
Medical Care and Health Insurance Coverage: 
Their Use bv Disabled Adults 

DISABLED PERSONS make greater use of 
hospitals in the United States than-do members of 
t,he noninstitutional civilian population as a whole 
yet, typically have much less health insurance 
protection than the average citizen. These signif- 
icant facts were reported in two recent analyses1 
of results from the Social Security Survey of Dis- 
abled Adults, conducted by the Social Security 
Administration with the assistance of the Bureau 
of the Census in 1966. The findings may be of 
particular interest at t,his time when consideration 
is being given to proposals for providing health 
insurance under the Social Security Act to dis- 
ability beneficiaries, on a basis comparable to t,he 
health insurance program for elder citizens 
(Medicare) .* 

The survey found that countrywide there were 
in 1966 about, 18 million disabled persons aged 
18-64. Of these, more t.han 6 million were severely 
disabled--that is, either unable to work at all or 
unable to do so regularly. Five million were 
occupationally disabled-that is, they could work 
regularly but they could not work full time or 
could not do the same type of work they did 
before their disability. In addition, there were 
nearly 7 million adults who had secondary work 
limitations. Persons in this group were capable 
of working regularly, full time, and at the same 
work, but t,hey were limited in the kind and 
amount of work they could do. The disability had 

* Division of Disability Studies, Office of Research and 
Statistics. The authors wish to acknowledge the editorial 
assistance of Edna Lovering in developing this summary 
of Reports Nos. 4 and 5 of the Social Security Survey of 
the Disabled, 1966. 

1 Mildred E. Cinsky, Health Insurance Coverage of the 
Disabled (Report No. 4, Social Security Survey of the 
Disabled), August 1968, and Gertrude L. Stanley and 
Idella G. Swisher, Medical Care Uti.lixation by the Dis- 
ublcd (Report No. 5, Social Security Survey of the Dis- 
abled), January 1969. 

” Health Insurance for the Disabled Under Social 
Security , Report of the -4dvisory Council on Health 
Insurance (submitted to the Secretary of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare, December 31, 1968). 
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existed for more than 6 months for all disabled 
persons. 

MEDICAL CARE 

The study excluded disabled persons who, at 
the time of the survey, were confined in long-term 
facilities, such as mental hospitals, tuberculosis 
hospitals, veterans’ hospitals, and nursing homes. 
However, slightly more than 1 percent of t.he 
severely disabled included in the survey said they 
had received care in a long-stay hospital or 
nursing home at some time in 1965, the survey 
year (table 1). Most of these disabled persons 
were men-a reflection perhaps of t,he use of 
vet,erans’ hospitals by ex-servicemen. 

Of the nearly 18 million disabled, 1 in 5 was a 
Datient, at some time during the year in a short- 
stay general hospital ; among the noninstitutional 
civilian population aged 17-64 the ratio was 1 in 
7. The incidence increased to 1 in 4 for the 
severely disabled. 

As might be expected, the survey results show 
a relationship between the severity of disability 
and the individual’s use of hospital and physi- 
cians’ services. The severely disabled had almost 
50 percent more days of hospitalization, on the 
average, than persons with occupational or sec- 
ondary limitations (table 2). They also had, on 
the average, over one-third more doctor visits on 
an outpatient basis than the partially disabled 
had (table 3). 

Disabled men and women were hospitalized 
at about the same rate, but they differed from 
each other in hospital use on the basis of age 
(table 4). Women under age 45 had a consider- 
ably higher rate than other women, or men of the 
same age. This difference might be due to con- 
ditions related to pregnancy. Among the men, a 
relatively low percentage of the young group were 
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TABLE l.-Total hospital utilization in 1965 by severity of disability and sex: Percentage distribution of noninstitutionalized 
disabled aged 18-64, spring 1966 

Total Men women 
-- 

I I 

I 

I 
1 

I 
Severity of disability Severity of disability I I Severity of disability 

.--~ 

Second- ‘d”lt,“’ Second- 
ary ahled OCCW arY 

work 
limita- Severe pationsl IT$tt- 
tions tions 

T Hospital utilization Total 
dis- 

abled Severe 

Second- T$k:l 
OCCU- arY 

pational IIY$ttiw 
abled 

tions 

OCCU- 
pational 

2,420 

79.0 
20.9 
20.0 

.2 
(9 

.8 

-. 

