they had income
(although not necessarily its amount) from each source except assets, on
which 84 percent reported.

2 Contributions by relatives or friends not in household.

Sources of Income

Because retirement programs are designed to
replace only a portion of average preretirement
earnings, groups that typically have some em-
ployment income receive larger total incomes than
those no longer in the labor market. The dis-
parity is aggravated by the fact that with rising
earnings levels the pension even of new retirees
is often very small in relation to current earnings
levels.

Retirement benefits are nevertheless the main-
stay of the great majority of the aged. In 1967,
about 90 percent received payments from at least
one program. OASDHI was of course far and
away the most important source, with all but 14
percent receiving a regular or “special age-72”
benefit at the end of 1967 (table 2 and chart 2).
More than four-fifths drew a regular OASDHI
benefit.

Just over 1 in 4 of all units had some earnings
during the year. Only about 1 in 25 were working
and did not receive any retirement benefit.

Close to half the total had some income from
assets, but the great majority of units with assets
received only small amounts of interest, divi-
dends, or rents. For most of the aged, therefore,
this income source made only a minor contribu-
tion to their support in old age. For a small

CHART 2.—MAIN SOURCES OF MONEY INCOME FOR AGED
Units, 1967
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group, however, assets could provide luxurious
living. When DECA data on asset holdings are
tabulated, the characteristics of the owners will
be compared with those of units without assets,
and the size and composition of the holdings of
various groups examined.

About 1 in 8 aged units (most of them men)
received a private pension, and approximately
1 in 10 drew a public pension under the railroad
retirement program or a staff retirement system
for Federal, State, or local government em-
ployees.!* Substantially all private pensioners
and about two-thirds of the aged units receiving

11 The DECA estimate of 1.0 million units receiving
pensions because of government employment omits about
100,000 former Federal civil servants not represented
in the DECA sample, as explained in the Technical Note.
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public pensions other than OASDHI were also
on the OASDHI rolls. Annuities for government
employees were more common than benefits fo
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ployees are
covered under staﬁ’ systems coordinated with
OASDHTI and thus receive benefits under both;
others earn a benefit under both from work at
different times or by moonlighting.*?

Veterans’ benefits and public assistance are the
only sources of income other than retirement
benefits, earnings, and assets that were reported
by any considerable proportion of units aged 65
and over. About 1 in 8 received cash public
assistance payments, and 1 1n 10 ]nd veterans

........ oym :
and cont,rlbutlons by relatives and friends not

living in the household by 3 percent—more than
twice as often by the nonmarried as by the coupies.
Little attention is devoted to these infrequent
income sources both because of sampling vari-
ability of the data and because they do not ex-
plain much about the level of income of the aged
as a whole.

The Veterans Administration pays cash com-
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ascLd 100, Witdl LG AUl o1 e pPayiiic

n
with the extent of disability. It also pays pen-
glons in varying amounts to those with non-
service—cmmected disability, under a reasonably
liberal income test. Survivors of deceased veterans
receive compensation and pension payments under
similar circumstances. Supplementary benefits
nmay be paid to dependents of living disabled
veterans. Veterans’ benefity went to about the
same number of aged units as the number receiv-
ing public pensions other than OASDHI. Men

vere more likely 10 recelve payments under the
veterans’ programs than women, but a relatively

nhoar n'F vafcn-nhc’ At An“ 1
umoer ete » Qi

Veterans Administration 1

Mie ,LQgiqfane which wey

program. But some aged persons recelved cash

12 See Elizabeth Heidbreder, “Federal Civil-Service
Annuitants and Social Security,” Social Sccurity Bullc-
tin, July 1569.
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assistance payments under the Federal-State
programs of aid to the blind or aid to the per-
manently and totally disabled. A few persons
aand BE am Al dom it PO, DR TR 75, TR, T IS
dRCU vo vl o1ger w lLll 51411\.1[/1111“ Cll 11l LIell calc

received payments under aid to families with
f]phpnﬂpnf children

Marital  status and sex.—Because married
couples with one or both members aged 65 and
over were roughly three times as likely as the non-
married aged to have some income from employ-
ment, as a group they had a much higher income
level. Thus, in 1967 the median income of mar-
ried couples, at $3,370, was about two and one-
half times the median for the nonmarried

(table 1).
The 7.4 million women without husbands were
11T ok ARLLNIIVIL YWULLITILIL WILIIUUL 1LUDUA1LIURY YYTOLO
the least likely work and the most disadvan-
taged. Their mpd An Income was less than three-

fourths the median for men. One-third of them
reported less than $1,000 in money income for
the year and only 11 percent reported $3,000 or
more. In contrast, 5 percent of the married
couples reported more than $10,000, 27 percent
more than $5,000. One-third of the couples, how-
ever, were concentrated in the $1,500-$3,000 in-

An im ‘pul tant

QI‘Y\‘]]]QY‘ ‘Fﬂv‘ “'anh f]’\Clh 'an maoan ¢ b

addia ViiaCii vilil 113011 .

women characteristically earn less than men dur-
ing their working life (most retirement benefits
are earnings-related) and because many women
depend on survivor benefits usually set at some
fraction of the deceased husband’s benefit—8215

TaBLE 3.—Income shares: Percentage distribution of money
income by source for aged units, 1967

Al Married Nonmarried persons
arrie
Source of money income units couples | - —
Total | Men |Women
Number (in thousands):
Total 15,779 5,985 | 9,785 | 2,356 7,434
12,177 4,474 7,779 1,954 5,816
100 100 100 100 100
2 39 15| 17 14
46 42 51 56 48
34 30 40 40 39
7 6 8 10 7
Private group pensions__. . 5 6 3 [ 2
Veterans’ benefits..._....._. 3 3 4 3 4
Public assistance_... .- 4 2 7 5 8
Income from asset 15 13 18 14 19
Personal contrib _| 1 ® 1 ¥ 2
Other sources. - 3 2 4 2 4

1 Contributions by relatives or friends not in household.
2 0.5 percent or less,
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percent for aged widows under the OASDHI
program.

Asset ownership is highly correlated with size
of income. It is not surprising then that the
proportion reporting income from assets was
about one-third larger among couples than among
nonmarried aged persons.

Public assistance fills some of the gap for those
unable to work and not eligible for retirement
benefits or receiving benefits that do not meet
the;ir needs. Even with the assistance payments,
however, the total income of those receiving such
payments tends to be small. As a group, women
without husbands have the lowest incomes and
the highest assistance recipient rates. The higher
recipient rates at low incomes are even more
evident when income size and source for benefici-
aries and nonbeneficiaries are examined.

Beneficiary status and age—For a group of
the younger couples among the aged, earnings
opportunities were presumably good enough to
affect the decision not to draw OASDHI benefits.
Their incomes were thus likely to be much higher
than those of couples with benefits. Almost one-
fifth of the couples under age 73 and not yet on
the beneficiary rolls had at least $10,000 in income
in 1967, and two-thirds of them had $5,000 or
more. The younger nonmarried men not on the
benefit rolls also had generally higher incomes

than did those receiving benefits. This fact is
clearly evident from the following median income
figures drawn from table A (page 26):

. Nonmarried persons
Type of unit Izlo?:;;:g
Men Women
Aged 65-72;
OASDHI beneficiaries_ . ......_.._. $3,480 $1,750 $1,440
Nonbeneflciaries. .. .__.____._.____ 6,470 2,100 1,060
Aged 73 and over:
OASDHI beneficiaries. . ... ..... 2,860 1,730 1,210
Nonbeneficiaries___ ... __.___.__.__ 2,600 1,240 1,020

On the other hand, among people aged 73 or
older and younger nonmarried women as well,
beneficiaries had higher incomes than those not
having OASDHI benefits. Nearly half the non-
beneficiary women without husbands had incomes
of less than $1,000.

The differing contribution of employment in-
come and retirement benefits in determining the
level of total income is emphasized by the fact
that the median income of all nonbeneficiary
couples as a group was almost two-thirds above
that of beneficiary couples—$5,220 and $3,200,
respectively. For nonmarried beneficiaries the
median income was almost one-third higher than
that of the nonmarried not receiving benefits and
generally not eligible for benefits (table 4).

The income of beneficiary couples would have

TaBLE 4.—Income size by OASDHI beneficiary ! status: Percentage distribution of aged units by money income class, 1967

Nonmarried persons
Al units Married couples
Total Men ‘Women
Total money income
Non- Non- Non- Non- Non-
Bene- Bene- Bene- Bene- Bene-
: bene- bene- : bene- bene- ; bene-
ficlaries ficiaries ficiaries ficiaries ficiaries ficiaries ficiaries ficiaries ficiaries ficiaries
12,446 2,146 4,013 720 7,533 1,426 1,928 302 5,605 1,126
9,676 1,638 3,602 485 5,984 1,153 1,613 247 4,371 907
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
17 30 3 5 26 42 18 28 30 46
20 20 7 4 28 26 23 24 29 26
16 8 12 [} 18 8 20 5 17 9
12 8 13 [} 11 8 15 18 9 6
8 3 11 4 5 3 7 7 4 2
(] 3 11 6 4 2 5 2 3 2
3 2 9 4 2 2 3 3 2 1
8 6 12 11 2 3 4 3 2 3
6 8 14 19 2 4 3 6 2 3
7y ,909. 2 7 5 20 1 2 1 4 1 1
10,600-14,909_ 1 2 3 7 1 1 (1) 1 1 1
15,000 or more B 1 2 1 7 @) ®) @) 1 @ ®
Median income. .. ... .. ... .. _..... $1,904 $1,400 $3,199 $5,218 $1,412 $1,088 $1,742 $1,322 $1,297 $1,032

! Excludes beneficiaries who received their first benefit in February 1967

or later, transitionally insured, and special age-72 beneficiaries.
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20.5 percent or less.
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TABLE 5.—Income sources by CASDHI beneficiary * status: Percent of aged units with money income from specified sources, 1967

Nonmarried persons
All units Married couples
Total Men Women
Total money income
Non- Non- Non- Non- Non-
Bene- Bene- Bene- Bene- Bene-
Pt bene- i bene- o bene- A bene- N bene-
ficiaries | gojapies | ACiaries | fojaries | ficlaries | qojarjes | fCiaries | gejarips | fciaries | goiore
Total number? (in thousands)___ ... _.__..._..... 12,446 2,146 4,913 720 7,533 1,426 1,928 302 5,605 1,125
Percent of units with:

Earnings. . ... ... 26 29 43 65 16 13 19 17 15 12
Wages and salaries . 20 23 32 51 13 11 14 10 12 11
Self-employment._ __ ... __ ... ... 7 6 12 13 3 2 5 6 3 2

Retirement henefits_ ... ... ... 100 24 100 25 100 27 100 40 100 23
3 . 100 {..._._.... 100 | 100 ... ... 100 { . ..., 100 |..o.o.oo..

Other public pensions__.________.. 8 24 9 24 6 24 7 37 6 21
Railroad retirement__.___ ... 2 16 2 17 2 15 2 26 1 12
Government employee - 6 9 7 8 5 10 5 12 5 9
Private group pensfons. ... ... . ... 13 3 21 2 8 3 15 4 6 2

Veterans’ benefits__._...___ ... ... 11 8 13 7 10 8 12 8 9 8

Unemployment insurance - 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 ®) 1

Public assistance. ... ... . ... 8 31 5 11 11 41 11 32 10 43

52 39 60 57 47 31 45 38 48 29
2 2 2 2 2 2 1 3 2 2
3 3 2 O] 4 4 ) 1 5 5

1 Excludes beneficiaries who received their first benefit in February 1967
or later, transitionally insured, and special age-72 beneficiaries.

2 Substantially all respondents reported whether or not they had income
(although not necessarily its amount) from each source except assets, on

been further below that of nonbeneficiary couples
but for the receipt of other types of income.
About 40 percent of them had some earnings, and
about 30 percent a second pension (table 5).
Veterans’ benefits and asset income were very
helpful to some. Among the couples who did not
have OASDHI benefits, about one-fourth were
drawing retirement benefits of other kinds and
11 percent had to turn to public assistance, com-
pared with 5 percent among the beneficiary
couples.

which 84 percent reported.
3 0.5 percent or less,
¢ Contributions by relatives or friends not in household.

Among the nonmarried, earnings were much
less common than among the couples, with bene-
ficiaries differing little from those not drawing
benefits. Veterans’ benefits were an important
source for roughly 1 in 10. Some income from
asset holdings accrued to nearly half the bene-
ficiaries without spouses but fewer than ‘'one-third
of the nonbeneficiaries.

Public assistance was the single most frequent
source of income for people without spouses not
on the OASDHTI rolls. It provided the main sup-

TasLE 6.—Income shares by OASDHI beneficiary ! status: Percentage distribution of money income by source for aged units,

1967
Nonmarried persons
All units Married couples
Total Men Women
Source of money income
Non- Non- Non- Non- Non-
Bene- Bene- Bene- Bene- Bene-
bene- bene- bene- bene- bene-
ficiaries ficiaries ficlaries ficiaries ficiaries ficiaries ficiaries ficiaries ficlaries ficlaries

Number (in thousands):

Total. ... el 12,446 2,146 4,913 720 7,533 1,426 1,928 302 5,608 1,125

Reportingonincome. ... .. ... .. ... ... 9,876 1,638 3,692 485 5,084 1,153 1,813 247 4,371 907

Percent of income_ ... ... ... ... ... 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Earnings._ .. . ... ... 22 57 30 75 12 30 13 33 12 28
Retirement benefits_ - 52 16 50 12 57 23 61 36 54 18

OASDHI. .. ... 42 | . 38 ... 47 L 47 | 47 .

Other publie pensions._. . 5 16 5 12 6 22 6 34 5 18

Private group pensions. . 5 6] 7 2 4 1 7 2 2 ®
Veterans’ benefits... ... 4 2 4 1 4 4 5 4 4 4
Public assistance___ 3 12 1 4 4 26 3 16 4 30
Income from assets.. . 16 8 14 6 19 10 15 9 21 10
Other sources 3. .. ... . ... ... ... 3 4 2 1 4 7 2 3 4 9

1 Excludes beneficiaries who received their first benefit in February 1967
or later, transitionally insured, and special age-72 beneficiaries.
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2 0.5 percent or less.
3 Including personal contributions by relatives or friends not in household.
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port for more than two-fifths of the women and
one-third of the men in this category, compared
with one-tenth of the beneficiaries that were not
married.

Shares of Income

The wide range in amounts typically received
from different sources results in striking differ-
ences in the role of certain sources when they are
measured in terms of their contribution to total
income instead of frequency of receipt.

According to the Survey findings, OASDHI
benefits, which were paid to 86 percent of all
aged units, provided 34 percent of the 1967 in-
come of units aged 65 and over. Other retire-
ment programs added 12 percent (7 percent from
railroad retirement and government employee
pension systems and 5 percent from private pen-
sion plans) and brought the total from retire-
ment programs to 46 percent (table 3). Public
assistance added 4 percent and veterans’ benefits
added 3 percent. Earnings were the second major
income source, accounting for 29 percent of the
total. Third in importance was income from
assets (interest, dividends, and vents), which
contributed 15 percent of the total. The remain-
ing 4 percent came from miscellaneous sources,
including contributions from relatives and friends
outside the household.

As noted above, DECA—like most field sur-
veys—underestimates the aggregate income of
the group under study. The shortfall is par-
ticularly serious for income from assets and next
most serious for earnings. Payments under in-
come-supported programs were well reported in
the Survey but were still slightly short of the
amounts reported by the administering agencies.

I'stimated aggregates—Although it was not
feasible to adjust the survey income data for
missing assét income or earnings, an estimate of
the aggregate income of the aged population has
been made that takes into account data from
a number of sources—the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice, administrative records, and DECA. Accord-
ing to this estimate, in 1967 some $60 billion in
income (as defined earlier) went to people aged

65 or older and to their spouses. The per-

14

centage distribution of this total, by source, is
as Tollows:

Source Percent
Earnings ___ . 30
Retirement benefits ______________________ 37
OASDHI __.___ . 26
Other ________ 11
Veterans' benefits and public assistance ___ 6
Income from assets __ ___________________ 25
Other ____ 2

Because of the Survey underestimate for asset
income and, to a lesser extent, for earned income,
the adjusted data show a larger share of income
coming from assets than does the Survey and they
show about the same from employment. Other
sources are consequently less important. The
ranking in order of importance is the same for
the major sources of income to the aged, how-
ever—retirement benefits, earnings, and income
from assets.

Tariations in shares—DECA data on income
shares for subgroups of the aged population
help both to round out and to qualify the im-
pressions obtained from the souvces data of the
role played by difterent types of income. Thus,
receipt of rvetirement (or surviver) benefits was
reported with about the same frequency by the
nonmarried as by married couples, but such bene-
fits made up a much lavger share of the income
of the nonmarried. Assets and assistance also
contributed more to the nonmarried, for women
in particular, and earnings contributed much less.
The larger role of asset income for nonmarried
nien and women, compared with that for couples,
is noteworthy because barely three-fourths as
large a proportion of the nonmarried reported
any asset income. The very low total income of
most aged women without huspands accounts in
large part for this apparent anomaly.

Similarly, both retirement benefits and asset
imcome show up as relatively more important on
the basis of income shares than on the basis of
frequency of receipt when the older group among
the aged is compared with those aged 65-72
(tabies ¥ and B).

When the income shares of OASDHI bene-
ficiaries and nonbeneficiaries are compared, the
contribution of asset income among the couples
appears much greater for beneficiaries—presum-
ably because their average total income was
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smaller—even though about the same percentage  the percentage having this type of income. The
reported receipt of such income (tables 5 and 6).  difference is explained by the fact that benefi-
Earnings appear relatively less important for  ciaries rarely have regular full-time jobs and a
beneficiaries and relatively more important for  considerable portion of nonbeneficiaries, particu-
nonbeneficiartes on the basis of shares than of  larly the married men, have not yet elected retire-

TaBLE 7.—Income sources by age and QOASDHI heneficiary status: Percent of aged units with money income from specified
sources, 1967

Married couples ' Nonmarried persons
‘ i
Total money income Total Men \ Women
65-72 73 and
over
73 and 73 and - 73 and
] 65-72 over 65-72 over 65-72 over
All units
Total number ! (in thousands)_..____.. .. e il 3,663 ‘ 2,326 ‘ 3,901 “ 5,889 ’ 945 1,411 2,957 4,477
Percent of units with: \ [ J‘
Earnings____.___ .. __ I el S 60 ! 26 26 | 8 32 11 24 7
Retirement benefits______. e s I 85 | 7 86 90 88 94 85 90
OQASDHI . . ... 83 94 83 86 83 88 83 85
Other public pensions....__..___...__ 11 12 8 9 11 10 8 8
Railroad retirement__.____.___ e 4 6 3 4 5 4 2 4
(iovernment employee_____.__ 7 7 6 5 6 6 6 5
Private group pensions_.._ ... ___ - 20 \ 17 8 6 14 13 6 4
Veterans' benefits.___..__._.___.___ 9 16 11 7 13 10 11 6
Unemployment insurance. ____...__..__ 3 1 2 (O] 2 1 1 @]
Public assistance. ... ... .. 5 7 12 17 12 15 ! 12 18
Income fromassets____________.____.._ . _. . 60 60 45 44 39 47 47 43
Private individual annuities_ .. ___ IO - 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2
Personal contributions 4______._ ___.__ e aeiioes 1 l 2 3 6 1 2 3 7
Benefleiary units 3
Total number ! (in thousands)_ ... . ... ... .. ... .. el 2,803 \ 2,109 3,152 4,381 762 l 1,166 2,390 3,216
Percent of units with:
Earnings.___._ .. .. .. . ___ il I 54 28 24 10 29 13 23 9
Retirement benefits___ . ___ ... .. 100 100 | 100 100 100 100 100 100
ASDHI___ ... ... 160 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Other public pensions.__ 9 9 7 6 7 7 7 6
Railroad retirement____ 2 3 2 1 2 2 1 1
Government employee___ 7 7 5 5 5 5 5 4
Private group pensions. ... _.__ ... _ I 22 i 19 9 8 | 16 15 7 5
Veterans' benefits .. . . .o 10 16 12 8 14 10 11 7
Unemployment insurance..__ 3 1 1 ® 1 1 1 ]
Public assistance__ . .. ... 5 5 10 11 11 11 10 11
Income from assetS. .. .. ... ... il 59 61 47 48 38 49 49 47
Private individual annuities 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 3
Personal contributions 4. ... e O] 2 3 6 1 2 3 6
Nonbeneficiary units
Total number ! (in thousands) 614 812 139 163 475 649
Percent of units with:
Barnings..___ .. ... .. ... ... . . 28 2 35 3 26 2
Retirement benefits_ ... 18 33 32 47 14 30
Other publie pensions_.._...._ . . ... I e T ii'\ """"" 30 32T 4 I I 27
Railroad retirement. . 9 19 23 28 5 17
Government employee. e 8 11 12 14 7 11
Private group pensions__.___._.____..__..__ 2 2 PO 7 3 2
Veterans' benefits.___ .. ... ... .. ... 8 8 5 10 8 7
Unemployment insurance._ 1 [ TR PO 2 2 ..
Public assistance. ____ ... . .. 23 ‘ 54 22 42 24 57
Income from assets..._ ... _..._.._... . 37 27 40 36 36 25
Private individual annuities 3 2 5 1 2 2
Personal contributions . ___. ... ... ... 3 5 2. ‘ 4 8
o e L 1
! Substantially all respondents reported whether or not they had income $ Excludes beneficiaries who received their first benefit in February 1967
(although not necessarily its amount) from each source except assets, on or later, transitionally insured, and special age-72 beneficiaries.
which 90 percent reported. 4 Coniributions by relatives or friends not in household.