-. 

5,014 6,639 8,430 

lw.o 103.0 100.0 
___--____ 

78.8 81.6 78.4 
21.0 18.3 21.5 
19.4 17.8 20.1 

:T 
(“I ,2 

:i 
1.3 .2 .6 

-. 
-. 

83.0 
17.0 
16.4 

:l 
.3 I 

L - 
* Includes a few disabled adults not reporting on hospitalization. 2 Less than 0.05 percent 

hospitalized during the year, but for those aged 
45-54 the proportion increased by nearly one- 
half. For men aged 55-64, the hospitalization 
rate dropped, but it was still greater than the rate 
for women in the same age group. 

The survey included among t,he beneficiaries 
of monthly cash payments under OASDHI not 
only those receiving disabililty benefits but also 
some early retirees aged 62-64 and adult depend- 
ents and survivors who considered themselves 
disabled. The OASDHI beneficiaries sought both 
hospital and doct,or care about, as frequently as 
nonbeneficiaries (tables 5 and 6). However, the 
disabled workers had significantly higher pro- 
portions hospitalized and receiving outpatient 
physician care than most other beneficiary and 

nonbeneficiary groups. The disabled-worker 
group, of course, included a larger proportion of 
severely disabled adults who apparent,ly needed 
more medical care. 

In general, persons awarded disability benefits 
under OASDHI have met rigorous eligibilit,y re- 
quirements, and 88 percent of the disabled 
workers and ‘79 percent of the adults disabled in 
childhood considered themselves severely disabled. 
There was a marked difference in the extent to 
which these two disability groups made use of 
hospital and doctors’ services. The disabled 
workers were hospitalized at a rate more than 
four times that, of the childhood-disabled. Dif- 
ferences in the major disabling conditions charac- 
terizing the two groups may account for the dis- 

TABLE 2.-Days of hospitalization in Short-stay hospitals in 1965 by severity of disability and sex: Percentage distribution of 
noninstitutionalized disabled aged 18-64 who were hospitalized, spring 1966 

Total 
- 

Women 

Severity of disability 

Severe 
OCCU- 
mtional P 

iecond- 
=Y 

work 
limita- 
tions 

--~ 

Total 
dis- 

abled 

_-- 

615 483 620 1,936 

100.0 100.0 
-- __- 

9.2 14.9 
18.7 25.0 
22.5 29.9 
24.9 17.6 
23.9 11.7 

.8 .9 

100.0 100.0 

19.1 17.4 
26.0 29.8 
27.6 25.3 
17.2 20.8 
3.9 6.0 

.l .7 

19 25 17 
11 15 10 

13 
9 

Tg’ 
abled 

--- 

1,718 
-- 

100.0 

Severity of disability Severity of disability 
~-_-- 

Severe 

Second- 
OCCU- =Y 
ational work 

limita- 
tions 

Days in hospital 

3everc 

-- 

361 

100.0 

Tg’ 
sbled 

Second- 
OCCU- arY 

jational 1F;&t- 
tions 

I’ 

1,476 982 / 1,196 

16.5 

“,“,:; 
2b.4 
10.: 

.i 

If 
l( 

100.0 100.0 1 100.0 

12.9 17.1 19.0 14.4 
19.7 29.2 33.2 23.1 
24.3 28.6 25.5 26.4 
27.3 16.S 15.1 20.1 
15.4 7.3 6.7 15.5 

.6 1.0 ; .5 .6 

20 
13 

15.5 
20.4 
25.5 
29.0 
9.3 

.8 

17 
12 

19.2 15.8 

“;‘,:i 40.9 23.2 

‘2 11.9 3.2 
1.0 1.0 
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TABLE 3.-Utilization of physicjans’ services outside the hospital (office, clinic, or home) in 1963 by severity of disability, number 
of visits, and sex: Percentage distribution of noninstitutionalized disabled aged 18-64 with doctor visits, spring 1966 