2 0.5 percent or less.
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ment, Even small earnings count for a consider-
able share of the small incomes of nonmarried

nonbeneficiaries.

A striking finding is the considerable impor-
tance of the railroad retirement system and, to a
lesser extent, staff programs for government em-
ployees, particularly among nonmarried men not
entitled to OASDHI benefits. Such programs
contributed as much as employment, according
to DECA findings, for nonmarried men not re-
ceiving OASDHI benefits and were second in
importance (though not a close second) for non-

beneficiary couples. Such retirement benefits were
imnortant mfnn]v to the

LA PO Y UG V1T HOLIUCLICAARIG LIS (a3 4wiR s

73 and over. These sources provided half the
support for this fairly small group of men, public
assistance contributed about a fourth, and earn-
ings very little.

The nonmarried women aged 73 and over not
on the OASDHT benefit rolls received about half
their income from public assistance and one-
fourth from retirement benefits under public pro-
grams other than social security. As previously
noted, nonmarried men and women aged 73 and
over not entitled to OASDHI benefits were espe-
cially disadvantaged. Their median incomes—

nonbeneficiaries aged

-
=
=
D
—
jan

non ma-ried women aged 65-72—were

Income Differences in Patterns of Receipt

The effect of employment and of retirement
on size of total income has been implied by the
data in the previous section comparing benefi-
ciaries and nonbeneficiaries as groups and classi-
fied by age. Here attention is directed first to
income-class variations in receipt of other types
of income as well, then to the 1967 income-size
distributions of ‘med_ units (1) with and without
work experience and (2) w lth different combina-
tions of retirement benefits. A series of articles
to be published later will give more information
on the characteristics of groups with various in-
come sources, as well as size distributions of
earnings, of retirement benefits and of public
assistance.

As already shown, OASDHI benefits, earnings,
and income from assets rank in that order as
sources of income for the elderly. Earnings and
income from assets were most frequent income
sources for the well-to-do. The OASDHI pro-

TaerLe 8. —Income sources by income size: Percent of aged units with income from specified sources by money income class, 1967

Source of income

Number \ T
Total reporting Retirement benefits :
otal money income on income
[ (in Earnings Veterans' Public Irrlcome Pertsqgal
| thousands) & Other Privat benefits | assistance m]? contribu-
OASDHI public rivate assets tions
pensions pensions
|
Married couples
Less than $1,000 135 32 83 ® ® : @) 8 34 3
1,000-1,499_ ____ ... ... 276 19 93 2 * 3 21 35 3
1,500-1,999. ... .____ 493 22 94 3 4 5 18 38 3
2,000-2,409___ .. ... _._. 517 27 94 7 7 10 14 45 2
2,500-2.999. .. . ... ... .- 459 30 95 8 19 22 6 55 2
3,000-3,499____ . ... 444 43 93 15 21 24 7 58 1
3,500-3,999 .. .. 375 47 93 12 30 26 4 66 2
4,000-4,999___ - 493 55 88 24 30 17 1 70 1
5,000-7,490. . 670 76 85 18 28 10 1 71 2
7,£00~9,999___ 311 86 69 13 22 kA P, 84 | .
10,000-14,999 150 81 7 13 30 4l 97 |
Nonmarried persons
- \

2,450 5 80 3 ® 1 16 26 3
2,038 9 85 5 1 8 24 38 6
1,216 16 92 7 7 25 18 54 6
788 23 88 15 16 20 14 55 4
358 38 90 19 19 9 8 63 2
241 36 89 16 19 9 1 77 4
144 44 87 23 24 8 1 72 2
202 46 79 26 23 8 2 79 2
188 58 76 21 12 4 1 81 2

! Contributions by relatives or friends not in household.
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20.5 percent or less.
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gram was a relatively common source at all in-
come levels although it was less important for
those better off (chart 3). In the $1,500-2,000 in-
come class, for example, 22 percent had earnings
and 38 percent had income from assets; at the
upper end of the income range most aged couples
had some earnings and some income from assets
as well (table 8).

Veterans’ benefits provided income for one-
fifth to one-fourth of the married couples with
incomes of $2,500-$4,000 and the nonmarried
units with incomes of $1,500 to $2,500. Aged units
with smaller and larger incomes were much less
likely to be receiving compensation or pensions
under Veterans Administration programs.

Public assistance was important only at modest

income levels, and its receipt dropped off sharply
above $2,500. At first it may seem surprising that
recipient rates were lower for those with less than
$1,000 in income than for the aged with $1,000-
$1,500 and even for those with $1,500-$2,000, but
few of the aged who applied for assistance and
were certified as eligible would have had incomes,
including assistance, less than $1,000. In 1967, the
United States average old-age assistance payment
in cash was $70 a month, equivalent to $840 a
year; it was more for those with no other income
and less for those with some resources. More than
half the assistance recipients in 1967 were also
OASDHI beneficiaries. For most of this group,
benefits and assistance combined should have ex-
ceeded $1,000 a year, even though beneficiaries

CHART 3.—SoURCEs OF INCOME oF AGED UNITS BY S1zZE oF INCOME, 1967

PERCENT MARRIED COUPLES NON-MARRIED PERSONS
100 1 T ] 1 1 l 1
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with benefit amounts at or near the minimum
were the most likely to receive such assistance.

Some of the aged with very low cash incomes
were dependent on relatives with whom they
shared a home. (The extent to which the aged
shared living quarters will be reported in a later
article.) Some were entitled to the special low-
rate benefits, which are payable to persons aged
72 and over only for months when no cash public
assistance payment is received and are reduced by
the amount of any government pension. Since
such beneficiaries—mostly women it will be re-
called—never earned insured status in employ-
ment covered by the social security program, it is
improbable that they could find work at their
advanced age.

Work Experience and Income

In 1967 about half the aged couples had one
or both members in the labor force, according
to DECA. Almost 800,000 reported that both
the husband and the wife worked at some time
during the year, and a half-million reported only
the wife working. The man was most often the
only worker, and 1.7 million couples so reported.
Thus, 2.5 million husbands and 1.3 million wives
had some work experience in 1967. More than
one-third of the wives in the 6 million couples
had not yet reached age 65.

Of the 3 million couples with neither member
working in 1967, 60 percent had less than $3,000
in income, but 60 percent of the other 3 million
aged couples—with at least one member work-
ing—received more than $4,000 (table 9). For
those with at least one member earning, the
median income ($4,690) was roughly 80 percent
above the $2,620 median for couples with neither
member employed or self-employed.

Among aged persons without spouses, as-among
married couples, men were more likely to work
than women: The proportions were 23 percent
and 15 percent, respectively. But the overall pro-
portion of the nonmarried with work experience
was barely one-sixth, compared with one-half for
the married couples, both because the nonmarried
were older and because about three-fourths of
them were women.

The comparatively rare earners among the non-

married were much better off than those who did
not work in 1967. Half had incomes of $2,290
or more, and more than a third had $3,000 or
more. Among those who did not work, median
income was $1,240 and one-third had less than
$1,000.

Of all couples in which only the man worked,
about one-fifth were nonbeneficiaries. An excep-
tionally large proportion (71 percent) of them
had incomes of $5,000 and over, and 18 percent
had incomes of $10,000 or over. When only the
wife was working, the husband was usually
drawing OASDHI benefits.

Couples not on the OASDHI rolls worked much
more often than not. The half-million with one
or both members working—usually the husband
only—had a median income of $7,550, about three
times the median for the 200,000 nonbeneficiary
couples with neither spouse working. In the case
of the nonmarried, too, the median income was
roughly three times as high for those with some
work as for those without. Even among the non-
married aged with current work experience, how-
cver, there was 2 large group clustered at the
bottom of the income range. Those without work
account for much of the group previously men-
tioned as relying on public assistance.

Some of the couples and other aged persons
with work experience in 1967 claimed their
OASDHI benefits during the year and conse-
quently are excluded when separate data for regu-
lar beneficiaries are examined. The regular bene-
ficiary couples were much less likely than non-
beneficiaries to have had some work experience
in 1967, but ditferences in this respect were not
significant for the nonmarried,

While the differences in income level between
those with and without work experience were
much less for regular beneficiaries than for non-
beneficiaries, earned income was nonetheless cru-
cial for the beneficiaries’ Jevel of living. Bene-
ficiary couples with neither member working had
incomes very similar to those of nonbeneficiary
couples without work. Among the nonmarried,
beneficiaries without earnings were not nearly so
likely as nenbeneficiaries without earnings to
have incomes under $1,000, but they were not
much more likely to have even $3,000 income.

The median incomes of the large numbers of
nonworking beneficiaries were very much below
those of beneficiaries that did some work in 1967,
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as shown in chart 4.

TaBLE 9.—Income size by work e> perience and OASDHI beneficiary status:

income class, 1967

The median income for
couples with one member working at least part
of the year was at about the level of the moderate-

cost budget for a retired couple. More than
three-fifths of the couples with both members
working had incomes in excess of that level. Any

Percentage distribution of aged units by money

Married couples ’

Nonmarried persons

With work in 1967 Total Men Women
Total money income
M w Neigler
Both an oman | worked | Did not | v Did not | Did not
Total worked w%?]l(}éd w%r;ll(};d Worked work Worked work Worked work
All units
Number (in thousands): ‘
Total ... _......... e 3,013 773 1,705 535 2,977 1,635 8,154 531 1,825 1,104 6,329
Reportingonincome______.__ . __.___. 2,127 542 1,186 399 2,289 1,212 ] 6,557 407 1,547 805 5,010
Percent of units._.___ [ I 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 ]* 100
2 2 2 2 4 14 35 10 23 16 38
3 4 3 3 9 13 29 10 26 14 30
5 4 6 6 17 15 16 16 18 14 15
7 5 8 6 16 15 9 12 16 17 7
2,500~2,999. _ _ - 7 5 8 7 14 10 4 11 6 10 3
3,000-3,499__ . - 9 6 10 16 11 7 2 8 3 6 2
3,500-3,099_ . . 8 5 9 10 9 5 1 5 2 5 1
4,000-4,999. ... __.__. [ 13 11 12 17 10 6 2 7 3 b 2
5,000-7,409_________ . ___ J 24 25 22 29 7 9 1 12 1 7 1
7,500-9,999 . _ 12 17 12 7 2 4 1 4 1 4 (O]
10,000-14,999_ __ 6 9 5 3 1 2 O] 2 O] 2 O]
15,000 or more___._ .. 4 6 4 1 1 1 O] 2 M O] O]
Median income..___ .. ____._ ... ______. $4,691 $5,450 $4,390 $4,362 $2,621 $2,293 $1,241 $2,518 $1,516 $2,200 $1,162
Beneficiary units ?
Number (in thousands): T T i
Total ... ... 2,259 564 1,210 485 2,654 1,301 6,232 429 1,499 872 4,734
Reporting onincome._ ... _____..__ 1,654 411 874 369 2,038 968 5,241 340 1,274 628 3,743
Percentofunits___.____._____.______ 100 100 100 100 J 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Less than $1,000.. ... __ ... .. ___.__. 2 2 2 2 3 11 29 10 20 12 33
1,000-1,499. . ___________. 4 5 3 3 9 15 30 12 26 16 32
1,500-1,9899_ 6 5 7 6 17 18 18 19 21 18 17
2,000-2,499_ ____ ... ... 8 6 10 6 16 17 10 12 16 19 8
8 6 10 7 14 11 4 11 6 11 3
11 7 12 11 11 7 3 8 4 6 2
10 7 11 10 9 6 1 5 2 6 1
14 14 12 16 10 5 2 8 3 4 2
5,000-7,499____ . . ... 22 26 17 29 7 6 1 10 1 4 1
7,500-9,999_ ___ . 9 12 9 6 2 2 1 2 1 3 ™
10,000-14,999 . 5 7 4 3 1 1 ® 2 *) 1 1
15,000 0T MOTe_ ... . ... 2 3 2 1 1 1 ® 1 O] O] &)
Median income_.____________.___________. $4,111 $4,864 $3,758 $4,237 $2,628 $2,190 $1,300 $2,349 $1,612 $2,138 $1,231
Nonbeneficiary units
Number (in thousands): 1
Total .. 517 134 349 34 203 222 1,204 61 240 161 964
Reportingonincome___.___. ___..___. 319 86 209 24 166 165 1,054 43 204 122 784
Percent of units..._._... ... ... 100 100 100 ) 100 100 100
Lessthan$1,000..._. ...\ 2| ..} 1l 9] 22 45 30 24 48
1,000-1,409. __ ___ R 11 6 29 29 8 29
1,500-1,999_ _ 14 1 10 6 2 11
2,000-2,409 ____ . . ... 15 8 8 18 8 6
2,600-2,999 . .. ... ... 24 ... 2 ... 9 8 2 5 4 2
3,000-3,499_ _ ____. ... ... 3. 03 |oiii. 13 4 1 1 4 1
3,500-3,999. _ 4 2o A 8 3 1 4 4 1
40004999, ... . ... ... W ....... 14l 12 ! 10 2 3 14 2
5000-7,499. . __ .. ... ... ...l 28 \._..__.._..| 2T | __.._... 7 21 1 1 18 1
7,600-9,999. ... ... 1 9 1 2 9 O]
10,000-14,999 ... ... ... W0 f...__.___| 10| O] 6 ) O] 6 @)
150000rmore__.._....___....__...__ .| 10 ._.....| 8l ... 1 1, M O] ) O}
|
Medianincome_ . ... .. ... ... $2,497 $3,464 $1,032 ) $1,020

| $1,140 | $3,304
|

1.5 percent or less.

2 Excludes beneficiaries who received their first benefit February 1967
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or later, transitionally insured, and special age-72 beneficiaries.

3 Not shown where base is less than 100,000.

19



expenses associated with employment, not in-
cluded in the budget, would make the situation
less favorable. The extent to which benefits were
suspended because of earnings or to which earn-
ings may have been limited intentionally, will be
explored in later articles.

Pension Receipt and Income

As previously noted, about one-fifth of all regu-
lar beneficiary units had a supplementary retire-
ment benefit-—28 percent of the couples and 14
percent of the nonmarried. Two out of 3 of these
pensions were paid under private industry plans—
discussed in another article in this issue.

Beneficiaries that also received a pension as a
former employee of a Federal, State, or local
government or under the railroad retirement sys-

tem appear to have been in a slightly better
income position than those who drew a supple-
mentary private pension (table 10 and chart 5).
The significant difference, however, is between
those with more than one pension and those with
no pension or survivor benefit other than
OASDHI. The income distribution for bene-
ficiaries with no other pension was very similar
to that for beneficiaries with no work experience
in 1967,

The 3.4 million couples whose OASDHI
benefit was their only pension had a median in-
come of $2,750, close to the near-poverty thresh-
old and roughly one-third below the median
income for beneficiaries with a second pension.
Nearly 30 percent of them had less than $2,000
income and only one-sixth received $3,000 or more,
even though most of the working beneficiaries
were in this group.

Half the 1.5 million men without wives who

CHART 4.—MEDIAN INCOME oF OASDHI BENEFICIARY* UNITS BY 1967 WoRK EXPERIENCE

INCOME
$5 000 One Member Worked .
000 - c
Both Worked
Neither Worked D
4,000 |
3.000 -
2,000 |
1,000 |
0 L.
L | 1 ] 1 ] ke 1 ] | - 1 | 1 ] 1 |
gl':'tl'\ﬁ'T\‘g‘ 0O 10 20 30 40 49 0 10 19 0 10 20 30 40 5056
MARRIED NONMARRIED NONMARRIED
COUPLES MEN WOMEN

* Represents units receiving first benefits after January 1967 and special age-72 beneficiaries.
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CHART 5.—MEgp1aN INcoME oF QOASDHI BENEFICIARY* UNITS

BY RECEIPT OF OTHER PENSIONS, 1967

INCOME
$4,000

-

3,000

2,000

1,000

§

n

OASDHI & No Other Pension D

OASDHI & Other Public Pension [

OASDHI & Private Pension

0
[ 1 1 1 i J | J L. | 1 L ! | J
MILLIONS
OF UNITS 0 10 20 30 40 49 o0 10 19 O 10 20 30 40 5056
MARRIED NONMARRIED NONMARRIED
COUPLES MEN WOMEN

* Represents unitx receiving first benefits after January 1967 and

special age-72 beneficiaries.

TaBLE 10.—Income size and retirement benefits for OASDHI beneficiaries!: Percentage distribution of aged beneficiary units by

money income class, by receipt of retirement benefits, 1967

|

Nonmarried persons

Married couples

Total Men Women
Total money income OASDHI and OASDHI and OASDHI and OASDHI and
OASDHI other pension OASDHI other pension OASDHI other pension OASDHI other pension
and no e | andno . _ and no sud no |___ -
other other other other
pension | puytie | Private | PEPSION 0 pyplic | Private | PEPSION | puypiic | Private | PRSION | pyuplie | Private
Number (in thousands):
Total_______._. 6,353 476 596 1,476 128 283 4,876 348 313
Reporting on in 5,160 365 439 1,268 103 234 3,892 262 205
Percent of units_....___ R 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
30 3 1 22 (%) 1 33 5 1
31 13 5 28 14 3 32 13 7
18 14 19 22 7 20 17 17 20
9 19 29 13 23 24 8 17 3
4 11 14 5 13 15 4 10 13
3 8 11 4 2 12 2 10 8
1 6 8 1 12 9 1 4 6
1 10 9 2 7 11 1 11 7
2 8 3 2 12 4 2 6 2
(O] 6 1 *) 9 1 ® 5 1
1 1 1 (2} ® 1 1 1 1
® L @ ® ® 1l @
$2,748 $4,362 $4,042 $1,284 $2,611 $2,406 $1,500 $2,812 $2,554 $1,230 $2,342 $2,302
t Excludes beneficiarles who received their first benefit February 1967 or pensions or failed to report on such receipt.
later, transitionally insured, and special age-72 beneficiaries and the very 20.5 percent or less.
small number of beneficiary units that received both other public and private
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TaBLE 11.—Income size and retirement benefits for nonbeneficiaries!: Percentage distribution of aged nonbeneficiary units

by money income class, by receipt of retirement benefits, 1967

Nonmarried persons
Married couples
Total Men Women
Total money income o ) ]
Public Public Public Public
No pension No pension No pension No pension
pension (ﬁ‘k;e[f pension %%h;f pension ‘%g;fnr pension (;g:iel:
OASDHI OASDHI OASDHI OASDHI
Number (in thousands):

027 525 166 1,025 343 172 109 853 234
Reporting onincome.___ . ___ .. ..l __...__. 342 127 860 278 153 87 707 191
Percent of units. ... ... ... 100 100 100 100 100 ® 100 100
Less than $1,000 6 ® 47 23 50 30
1,000-1,499. _._.____ 5 2 28 21 26 28
1,500-1,999_______ 8 2 8 11 9 11
2,000-2,499__..._. 6 9 5 19 14
2,500-2,999_______ 1 13 1 8 1 4
3,000-3,499_____ .. 2 20 1 4 1, 3
3,500-3,899__ __.__ 3 9 1 4 1 1
4,000-4,999____ ... ... ... 8 19 3 4 3 4
5,000-7,499_ ____ ... ... ... 21 15 4 3 3 3
7,500-9,899_______ 22 12 2 4 1 3

10,000-14,999____. 9 * 1 *) 1 )

15,000 or more.__ . 10 @) ® ®) @) Q]
Median income_._._..___._.____ $6,270 $3,746 $1,020 $1,649 | $1,068 ®) $1,007 $1,290

1 Excludes the very small number of nonbeneficiary units that received
both other public and private pensions, or private pensions only, or failed
to report on such receipt.

received an OASDHT benefit and no other pen-
sion had less than $1,500 in income and a third
reported their incomes as $1,500-$2,500. Non-
married women beneficiaries with no other pen-
sion, nearly 5 million in all, had a median income
of $1,230, just over half the median for the small
group with a second pension. The beneficiaries
who turned to public assistance to help meet their
needs were largely women without husbands who
had no second pension.

Aged couples that relied on public pensions
other than OASDHI had a median income of
$3,750, well above the median for couples who had
OASDHI only. This difference reflects the fact
that railroad retirement and many government
employee systems have much higher benefits than
the OASDHI program.

The million nonmarried persons without any
retirement pension or survivor benefit were clearly
the most disadvantaged of all the aged, with a
median income of only about $1,000 (table 11).
Many of them turned to welfare agencies for
support.

By contrast, the vast majority of couples with
no pension worked in 1967. Consequently, close
to two-thirds of them had incomes above $5,000.
Presumably most of them would qualify for re-
tirement benefits when they retired.
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2 Not shown where base is less than 100,000.
3 0.5 percent or less.

THE ROLE OF OASDHI BENEFITS

Clearly, benefits under the OASDHI program
are crucial for the support of the aged popula-
tion. More than four-fifths of the aged units were
drawing a regular benefit at the end of 1967 and
another 5 percent drew a “special age-72" benefit.
In aggregate, OASDHI benefits accounted for
more than a fourth of the total money income
received in 1967 by those aged 65 and older and
their younger spouses, after account is taken of
the estimated total income from assets and em-
ployment that was received by very high-income
units. If the 1968 and 1970 benefit increases had
been in effect and income from other sources had
remained the same, OASDHI would have ac-
counted for about 30 percent of an enlarged total.

Nevertheless, it is evident that OASDHI bene-
fits were not themselves enough to assure a
reasonable level of living during retirement or
widowhood. Beneficiaries managed fairly well
if they had some employment or if they had a
second pension. Since few people can count on
working throughout their retirement, the com-
bination of benefit income and earnings does not
represent a level of income on which retirees and
the widowed can rely for life. Those entitled to
a second pension have more assurance, but only
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about 2 in 10 of the regular beneficiaries are so
fortunate. One in 10 can count on veterans’ bene-
fits. Only a few have private annuities. Many
count on returns on their asset holdings to sup-
plement benefits, but few have large holdings and
they are rarely at the lower income levels.