Total Women 

Severity of disability Severity oI disability 

2.420 3,710 
i5.7 71.7 

.- 

SeverP 

2,300 
78.9 

1,314 

100.0 

15.6 
19.4 
21.3 
20.2 
18.7 
4.9 

14 
9 

1,832 2,659 

100.0 j 100.0 

20.8 23.6 
2’2.8 26.2 
22.0 Y2.9 
19.0 1Q.l 
13.1 7.2 
2.4 1.1 

11 9 
7 6 

Severity of disability 

Total 
die- 

ahled Srwrr occu- 
mtional 

;econd- 
arY 

work 
limita- 
tions 

9.324 3.800 2,594 2,930 
80.6 81.2 80.Y 79.6 

7,515 

100.0 

13.3 
23.5 
22.3 
22.2 
16.3 
2.5 

13 
9 

3,086 2,098 2,331 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

10.2 13.8 16.8 
91.6 28.4 21.7 
21.9 IQ.7 25.2 
24.6 20.4 20.5 
lY.5 14.9 13.6 
2 2 2s 2.3 

15 12 11 
111 8 8 

noctor vlslts 

5,014 6,639 8,430 
78.4 i5.2 74.8 

3,930 6,306 

100.0 

17.0 
25.8 
20.8 
19.7 
14.0 
2.6 

12 
7 

4,991 

100.0 100.0 

20.4 20.4 
24.1 43.3 
23.9 22.2 
19.8 19.4 
10.2 12.2 
1.6 2.5 

10 
7 

11 
7 

Total I 
dis- . 

srvrre 

:ecolld- 
WY 

work 
limita- 
tions 

Total 
dis- 

abled 

17,753 ti, 100 
77.9 80.3 

100.0 I- 
4,900 

~-- 
100.0 

I- 
16.5 12.2 
23.4 20.8 
22.2 21.7 
20.9 23.0 
14.4 19.2 
2 d 3.2 

12 
R 

Number (in thousands).. 
Percent with doctor visits 

Number with doctor visits 
(in thousands). ~. 

Total percent.. 

., 

abled workers’ much higher rate of hospital 
utilization. 

,\mong severely disabled men, the beneficiaries 
classified as “other” in table 5-a group consist- 
ing entirely of retired workers aged 6%64-had 
the highest hospitalization rate. Almost half of 
these disabled persons were hospitalized at least 
once during 1065. For many, this liosl~italization 
may have represented the onset of severe dis- 
ability, precipitating the early retirement. 

The second highest rate of hospitalization 
among severely disabled men belongecl to the 
nonbenefiicinry group of persons receiving income 
from public sources other than public assistance. 
This group includes many persons who had been 
found eligible for veterans’ disability pensions, 

As a group, the disabled workers were older, 
and major causes for t,heir disablement were heart 
and musculoskeletnl conditions. Disability in 
persons who had been disabled before age 18 was 
most frequently the result’ of mental deficiency 
and nervous system disorders such as epilepsy, 
spastic infantile paralysis, and cerebral palsy. 
These are conditions that, for the most part, are 
not helped by treatment in short-stay hospitals. 
During the survey year, only about, ci percent of 
the childhood disabled were patients in short-stay 
hospitals, and about half had doctor visits. 

TABLE 4.-Percent of noninstitutionalized disabled aged 1%64 hospitalized in short-stay hospitals in 1965, by severity of disabil- 
ity, age, and sex, spring 1966 

I Total disabled severe Secondary work limitations 

Percent 
hospitalized 

Number 
(in 

thousands) 

NllIllbC3 
(in 

thousands) 
Percent 

hospitalized 
Number 

(in 
thousands) 

Percent 
hospitalized 

19.6 6,639 18.0 
---- 

24.2 
21.3 
12.5 
15.6 

3,060 19.0 
1,7iO 17.9 
1,810 16.5 

546 18.1 

3,710 16.7 
1,621 13.4 
1,010 20.1 
1,079 18.4 

314 20.4 

2,930 
1,440 

760 
730 
231 

19.7 
25.3 
14.8 
13.6 
15.1 

Percent 
hospitalized 

20.6 6,100 24.2 5,014 

22.4 1,810 
21.1 1,516 
18.2 2,774 
20.9 884 

____ 
26.6 
24.7 
22.4 
25.5 

1,692 
1,787 
1.535 

466 

20.4 
16.8 
24.5 
20.7 
24.3 

?‘fg 

558 
1,164 

381 

26.7 2,420 
22.0 861 
28.5 888 
28.2 671 
33.6 213 

20.8 3,800 22.6 
27.4 

2, ,594 
1,232 28.7 830 

17.9 957 22.4 s99 
15.8 1,611 13.1 364 
17.9 502 19.3 253 
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TABLE 5.-Percent of noninstitutionalized disabled aged 18-64 hospitalized in short-stay hospitals in 1965, by public income- 
maintenance program status and sex, spring 1966 