Retirement Income

Although assets may depreciate and may be
drawn on with the result that they later yield
less income, it has been customary in some anal-
yses to consider asset income a form of retirement
income along with retirement and survivor bene-
fits, veterans’ benefits, and private annuities.

Half the regular beneficiary couples had less
than $2,180 in retirement income, so defined, and
only 15 percent had $4,000 or more (table 12).
For beneficiaries without husbands or wives the
median total retirement income in 1967 was only
about $1,100.

Except for their benefit under the OASDHI
program, median retirement income amounted to
barely $1,000 for the couples with such income
and $600 for the nonmarried beneficiaries that
received some. Roughly half the regular bene-
ficiaries had practically no retirement income in

addition to their basic benefit: 46 percent of the
couples and 58 percent of the nonmarried bene-
ficiaries reported less than $150 per person for
the year (table 12).

income Other than OASDHI Benefits

Although the size of retirement income (includ-
ing and excluding OASDHI) received by bene-
ficiaries points to the importance of benefit levels
from a long-run point of view, the amount of
income that regular beneficiaries receive from all
sources other than OASDHI is another indicator
of the crucial role of benefits

L LU0 VL PULITLIUS.

With roughly half the regular beneficiary units
having neither current work experience nor a
second pension (about one-fourth of the couples
and two-thirds of beneficiaries without spouses),
it is not surprising that so many had little except
benefits. About one-fourth of the beneficiary
couples and two-fifths of the nonmarried bene-
ficiaries had no money income but their benefits,
or less than $300 per person in 1967. Most of this
group that relied so heavily on benefits had less
than $150 per person in income other than benefits
(table 13). Some of those with more in other
income had only public assistance payments, re-

TaBLE 12.—S8ize of retirement income for OASDHI beneficiaries!: Percentage distribution of aged beneficiary units by size of
retirement income, including and excluding OASDHI benefits, 1967

Retirement income ? Retirement income other than OASDHI
Amount Nonmarried persons Nonmarried persons
Married Married
couples couples
Total Men Women Total Men Women
Number (in thousands):

Total .. 4,913 7,633 1,928 5,606 4,913 7,533 1,928 5,605
3,869 6,242 1,672 4,570 3,869 6,242 1,672 4,570
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
® ® ¢ ® 41 58 50 59
@) ®) ¢ ®) 5 6 5 6
1 4 2 5 5 6 ] 6
11 38 27 42 13 15 16 14
15 27 26 28 11 7 10 6
17 14 18 12 7 3 5 3
15 7 12 5 5 2 3 1
11 3 5 2 3 1 2 1
9 2 3 2 2 1 1 1

6 1 2 1 2 () 1 ®
7 2 2 1 2 ¢ ¢) 1
8 2 2 2 4 1 2 1

Median amount:

All units. _ $2,184 $1,105 $1,368 $1,044 $456 $40 $125 $30
Recipients - 2,187 1,107 ,368 1,044 984 599 840 500

! Excludes beneficiaries who received their first benefit February 1967
or later, transitionally insured, and special age-72 beneficiaries.
2 In addition to OASDHI benefits, retirement income consists of railroad
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30.5 percent or less.

and government employees' retirement benefits, private pensions, private
annuities, veterans’ benefits, and interest, dividends, and rents.
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TaBLE 13.—Size of income other than OASDHI benefits for
OASDHI beneficiaries!: Percentage distribution of aged bene-
ficiary units by amount of such income, 1967

Nonmarried persons
Money income other Married
than OASDHI benefits couples
Total Men Women
4,913 7,533 1,928 5,605
3,692 5,958 1,611 4,347
100 100 100 100
14 34 30 36
4 7 6 7
5 8 6 8
12 22 22 22
14 13 14 12
10 5 7 5
7 3 5 2
6 2 2 2
8 2 3 2
6 1 1 1
7 2 2 1
6 1 2 1
$1,500 $516 $687 $456
1,656 780 948 672

! Excludes beneficiaries who received their first benefit in February 1967
or later, transitionally insured, and special age-72 beneficiaries.

ceipt of which involves the application of a means
test.

OASDHI benefits have played a considerable
role in holding down the size of the aged popula-
tion in poverty and in mitigating its impact for
those who remain poor. When income other than
OASDHI benefits is considered (rather than total
income) it is estimated that, if it had not been
for these benefits, 2 to 3 times as many beneficiary
couples would have been classified as poor in
1967—more than half of all the beneficiary
couples instead of one-fifth. Furthermore, the
proportion that would have had enough income
to cover the cost of the moderate budget would
drop from one-third to one-fifth.

Most of the regular beneficiaries without
spouses had so little income besides their benefit
that such income alone would have meant that
more than 8 in 10 were classified as poor and
nearly 9 in 10 as poor or near poor—compared
with more than 1 out of 2 poor and almost 2 out
of 3 poor or near poor when their benefits are
counted.

The concentration of nonbeneficiaries in poverty
or just above is even greater among nonmarried
persons not entitled to OASDHI benefits. The
characteristics of the poor and those better off
will be reviewed later. It is already clear, how-
ever, that, of all aged beneficiaries, those entitled
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to widow's benefits were particularly disadvan-
taged.

The highest proportions that were poor were
among aged units receiving benefits based on
minimum and low primary insurance amounts
(PIA).*® Relatively large benefits were of course
more effective in reducing poverty. In any case,
beneficiaries with larger benefits are more likely
than those with smaller benefits to have addi-
tional resources. Their nonbenefit income, by it-
self, however, exceeds the poverty threshold rather
infrequently, except for couples with more or less
regular employment.

A Look Back and a Look Ahead

In the 5 years ending December 1967, which
saw the population aged 65 and older grow by
1Y% million, beneficiaries went up from two-thirds
to more than four-fifths of the aged population.
The drop of 100,000 in this period in the size
of the old-age assistance rolls is strong testimony
to the important role of OASDHI.

Detailed comparisons of the findings of DECA
and of the 1963 Survey must await development
of measures of the statistical reliability of the
differences, as well as careful analysis of the
effects of age and other demographic and pro-
gram changes. A few trends stand out clearly.
The long-term decline in employment of older
persons continued, as did the slow but steady
uptrend in the proportion of beneficiaries with
a second pension.

The median income of all aged couples rose
from $2,875 in 1962 to $3,370 in 1967 and the
median for nonmarried aged persons from $1,130
to $1,310—a reflection of various developmepts
in the 5 years between the two surveys. Increases
in income levels as measured by the medians
were much smaller for regular beneficiary couples
and for beneficiary women without husbands*

13 The primary insurance amount (PIA) is the amount,
related to the worker’s average monthly earnings, that
would be payable to a retired worker who begins to re-
ceive benefits no earlier than age 65. Some workers
receive an amount larger than their PIA because they
have dependents also entitled to a benefit. Many more
workers receive a benefit smaller than their PIA because
they claim it before age 65, and it is thus subject to an
actuarial reduction up to 20 percent, depending on the
exact age of entitlement between age 62 and age 65.

14 The trend for men without wives may not be signifi-
cant because of the relatively small numbers of such men.
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than for the corresponding groups of nonbene-
ficiaries:

|
R Regular Non-
Aged units and year ! peneficiaries | beneficiaries
|
M]’gged couples: ! 2,710 3,580
3,200 5,220
1,200 760
1,300 1,030
1,380 1,140
1,740 1,320

The rise of beneficiaries’ incomes between 1962
and 1967 would have been smaller were it not
for the 13-percent benefit increase emacted in
1965. On the other hand, without that increase
and some easing of the retirement test, some who
claimed benefits might possibly have postponed
their claim. The rise might have been somewhat
smaller, too, had it not been for the larger pro-
portion of women who earned their own benefits.
But the amount of the rise in beneficiaries’ in-
come would have been larger were it not for the
growth in the proportion that had elected re-
duced benefits in order to come on the rolls before
age 65—an option opened to men in 1961, 5 years
after it was made available to women.

The gains in the security of persons aged 65
and over as a result of the program of health
insurance for the aged are not reflected in the
increases in money income. The Medicare pro-
gram (enacted in 1965) has no bearing, however,
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on the differential changes in the income of bene-
ficiaries compared with nonbeneficiaries, because
in 1967 the entire population aged 65 and older,
whether working or retired, was entitled to in-
surance against the contingency of heavy medical
costs.’”

Present imncome levels of OASDHI beneficiaries
are already higher than those shown here because
of the 1968 and 1970 benefit increases.

In the years ahead, one favorable factor in
income levels of the retired will be the rising level
of employment of married women. An unfavor-
able factor will be a continued rise in the pro-
portion claiming benefits before age 65. The
Social Security Administration has under way the
Survey of New Beneficiaries and the Retirement
History Survey, both intended to provide clues
to the main reasons for electing reduced benefits.
These reasons are important in forecasting the
probable outlook for beneficiaries in the years
ahead as well as in policy considerations. The
outlook may be very different if preference for
leisure is predominant in comparison with need
for income support because of ill-health or poor
employment opportunities. The age at retire-
ment and the extent of postretirement employ-
ment will both be influenced by the general eco-
nomic climate.

15 See Dorothy P. Rice and Barbara 8. Cooper, “Medi-
cal Care Outlays for Aged and Nonaged Persons, 1966—
68, Social Security Bulletin, September 1969, for an
analysis of aggregate medical expenditures and the
source of funds for meeting them.
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TasLE A.—Income size by age and OASDHI beneficiary status: Percentage distribution of aged units by money income class,

1967

Married couples

Nonmarried persons

Total money income Total Men Women
65-72 73 and
over
73 and 73 and 73 and
65-72 over 65-72 over 65-72 over
All units
Number (in thousands)
10) 7 R 3,664 2,326 3,901 5,888 944 1,411 2,957 4,477
Reporting on income 2,630 1,787 3,110 4,660 769 1,185 2,340 3,476
Percent of units 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Less than $1,000. 3 3 24 36 18 21 26 41
1,000-1,499______ 5 8 25 27 19 25 27 27
1,500-1,999_ ___ 8 15 17 15 19 17 17 14
2,000-2,499 . _ _ el 9 16 11 10 14 16 10 8
2,600-2,809 . _ _ il 10 1n 6 4 9 6 5 3
3,000-3,489. . __ 9 12 4 2 6 4 4 2
3,500-3,999. ___ 8 9 2 2 4 3 2 1
4,000-4,000 . e ieiieiiae. 12 10 4 2 4 4 4 1
5,000~7,499 . _ L ieeeiiiiiiao. 19 9 3 2 4 3 3 2
7,500-9,909____ N 10 4 2 1 2 1 1 (O
10,000-14,999_ _ N 5 1 1 ) 1 m 1 ()
15,000 OF TIOT® - o - - oo oo e e e e e e e e e 3 1 O] Q] 1 ) O] )
Median income ... . i iiieal $3,901 $2,818 $1,500 $1,224 $1,792 $1,612 $1,401 $1,115
Beneficiary units?
Number (in thousands)
otal . __..__._.__.. 2,803 2,109 3,152 4,381 762 1,166 2,390 3,216
Reporting on incom 2,082 1,610 2,556 3.428 642 972 1,914 2,457
Percent of units. ... .i... 100 100 100 100 | 100 100 100 100
Less than $1,000 .. ... 3 2 22 30 18 17 23 35
1,000-1,489____ . 6 8 27 28 21 25 29 29
1,500-1,999 __ 10 15 19 17 21 20 19 16
2,000-2,489 _ _ el 10 16 11 11 14 16 11 8
2 12 11 7 4 9 5 6 4
3 10 12 4 3 6 4 4 2
3 9 10 2 2 3 3 2 2
4 12 10 3 2 4 4 3 1
5, 17 9 2 2 2 4 2 2
6 4 1 1 1 1 1 O]
4 1 1 (O] ; 1 (O] 1 1
15,000 or more____.___ P 1 1 1) ) *) (1) (1) 1)
Medianincome. . ... ... .. .. ... R $3,4%0 $2,856 $1,529 $1,320 $1,752 $1,729 $1,438 $1,207
Nonbeneficiary units
Number (in thousands):
Motal . il 582 138 614 812 139 163 475 649
122 464 689 100 ! 146 364 543
100 100 | 100 100 | 100 100 100
5 41 42 28 28 45 45
11 17 32 15 31 18 32
18 8 9 5 5 9 10
15 7 15 17 5 7
15 2 3 7 8 1 2
15 2 1 2 2 3 1
6 2 1 5 2 1 1
4 5 2 (1) 5 6 1
10 9 ) 14 (O} 8 (]
1 3 1 5 3 3 9
) 2 (1) 2 [O) 2 )
1 1 O} 2 O] M @
Median fRcome ... iias $6,468 $2,602 $1,080 $1,068 $2,006 $1,236 $1,065 $1,020

1(.5 percent or less.

or later, transitionally insured, and special age-72 beneficiaries.

? Excludes beneficiaries who received their first benefit in February 1967
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TaBLE B.—Income shares by age and OASDHI beneficiary status: Percentage distribution of money income by source for aged

units, 1967

Married couples Nonmarried persons
Source of money income Total Men Women
6512 73 and
over
73 and 73 and 73 and
85-72 over 65-72 over 65-72 over
All units
Number (in thousands)
............ 3,664 2,326 3,801 5,888 044 1,411 2,957 4,477
Reporting on inco: 2,630 1,787 3,110 4,660 769 1,185 2,340 3,476
Percent of income. .. ... 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Barnings. ... 48 19 25 7 27 10 24 6
Retirement benefits. . 35 54 47 53 50 60 45 49
OASDHI_ _____.._. 24 41 37 42 36 42 37 41
Other public pensions. . 5 8 6 8 7 12 6 7
Private group pensions 6 5 4 3 7 6 2 1
Veterans’ benefits.____. 2 5 5 4 5 5 5 3
Public assistance. .. 1 3 5 9 4 6 5 11
Income from assets 11 16 14 21 12 16 15 23
Other 50Urees 1 e 2 2 4 6 3 3 5 7
Beneflciary units 2
Number (in thousands):
L1172 2,803 2,109 3,152 4,381 762 1,168 2,380 3,218
Reporting on ineome ... .. ..., 2,082 1,610 2,586 3,428 642 972 1,014 2,457
Percent of income._.. ... ... ieee.a. 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
BarDingS. el 38 20 17 8 16 11 17 7
Retirement benefits.._..._... 45 55 54 57 50 63 54 34
OASDHI... ... ... _.... 33 45 45 48 46 48 45 48
Other public pensions.... 5 5 5 6 4 8 6 4
Private group pensions. . 7 5 4 3 9 7 3 2
Veterans’ benefits__.._._... 2 5 6 4 6 4 5 3
Public assistance.. 1 2 4 4 3 3 4 5
Income from agsets. 13 16 14 23 13 17 15 25
Other SOUTCes 2. . e 2 2 4 4 3 2 4 5
Nonbeneficlary units
Number (in thousands):
L 12 F RN 582 138 614 812 139 163 475 649
Reporting onincome. ... ... ... ... 363 122 464 689 100 146 364 543
Percent of income. ... ... .. 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
EarningS. e 83 10 55 2 58 2 53 2
Retirement benefits. 8 52 13 34 20 54 11 26
OASDHIY. . e i e el
Other public pensions. 51 13 32 50 11 25
Private group pensions. . ® 1 ®) 2 ® 4 ® 1
Veterans' benefits__ . .__.__ ® 8 3 5 1 7 4 4
Public assistance. ... 1 24 11 43 8 26 12 50
Income from assets. . 7 3 11 8 10 8 12 9
Other SOUTCes 2o .o 1 2 6 8 3 3 7 10
1 Including personal contributions by relatives or friends not in household. or later, transitionally insured, and special age-72 beneficiaries.
2 Excludes beneficiaries who received their first benefit in February 1067 2 0.5 percent or less,
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Technical Note*

The estimates presented here are based on data
obtained in the 1968 Survey of the Demographic
and FEconomic Characteristics of the Aged
(DECA), the second nationwide survey under-
taken by .the Social Security Administration
with the Bureau of the Census acting as collec-
tion agent. Processing and tabulatlon operations
were performed by the Social Security Adminis-
tration. Questionnaire information was supple-
mented by selected data available from social
security records.

Survey Design

Sample design.—The 1968 Survey of the Aged
utilized an already established sample survey as
the vehicle for obtaining some selected character-
istics of aged persons. That survey, the Current
Medicare Survey (CMS), offered advantages of
timeliness and economy.

The CMS sample consists of 4,500 persons
selected each year from a 5-percent statistical
sample of persons enrolled in the supplementary
medical insurance (SMI) program as well as a
small number of persons who are eligible only
for hospital insurance (HT). The 1968 Survey
of the Aged is based on supplemental questions
on work experience, income, assets, and living
arrangements asked of two CMS samples—the
outgoing 1967 panel and the new 1968 panel.

The universe from which the CMS sample is
drawn includes all persons aged 65 and over
except those retired Federal employees who have
not enrolled under SMI (and who are not eligible
for HI benefits) and aliens admitted for per-
manent residence but with less than 5 consecutive
years of residence. Also excluded are a small
number of persons not reached by either HI
or SMI, even after extensive enrollment efforts.
As of December 31, 1967, the universe from which
the DECA sample was drawn consisted of 19.3

* Prepared by Patience Lauriat, Division of Retirement
and Survivor Studies, Office of Research and Statistics.

1 For detailed description and discussion of the CMS
samples, see Jack Scharff, “Current Medicare Survey:
The Medical Insurance Sample,” Social Security Bulletin,
April 1967, and Health Insurance Statistics, CMS Nos.
1-12.
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million persons aged 65 and over in the United
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eral annuitants, 30,000 aliens, and a small number
of persons not enrolled. The DECA sample con-
sisted of 9,128 persons of whom 8,248 were inter-
viewed.

To meet given sampling requirements most
effectively and minimize costs of data collection,
the CMS sample is a multistage probability
sample (self-weighting) of persons aged 65 and
over within 105 primary sampling units (PSU’s).

Several features of the DECA design distin-
guish it from the 1963 Survey of the Aged. As
DECA is a systematic sample of a universe list,
variability of estimates beyond simple random
sampling consists only of that occurring because
105 PSU’s were used. In the 1963 Survey, based
on an area probability sample in 357 PSU’s,
sampling variability consisted of both the vari-
ance between PSU’s and that arising from the
clustering of households within PSU’. Because
the 1968 sample is a systematic sample of persons,
it is more efficient than one of equal size based on
an area sample of households. Furthermore,
sampling from a universe list is likely to lead to
significant improvements in coverage of the uni-
verse.

Interview unit.—The sample universe was made
up of persons aged 65 and over, but the basic
interview unit for DECA was an “aged unit.”
As in 1963, it was defined as a married couple
living together with at least one spouse aged 65
or older or a single person in that age group
who was widowed, divorced, living apart from
his (her) spouse, or never marrled

Data collection.—The field work was carried
out in late 1967 and in the first 2 months of 1968,
in conjunction with the monthly CMS interview-
ing program. The conditions under which the
demographic and economic supplements were
administered to the two panels were essentially
the same, with one exception. For the outgoing
panel, information in the demographic supple-
ment was obtained near the end of its interview-
ing period and the economic supplement data
after that period had ended. For the incoming
1968 panel, information for both supplements was
obtained at the same time and early in that panel’s
interviewing period.

Mateh with social security records~—To en-
hance the usefulness of DECA data in analyses
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focused on program issues, information obtained
by interviews was combined with selected data
available from the Master Beneficiary Record
(MBR) maintained by the Social Security Ad-
ministration. Because the sample upon which
DECA is based was originally drawn from Social
Security Administration records, a social security
number was available for each person in the
sample. Thus a more direct matching technique
could be used in matching with social security
records for DECA than was the case in the 1963

Survey where the social security number and re-
lated information was collected in the survey

process, with attendant possibilities of errors. -

Data from both the interview and benefit records
were used to establish beneficiary status for tabu-
lation purposes.

Matching the CMS samples with the MBR was
relatively straightforward since the correct social
security number was on both the sample record
and the benefit record. Additional matching oper-
ations were necessary in certain instances, how-
ever. Some individuals had been assigned a new
number when they filed for Medicare eligibility
under the “deemed insured” provisions and were
later found to have had a number already as-
signed and to be receiving cash benefits by the
end of 1967. An OASDHI record was found for
every person.

Searching the MBR for the spouse of a person
in the sample was somewhat more cumbersome.
Some spouses’ records, particularly those for
wives receiving benefits on their husband’s record,
were found during the search for the sample
person. But for other married couples, especially
when the spouse received a benefit on the basis of
his or her own earnings record, the operation
depended basically on the reporting of their
social security number on the interview schedule
or on several Social Security Administration files
to determine or validate account or claims num-
bers. For some 250 of the 4,609 married persons
in the sample, an individual MBR could not be
found for the spouse. In only 40 sample cases
did the inability to find the spouse’s benefit record
affect the detailed classification of a married
couple’s beneficiary status.

Estimation

The data presented in this article are based
on weighted counts of the sample population.
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The weight assigned to each individual case was
constructed in the manner described below.