Men Women I Total 

Number 
(in thousandsi 

Number 
(in thousands) Public income-maintenance 

program status 

Number 
(in thousands) 

I Total 
In 

short- 
stay 

hospitals 

I- Percent 
hos- 

pitalized 

Percent 

In hos- 
short- pitalized 
stay 

hospitals 

Percent 
hos- 

pitalized 

20.6 

- 
In 

short- 
stay 

hospitals 

3,654 

Total 

~----.~ 

8,430 

- 
1,718 20.4 

.__- ----~ 
314 29.2 
175 28.0 

4 6.5 
135 35.0 

1,403 19.1 
93 25.6 

388 29.2 
922 16.3 

9,324 
~.~ -.-- 

1,427 
217 

I,,: 
7,897 

715 
351 

6,831 

260 
68 
4 

188 
1,676 

168 
86 

1,422 

3,800 861 

I- - 
2,frOS 575 

842 242 
136 8 

1,527 324 
15,248 3,079 
1,079 261 
1,679 474 

12,490 2,344 

1,079 
624 

fii 
38i 

7,351 
364 

1,328 
5,659 

1,476 

22.9 
28.8 
6.1 

21.2 
20.2 
24.2 
28.2 
18.8 ~----- 
24.2 2,300 

1,625 434 26.7 790 
739 218 29.6 560 
108 8 7.2 52 
778 208 26.7 li8 

4,475 1,041 23.3 1,509 
710 173 24.4 2fi4 
498 181 36.3 330 

3,268 688 21.0 915 

1E.i 
21.2 
23.5 
24.5 
20.8 

~---~- 
fil5 26.7 

253 32.0 
l(32 29.0 

4 7.4 

3:: 48.6 24.0 
1:: 38.9 23.9 

171 18.6 

22.6 

834 !82 
179 56 
56 4 

600 122 
2,966 679 

44fi ^. ! 
110 

Its3 52 
2,352 517 

21.8 
31.1 

7.1 
20.3 
22.9 
24.6 
31.2 
22.0 

as well as other public income-maintenance pay- 
ments that may or may not be related to disability. 

HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE 

Survey results show that about two-thirds of 
the disabled persons had some kind of health in- 
surance in 1966, compared with more than four- 
fifths of the civilian population under age 65 
(table ‘7). Most of the policies provided coverage 

for costs of hospitalization and doctors’ services 
during the hospital stay. A smaller number had 
coverage for hospitalization and outpatient medi- 
cal care, and about 1 percent of the disabled 
reported that, their insurance covered hospitaliza- 
t,ion expense only. 

Conversely, 37 percent of all disabled persons 
were without any health insurance. Unfortu- 
nately, the severer the disability, the greater was 
the proportion of disabled persons who did not 
liave insurance. Slightly more than a fourth of 
the persons with secondary limit ations were un- 

TABLE B.-Utilization of physicians’ services outside the hospital (office, clinic, or home) in 1965 by public income-mairlterlnrIce 
program status: Percentage distribution of noninstitutionalized disabled aged 18-64 with doctor visits, spring 1966 

OaSDHI berleficiaries 

I I 
Doctor visits Total 

disabled With 
public 
assist- 
ance 

Total Disabled I I Dis?hled 
workers chilgood 

Dcpend- 
ents workers Total 

_- --- 
2,505 842 136 

79.5 88.0 49.1 

--!2?fF ____ 2% ----T’ 
100.0 100.0 100.0 

664 863 

74.9 

_--- 

15.248 

80.9 77.6 

537 647 

1,079 1,679 

81.6 x1.2 

880 1,363 

100.0 100.0 

11,830 
~-- 

100.0 100.0 / 100.0 

13.2 10.8 30.6 14.6 12.9 17.1 11.1 15.5 
21.3 17.7 34.5 21.1 24.3 23.8 19.7 24.3 
23.5 19.2 15.5 20.2 31.8 72.0 19.5 23.5 
22.9 24.8 6.1 26.9 19.2 20.5 26.1 21.7 
16.9 23.5 6.0 16.5 11.0 14.0 18.9 13.0 
2.2 4.0 7.4 .5 1.0 2.5 4.4 2 0 

14 11 12 
9 8 8 :I 

11 
8 

Number (in thousands).. 17,753 
Percent with doctor 

visits ~~~~ 77.9 
--- 

Number with doctor 
visits (in thousands). 