Noninterview adjustment—No interview in-
formation on demographic and economic charac-
teristics was available for 880 persons in the
sample, or 9.6 percent of the total. Therefore,
a noninterview adjustment factor was assigned
to each of the interviewed units. These factors
were determined on the basis of sex, age, three
broad periods when the OASDHI benefits were
first paid, and two broad monthly benefit amount
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ntervais. 1sece

1o of a moeqihle diffarantial m
ause o1 a PUSSivIv alizerentia: Iin

the noninterview rate for each of the CMS sample
panels, the noninterview inflation factors were
determined for the two panels separately. Fur-
thermore, the adjustment was made for metro-
politan (including all the self-representing
PSU’s) and nonmetropolitan PSU’s separately.
The value of the largest factor was 1.22 and the
lowest 1.04, with the vast majority falling be-
tween 1.06 and 1.14.

LRatio estimation.—Although the CMS sample
panels are designed to be self-weighting, ratio
estimation was used in order to reduce sampling
variability and utilize available data on charac-
teristics of the universe.

Counts of the population aged 65 and over
who were residing in the United States and en-
rolled for HI benefits under Medicare were used
as the population controls. No adjustment was
made to include persons originally excluded from
the universe from which the sample was drawn
(see the section on sample design on page 28).

Final weights—The final weights were assigned
in two stages. The first stage reflects the distri-
bution of the population aged 65 and over by race
and region ; the second modifies the initial weights
so that the sample estimates add to the indepen-
dent control totals for the total population by
age, sex, and race.> With a sample of 9,128 cases
representing 19.3 million persons aged 65 and
over, the average weight for a sample person is
2,114,

When both members of a married couple were

2 As of December 31, 1967, the race of about 600,000
persons on the health insurance rolls was not known.
In establishing population totals to which to inflate the
DECA sample, the known figures for race were adjusted
to include those persons.
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TasLE I.—Number of aged units, by type and age, 1967

{In thousands]

Nonmarried

Beneficiary status! All Married

units couples
Total | Men |Women
Aged 65 and over, total__ 15,779 5,989 | 9,780 | 2,356 7,434
Beneficiaries. ... ... 13,632 5,260 | 8,363 | 2,054 6,300
Regular____.____._.______. 12,446 4,913 | 7,533 | 1,928 5,605
New and special age-72. . 1,186 356 830 126 704
Nonbeneficiaries. ._..._.... 2,146 720 | 1,426 302 1,125
Aged 65-72, total___.___. 7,565 3,664 3,901 944 2,957
Beneficiaries... ._.._..._.. 6,368 3,081 | 3,286 805 2,481
Regular ... _____.._.. 5,955 2,803 3,152 762 2,390
New and special age-72____ 413 278 134 43 91
Nonbeneficiaries_...__._.._. 1,197 582 614 139 475
8,214 2,326 | 5,888 1 1,411 4,477
7,264 2,188 5,077 1,249 3,828
6,491 2,109 4,381 1,166 3,216
773 79 696 83 612
950 138 812 163 649

! Beneficiaries are defined here as those units that had ever received a
monthly cash benefit by the end of 1967, They are divided into two groups:
(1) “regular—those who received their first benefit in January 1967 or earlier
and did not receive their benefits under the transitional insured-status and
‘‘special age-72"' provisions, and (2) ‘“‘new’’ and ‘‘special age-72"’—those who
received their first benefit in February 1967 or later or who received payments
under the special age-72 provisions. Nonbeneficiaries are persons who are en-
rolled under Medicare but have never received a cash benefit.

aged 65 or older and each member thus had an
equal probability of selection for the CMS sample,
one-half the weight of the sample person was used
in the unit tabulations. When only one member
of the couple was aged 65 or older (so that the
unit did not have a double probability of selec-
tion), the full weight of the sample person was
used in tabulating units.

Table I presents the estimates of aged units
by type and age based on the DECA sample.
There were almost 16 million units, of whom just
over half (52 percent) were aged 73 and over.
Nonmarried women comprised the largest num-
ber (7.4 million), followed by 6.0 million married
couples and 2.4 million nonmarried men.

Reliability of the Estimates

Since the estimates presented here_are based
on a sample, they may differ somewhat from the
figures that would have been obtained from a
complete census based on the same schedules, in-
structions, and interviewers. Particular care
should be exercised in the interpretation of figures
based on relatively small numbers of cases as well
as small differences between figures. As in any
survey work, the results are subject to errors of
response and nonreporting as well as sample
variability.
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The standard error is primarily a measure of
sampling variability, that is, of the variations
that occur by chance because a sample rather than
the entire population is surveyed. The chances
are about 68 out of 100 that an estimate from the
sample would differ from a complete census figure

by less than the standard error. The chances are
about 95 out of 100 that the differences would
be less than twice the standard error.

Tables IT and IIT present rough approxima-
tions of the standard error of various estimates
shown. The approximate standard errors are
based on CMS tabulations for one year’s panel,
adjusted for the fact that DECA was twice the
CMS sample size within the same PSU’s. Thus
the approximations® shown in the tables provide
an indication of the order of magnitude of the
standard errors for DECA data, not the precise
error of any specific estimate. Detailed estimates
of standard errors based on DECA data will be
included in the detailed revnort on the 1968 Sur-
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vey of the Aged.

Sampling variability of estimated numbers—
The figures in table IT are rough approximations
of the standard error of estimates of aged units
and aged persons shown in this article. The in-
formation in this table can be used in the follow-
ing way:

There were 1,210,000 married couples with only the
man working. Interpolation from table I1I indicates
that the standard error of an estimate of this size
is approximately 55,000. The chances are 68 out
of 100 that the results of a complete count would not
differ by more than 55,000 from the estimate of
1,210,000. The chances are 95 out of 100 that the
results of a complete count would not have been
different from the estimate by more than 110,000
(twice the standard error).

Sampling variability of estimated percentages.
—The reliability of an estimated percentage,
computed by using sample data for both numera-
tor and denominator, depends on both the size
of the percentage and the size of the total on
which the percentage is based. Estimated per-
centages are relatively more reliable than the
corresponding absolute estimates of the numera-
tor of the percentage, particularly if the per-
centage 1s large (50 percent or greater).

3 Based on estimates shown in Health Insurance
Statistics, CMS No. 12, January 27, 1970.
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TasLe II.—Rough approximations of standard errors of
estimated numbers of aged units or aged persons (68 chances
out of 100)

[In thousands]

Level of estimate | Standard error| Level of estimate | Standard error

1000, ... 17 77
300 .. ... 28 88
500, . . 36 100
0. 43 112
1,000 .. .. ... .. 50 114
1,500 .. .. ... 61 110

000 ..ol 70 97

Table IIT shows rough approximations of
standard errors of estimated percentages of aged
units and aged persons., The figures in table 11T
can be used as follows:

An estimated 20 percent of nonmarried men received
less than $1,000 in total money income. Since the
base of this percentage is 1,954,000—the number of
nonmarried men reporting on total income amount—
interpolation in table XII shows that the estimated
standard error of the estimated 20 percent is approxi-
mately 1.5 percent. The chances are 68 out of 100
that a census would have shown the percentage to be
in the range of 18 percent to 22 percent. The
chances are about 95 out of 100 that a census result
would not have differed from the sample estimate
by more than 3 percent.

Sampling variability of estimated medians.—
DECA data provide estimates of median income
as well as the corresponding distributions. The
sampling variability of an estimated median de-
pends on the distribution as well as the size of
the base. An approximate method for measuring
the reliability of an estimated median is to de-
termine an interval about the estimated median
within which there is a stated degree of confidence
that the true median lies.

TaBLE IIT.—Rough approximations of standard errors of
estimated percentages of aged units or aged persons (68
chances out of 100)

Estimated percentage
Base of percentage

(in thousands)
20r98  50r95|100r90|150r85)250r 75 50
1000 ool 2.3 3.6 5.0 5.7 7.1 8.2
300, .l 1.4 2.1 2.9 3.4 4.2 4.8
500 ... 1.2 1.8 2.5 3.0 3.7 4.2
.8 1.5 2.0 2.5 2.9 3.5
7 1.2 1.6 1.9 2.3 2.7
.6 1.0 1.3 1.6 2.0 2.3
.5 .8 1.1 1.3 1.7 1.9
.5 W7 1.0 1.2 1.6 1.8
.4 .6 .9 1.0 1.4 1.6
.3 5 7 .8 1.0 1.2
.2 .4 .6 7 .8 1.0
.2 .3 .5 .6 7 .8
.2 .3 .5 .6 .6 .7
.2 .3 \ .5 .5 .6 .6
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Confidence limits of a median based on grouped
sample data may be estimated as follows: (1)
Using the appropriate base, determine from table
I1I the standard error of a 50-percent character-
istic, (2) add to and subtract from 50 percent the
standard error determined in step 1, and (3) read
off the distribution of the characteristic the con-
fidence interval for the median corresponding to
the two points established in step 2. A two-
standard-error confidence limit may be deter-
mined by finding the values corresponding to 50
percent plus and minus twice the standard error
shown in table 1I1.

The standard error of a median may be com-
puted as follows:

The median income of married couple beneficiaries
was $3,199 (with the 3,692,000 married couples who
reported total money income used as the base).

(1) the standard error of 50 percent of these couples
expressed as a percentage is 1.55, derived from table
III;

(2) because one is usually interested in the confi-
dence interval for the median at the two-standard-
error level, it is necessary to add and subtract twice
the standard error obtained in step 1; this procedure
yvields limits of 46.9 and 53.1;

(3) since 46 percent of the beneficiary couples had
incomes below $3,000 and 11 percent had incomes
between $3,400 and $3,000 the dollar value of the
lower limit may be found by linear interpolation
to be
46.9 — 46.0
11.0

Since 46 percent of the beneficiary couples had in-
comes below $3,000 and 11 percent had incomes be-
tween $3,000 and $3,499, the dollar value of the upper
limit may be found by linear interpolation to be

53.1 — 46.0
11.0
Thus, the chances are about 95 out of 100 that a

census would have shown the median to be greater
than $3,040 but less than $3,323.

X $500 + $3,000 = $3,040

X $500 4 $3,000 — $3,323.

Confidence levels of medians based on wun-
grouped data—At the same time that the income
data were tabulated, approximate confidence levels
of the computed medians were obtained on the
basis of ungrouped data, with the same general
procedures described above. Since, at the time the
detailed computations were made, data were not
available on specific DECA variances, an adjust-
ment was made for the fact that DECA was not
a simple random sample. The adjustment was
based on considerations of the CMS sample de-



sigh and available variance tabulations. Confi-
dence limits based on ungrouped data for selected
median incomes are given in table IV. The figures
presented there were selected from caleulations
made for all the median income amounts based
on DECA data. The confidence levels presented
in table IV, although based on ungrouped data,
should be very close to those obtained by using
extrapolation of the generalized standard errors
presented in table III.

Nonsampling Errors

As in any survey, the DECA
to errors of nonresponse,

results are subject
incomplete response,

and misreporting, in addition to those of sampling
variability.

Nonreporting—Two sources of nonresponse
errors exist—noninterviews and refusals to be
interviewed. No interviews could be obtained
when a sample person was temporarily absent
during the data-collection time period; when
he had died; when the enumerator could not
locate his address; or when he had moved to a
nonswmple area. Furthermore, some respondents
refused to be interviewed An adjustn
described on page 29, wa
views in DECA.

Tabulations of MBR data for both respondents
and nonrespondents were prepared. No differ-
ences related to sex were found. Nonrespondents

PN 1
at ali. nent,

s made for 880 noninter-

TaeLe IV. ~Approx1mate sampling variability of selected median income amounts for aged units or aged persons

) Confidence interval
Median

Aged 65-72

Beneficiary units:

Beneficiary units:

Did not work

Beneficiary units:

Characteristies of units A b{&!ﬁ?(ﬁg t
income
‘ 68 percent 95 percent thousands)
Married couples
Total money income. ... . __ $3,373 $3,300-3,436 $3,230-3,496 ‘ 4,417
Beneficiary units. e 3,199 3,129-3,262 3,060-3,338 3,602
Nonbeneficiary units_ .. . 5,218 4,835-5,610 4,512-6,210 485
------------- 3,901 3,800-4,000 3,700-4 087 2,630
Aged 73 and over___ 2,818 2,712-2,911 2,625-2,988 1,787
Both worked in 1967. R 5,450 5,187-5,884 4,953-6,301 542
Did not work oo 2,621 2,544-2,693 2,505-2,748 2,289
Income other than OASDHI 1,500 1,440-1,536 1,382-1,656 3,601
Retirement income, total.__ 2,184 2,144-2,225 2,099 2 319 3,869
Retirement income other th: 456 400-500 360 3,869
Nonmarried men
Total money ineome. ... ... ... ... $1,692 $1,631-1,752 $1,584-1,808 1,954
Beneficiary units___ 1,742 1,687-1,784 1,624-1,824 1,613
Nonbeneficiary unit 1,322 1,138-1,568 1,068-2,040 247
22 1,792 1,722-1,884 1,631-1,984 769
Aged T3 and OVer_ ... 1,612 1,518-1,702 1,460-1,775 1,185
Worked in 1967, .. .. 2,518 2,349-2,652 2,160-2,885 407
Did not work._....__ e e 1,516 1,470-1,584 1,413-1,656 1,547
Income other than OASDHI. ... .. .. ____ 687 629-744 569-792 1,611
Retirement income, total ..._._________ 1,368 1,331-1,432 1,296-1,517 1,672
Retirement income other than OASDH 125 80-200 40-250 1,672
Nonmarried persons
Total money income._.____.._... ... .. ... [ [ $1,227 $1,200-1,245 $1,189-1,260 5,816
Beneficiary units. 1,297 1,279-1,321 1,260-1,348 4,371
Nonbeneficiary units 1,032 1,020-1,068 988-1,080 907
L2 N 1,401 1,350-1,438 1,308-1,487 2,340
Aged 73 and OVer . . 1,115 1,090-1,140 1,068-1,162 3,476
Worked in 1967_. ...l 2,200 2,078-2,307 1,998-2,396 805
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1,162 1,140-1,176 1,120-1,200 5,010
Income other than OASDHI. ... ... ... .. ... ... 456 423-500 400-520 4,347
Retirement ineome, total . ____._____ .. ... .. ... 1,044 1,028-1,068 1,008-1,092 4,570
Retirement income other than OASDHI. ... . . . . . _........._. 30 20-40 15-45 4,570
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tended, however, to be somewhat younger than
respondents, and a higher proportion of the non-
respondents were white. The distributions of men
and women by monthly benefit amount were very
similar for respondents and nonrespondents.
Slightly higher proportions of nonrespondents
had never received a cash benefit or had received
their initial benefit more recently than respon-
dents. But, generally, the differences between
respondents and nonrespondents were small.

Incomplete responses—For some persons in the
sample, questionnaires were only partly com-
pleted, with the sections on demographic charac-
teristics and work experience more likely to be
completed than those on assets and income.

Incomplete responses to questions were handled
in a variety of ways, depending on the question.
Fvery effort (short of mechanical assignment of
values based on demographic characteristics) was
made to obtain for each schedule a total income,
built up from a detailed series of questions.*
When liquid assets were reported, for example,
and there was no entry for income accruing from
savings, income at the rate of 4 percent was re-
corded. If, on the other hand, the respondent
reported on most income items, especially social
security benefits and private pensions, but made
no entry (of an amount, “none,” or “don’t know™)
for less common income sources, such as unem-
ployment insurance or individual annuities, the
correct entry was assumed to be zero.

Response errer—Misreporting, either through
ignorance or design, also contributes to nonsam-
pling errors. In most cases the schedule entries
for income items are based on memory rather
than records and in most cases on the memory
or knowledge of the sample person. The tendency
to forget minor or irregular sources of income
probably contributes to underestimates of income.
Other errors of reporting result from misrepre-
sentation or misunderstanding of the scope of the
income concept. Nonresponses, including refusals

4+ An analysis undertaken by the Bureau of the Cen-
sus that made individual assignments of income to non-
respondents in the Current Population Survey resulted
in slightly higher estimates of the proportion of families
and individuals in the upper income classes than those
obtained from the distribution based solely on those re-
porting income. See the Bureau of the Census, Current
Population Rceports, Series P-60, No. 33.
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to answer questions dealing with certain types
of income, may be an even greater contributory
factor to underestimates than the memory factor.

Another source of reporting error may occur
because an interviewer may record correct an-
swers improperly or misunderstand the intent
behind a question. However, every effort is made
to keep this source of error down to a minimum
through training, internal consistency checks, and
constant supervision.

Validation of age and benefit-income reporting.
—The matching of the MBR data with the inter-
view data provided an opportunity to compare
the interview reports with the social security
benefit records for selected items of information
common to both sources. Although the matching
was originally conceived to enhance the data for
program analysis, it does provide some informa-
tion on accuracy of reporting. Two basic items
were compared for purposes of editing the basic
DECA file—age and benefit amount.

For about 300 of the 8,248 DECA respondents,
the age reported in the interview was inconsistent
with that recorded on the MBR by more than 1
year. (Generally, persons reported themselves
younger in the interview than on the MBR. In
an examination of a subsample of the discrepant
cases many appeared to be interviewer or res-
pondent errors—substituting age for year of birth,
for example, or transposing the ages of the sample
person and the spouse. The small number of
errors exceeding 5 years were assumed to be more
likely interview errors. Because of the proof-of-
age requirements for beneficiaries, MBR year of
birth was taken as correct. If MBR information
on age was not available, the interview informa-
tion was used to classify by age.

The benefit income as reported in DECA rep-
resents a “best estimate,” on the basis of infor-
mation from both the survey and the MBR. Dif-
ferences of = $100 per person between the benefit
record and the interview were accepted as match-
ing reports and the interview amount was ac-
cepted as the best estimate. (In many of these
within-tolerance cases, respondents apparently
reported actual benefit received, excluding the $3
monthly premium per person for Medicare, as of
1967.)

For 1,670 of the 8,248 respondents, the amount
of the discrepancy in benefit income hetween the
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TaBLE V.—Percent of aged units reporting amount of total
money income by selected characteristics, 1967

| Nonmarried
. \ Married persons
Characteristics of units ‘ couples |—--————————
\ Men Women
Al units. _..___. , 75 86 82
Beneficiaries. . - 76 86 82
Nonbeneficiaries. . .. 68 84 86
Aged 65-72.. . .. .. .....o.o_...... 73 84 82
Aged 73 orover. ... .. e 1 79 87 83
Receiving private pension.._._____________ ! 75 82 69
Not receiving private pension_. _____.____ l 77 88 84
Receiving public assistance_.________.__._ \ 95 99 97
Not receiving public assistance...__.._._. 75 85 80
Homeowners._.._._._............_... - 74 83 79
Nonhomeowners____.__. 79 89 85
Living with relatives_.._____ I 82 90 88
Not living with relatives._._ - 74 84 8
Ininstitutions. .. ..o ... .o ... 81 84
Attended:
Elementary school. ... . ... . ... . _. 82 91 88
High school .- 70 82 78
College_ .. ... ... ... ... ... 59 683 70
Region:
Northeast  .___ ... .. . .. ... 68 80 80
North Central. 74 87 82
South. 80 88 &5
West__ 77 90 82
Urban. ... ... 73 84 81
Nonurban.___...__... ... 81 90 87
White____. ... 74 84 81
Negro and other races. ... ..__.____._.___ [ 91 97 96
Worked in1967.____.__ . .. . _.__.__ 71 78 74
Did not work in1967.._.._.__... .. ____ ‘ 79 88 84

interview and MBR exceeded the $100 per person
tolerance, ranging from —$2,500 to }-$3,400. Of
these cases, it is estimated that about half the
discrepancies were within $500 and an additional
30 percent had discrepancies between $500 and
$1,000. Many of the discrepancies could be at-
tributed to (1) enumerator or respondent arith-
metic errors in reporting the number of months
the benefit was received or the monthly benefit
amount, (2) a divorced-wife beneficiary recorded
on the MBR but not in the household, or (3)
refusals to answer the income questions. For
approximately 80 percent of the cases, a reason
for the discrepancy could be identified and correc-
tive action taken. Most of the others ‘were cases
in which the discrepancy was less than $1,000.
TFor these cases, the MBR data were taken as the
“best estimate” of benefit income actually received.

Nonreporting of total money income amount.—
About 20 percent of the aged units in the DECA
Survey did not provide sufficient information on
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amount of income received from all sources to
enable the computation of total money income.
The proportion varied from 25 percent for mar-
ried couples to 19 percent for nonmarried women
and 14 percent for nonmarried men.

Stated conversely, about 80 percent made a
complete report on income received in 1967, in-
cluding those who reported “none” in one or more
items. Table V presents comparative data for
units with selected characteristics on the extent
of reporting total money income. A more detailed
analysis of nonrespondents will be included in
the detailed report on the 1968 Survey of the
Aged.

Although married couples and nonmarried
persons differ somewhat in reporting total money
income, a few generalizations can be made. Bene-
ficiary couples were more likely to report income
than nonbeneficiary couples; there is no clear
difference by OASDHI beneficiary status between
nonmarried men and women. Older units (aged 73
and over) were slightly more likely to report than
younger units (aged 65-72). Units not receiving
private pensions, units receiving public assistance,
nonhomeowners, units living with relatives, and
those with less education (elementary and high
school attendance) were more likely to report.
Response rates were highest in the South and
lowest in the Northeast, higher for nonurban
areas than for urban areas. Response rates were
higher for Negroes and other races than for white
units. Units with no work experience in 1967
were more likely to report total money income
than those who had worked.

Nonreporting of source of income.—Although
sample persons may not have reported the amount
of income from various sources, they were less
reluctant to report whether or not they received
income from a particular source.

For all aged units, income from assets was the
least well-reported, particularly that from in-
terest and dividends. Earnings were better re-
ported but not as well as other income sources.
Income from public income-maintenance pro-
grams was very well reported.

A more detailed report on response rates, as
well as a statement on the comparability of
DECA data and other available data, will be in-
cluded in the final report on the 1968 Survey.
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