Tot:,1 percentL ~. 

13,821 

100.0 

9,587 

100.0 

li.9 
24.1 
22.1 
19.9 
13.8 
2.4 

12 
8 

l-2 visits _ ........ .._ .......... 
3-5sisits. .. . .................. 
6-lOvisits _._ .................. 
WZOvisits ...---. ... ~_.~~.~.~. 
21 or more visits .... _ .......... 
Visits not available. ........... 

Mean visits ._ ................. 
Median visits .._ .............. 

16.5 
23.4 
22.2 
20.9 
14.4 
2.5 

12 
8 

i 
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TABLE 7.-Health insurance coverage by severity of disability 
and sex: Percentage distribution of noninstitut~onalized &s- 
abled aged 18-64, spring 1966 

were without health insurance protection. The 
women among the severely disabled had somewhat 
better coverage (only 46 percent without insur- 
ance) ; many of them were included under health 
plans of currently employed husbands. 

The disabled women who had health insuranci 
had, in about half the cases, acquired it through 
their husbands’ employment (table 9). The 
majority of the men, however, had acquired 
coverage through their own past. or present em- 
ployment. Only about a third of all t,he insured 
persons secured their policies by individual 
purchase. 

The costs of health insurance to the disabled 
did not, appear to bear any correlation to the 
degree of disability. In 1965 the disabled adults 
(and spouse, if married) paid a median amount 
of $105 for health insurance, although 18 percent 
indicated that their payments amounted to $200 
or more (table 10). About a fifth of the insured 

TABLE N.-Health insurance coverage in 1966 and at onset of 
disability by severity of disability and sex: Percentage distri- 
bution of noninstitutionalized disabled aged 18-64, spring 1966 

Severity of disability 

Total 
disabled 

Severe 

Second- 
Occupa- arY 

tional work 
limita- 
tions 

Health insurance coverage 

Total 

Number (in thousands).. 17.x3 6,100 

Total percent ’ 100.0 100.0 

No health insurance coverage-. 
Health insurance coveraze- 

Any hospital insurance ~. ~. 
Hospital only 
Hospital and in-hospital care 
Hospital and ontside medi- 

cal CBre-. .~~~~ .~~ .~~. 
Other2..~~ 

I- 36.9 51.0 
63.0 48.8 
62.7 48.4 
4.2 5.2 

45.2 34.9 

:I 8.4 ‘3:; I 17.8 
.4 .3 

5,014 6,639 

100.0 100.0 

32.8 26.9 
67.2 72.9 
66.9 72.6 
4.3 3.2 

49.3 Ti1.7 

Number (in thousands) 

Total percent 1.. 

No health insuranc& coverage... 
Health insurance coverage. 

Any hospital insurance..... .~ 
Hospitalonly ~.~.~._.~. 
Hospital and in-hospit% cars 
Hospital and outside medi- 

calcare.~- 
Other*..~~.~.~...~.~~~~.~~~.. 

37.9 59.4 33.9 27.2 
62.0 40.4 66.1 72.8 
61.8 40.3 65.9 72.4 
3.6 5.4 2.9 3.0 

44.2 27.7 48.9 51.4 

Severity 01 disability 

/ 1 Second- 

Womer 

Health insurance coverage Total 
disabled 2,594 2,930 Number (in thousands) 

Total percent I..-.- 

\To health insurance coverage..- 
health insurance coverage.. ~. 

Any hospital insurance.. ~. 
Hospital only __.._..... 
Hospital and in-hospital care 
Hospital and outside medi- 

calc~e.............~.~..~ 
Other2 ~~.~~ _...... 

arY 
work 

limita- 
tioos 

9,324 3.800 

100.0 100.0 
__- 

100.0 1 100.0 

36.0 46.0 
63.9 53.9 
63.5 53.3 

4::: 
5.1 

39.2 

31.8 26.7 
68.2 73.2 
67.9 72.8 
5.6 3.3 

49.7 51.9 

Total 

17,753 1 6,100 1 5,014 6,639 
-__ 

loo.0 

Number (in thousands) 

Totalpercent’...~...~~~ 
12.7 9.0 12.6 17.6 

.5 .6 .3 .3 
- 

100.0 1 loo.0 1 100.0 
I- 

With health insurance in 1966K 
No health insurance in 1966..... 

Had henlth insurance at onset. 
Did not have health insurance 

atonset.....~~~~~.~.~..... 

63.0 48.5 67.2 72.9 
36.9 51.0 32.8 26.9 
11.3 17.7 0.8 6.5 

23.3 1 32.9 1 22.9 20.2 

* Includes those not reporting health insurance status. 
? Insurance coverage other than hospital. 

Me11 

insured, but the proportion increased to one-third 
for the occupationally disabled and to one-half 
for the severely disabled. 

Of all disabled persons without health insur- 
ance at the time of the survey, one-third reported 
t,hat they had had insurance at the time they 
became disabled (table 8). In some instances, 
health insurance plans at the place of employment 
may have terminated coverage when the employ- 
ment ceased or provided for subsequent coverage 
on an individual basis at a rate the worker could 
not afford. Possibly, others had policies cancelled 
by the insurer for reasons such as unfavorable 
experience. Healt,h insurance, once lapsed, would 
be difficult to regain by a person already disabled. 

Fifty-nine percent of the severely disabled men 

Number (in thousands). R,430 

Total percent I.... ..~~~ loo.0 

2,300 2,420 
-___ 

100.0 100.0 

With health insurance in 1966.. 
No health insurance in 1966 ~. 

Had health insurance at, onset. 
Did not have health insurance 

62.0 40.4 66.1 
37.9 59.4 33.9 
12.2 21.6 13.3 

25.4 37.5 j 20.5 

72.8 
2i.2 
5.6 

I- - 

Number (in thousands) 

Total percent 1.. 

With health insurancein &Xi... 
No health insurance in 1966..... 

Had health insurance at onset- 
Did not have health insurance 

at onset ___._.. .~ _.......... 

l- 100.0 100.0 100.0 

53.9 73.2 
46.11 26.7 
15.3 7.6 

63.9 
36.0 
10.4 

25.2 1 30.1 / 25.1 1 19.0 

1 Includes those disahled adults not reporting health insurance status at 
time of survey or at time of onset. 
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TABLE 9.--Source of health insurance coverage by severity of 
disability and sex: Percentage distribution of noninstitutional- 
ized disabled aged 18-64, spring 1966 

T.zBLE lO.-Health insurance costs, amount paid, by sever- 
ity of disability and sex: Percentage distribution of noni&i- 
tutionalixed disabled aged 18-64 by amount of health 
insurance costs, spring 1966 

Severity of disability 

I------ I I I I Severity of disability 

I I Source of coverage Total 
disabled 

Second- 
Occupa- =Y 

tional work 
limita- 
fions 

Amount of hea!th insurance paid dEi$Ad Second- 

“F0%P- 
=Y 

work 
limits- 
tions 

Total 
I I I -~-__---___- 

Total 
Number with health 

insurance (in thousands) Number with health 
insurance (in thousands). 11,188 3,367 4,843 

100.0 100.0 

2,978 

18.4 
7.2 

1X.0 
26.4 
17.5 
12.4 

Total percent 1 

19.5 21.0 
6.6 8.4 

13.9 15.5 
31.0 26.2 
19.4 lS.l 
9.6 10.9 I , 

Men 

Number with health 
insurance (in thousands) 

30.6 37.8 30.3 

55.5 40.4 54.6 
8.4 18.9 6.1 
3.4 6.2 2.1 
5.8 .5 10.7 severely disabled adults have the least insurance 

coverage, as well as the highest utilization rate 
for hospital and physicians’ care. 

About four-fifths of the disabled-worker bene- 
ficiaries had been entitled to OASDHI benefits 
for 1 year or more. As the figures below show, 

the proportion was lower for men beneficiaries 
than for women : 

-- 

5,960 

100.0 100.0 100.0 I 100.0 

39.1 33.9 29.9 

12.9 
51.7 :;:: ~ 2::: 

1.0 2.3 1 4.6 
.l 3.8 / 4.6 

_I. 
34.2 

16.7 
48.2 

2.7 
2.8 

Sex of bolcficitrry Percent entitled fol 
1 year or more 

All disabled-worker beneficiaries----- 78.0 

Men ----_-----_-----_---------------- ‘i5.2 
Women -_-----_-__--_---------------- 89.9 

1 Total is smaller t!mn sum of subitems because whitems arc not mutually 
cxlusivc. 

‘! Includes past or present employment. 

disabled said they paid no premiums themselves, 
and the insurance costs were borne by an em- 
ployer, relative, union, or other organization. As 
might be expected, the more the disabled paid for 
health insurance, the less likely it was tha’t others 
met part of the cost. For about 7 out of 10 of the 
disabled who paid less than $100 for insurance, 
others paid part of the premium. Only about 
one-fourth of the disabled who paid $200 or more 
had contributions from others (table 11). 

The OASDHI beneficiaries among the disabled 
had less insurance coverage than nonbeneficiaries. 
In fact, somewhat less than half of them were 
insured, compared with about two-thirds of the 
nonbeneficiaries (table 12). This difference re- 
flected the presence of more severely disabled 
persons among the beneficiary group. These 

Of these full-year beneficiaries, less than half 

T.\BLE Il.-Help from others toward health insurance costs 
by amount of payment of the disabled: Percentage di&ribution 
of noninstitutiorlalized disabled aged 18-64, spring 1966 

I I Percentage distribution 

Number 
Amount of with 

health insurance health 
paid by insuriuvx 

the disabled (in thou- 
sands) 

Help from others toward 
health insurance costs 

---I-- Total 
0 then 

pg;P’t 
Not 

reported 

47.1 

19.0 
30.2 
42.7 
72.7 
33.0 

---- --__ 
50.1 2.8 

_~-- ___ 
SO.2 
69.1 :; 
56.8 
27.0 :: 
45.3 21.8 

Total.- . . . ~~_. I I 11,188 100.0 
I--‘- 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

Under $50 .._.. ~_. 3,064 
Under $100 ._._. ..~..~ 4,818 
Under $200 ._... ~. 7,915 
~2oOormore ._.. ~..~.. 2,050 
Amount unknown.. 1,222 

I 
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TABLE 12.-Health insurance coverage by public income- 
maintenance program status and severity of disability: 
r;erwt of noninstitutionalized disabled aged 18-64, spring 

had health insurance. The longer the present 
degree of disability, the less likely it was that the 
disabled worker had health insurance coverage. 

Severity of disability 
--‘--.I--1--- 

Public income- 
maintenance progrems 

Total 

! i 

Second- 
disabled 

QtFn”;- 
ary 

Severe work 
limita- 
tions 

SUMMARY 

The findings of the survey indicate that- Total 
--- --_--- 

6,100 5,014 17,753 6,639 Number (in thousands) _ _ _. 

OASDHI beneficiaries . .._.. 
Disability . . ._.. . . . . ~.~~ 

Worker-.-~ . .._ ~~.~ . . 
Childhood __..... ~.~ . . ~... 

OtherOASDHI.~ .._.. ~.~ . . . . 
Retired . . . . ~...~~~~ _..... ~. 

* Disabled adults aged 18-64 had far less health 
insurance protection than did all persons under 
age 65 in the civilian population. 

* Health insurance coverage decreased as the severity 
of disability increased. 

* The disabled made greater use of the hospitals than 
the noninstitutional civilian adult population. All 
measures of hospitalization mere positively related 
to severity of disability. 

--- --__ 
1,625 398 

847 47 

739 108 ;: 
778 351 
:z 227 124 

4,475 4,616 
710 190 

_- 

-- 

Dependent--~-~ . ..-.. . . . . 
Nonbeneficiaries.. ~. .~ 

Public assistance.. ~. 
Other public income mainte- 

2,505 
975 
842 
136 

1,527 

!G 
15,24k 
1,079 

nanceon1y _._. . .._ ~~ 1,679 498 700 
No public income maintenano 12,490 3,268 3,726 

482 
84 
77 

32 
177 
222 

6,157 
179 

482 
5,496 

Percent with health insurance 
--- 

48.8 
* The proportion of the disabled seeing a physician 

was also positively related to the severity of dis- 
ability, though the differences were generally not 
large. 

* Disabled-worker beneficiaries under OABDHJ re- 
ported more use of medical services than most other 
groups of disabled adults. 

* Childhood disability beneficiaries had a markedly 
lower utilization of hospital and physician services 
than other disabled beneficiaries and nonbeneficiaries. 

63.0 
_--- 

49.8 
42.8 
46.0 
23.3 
54.2 
56.3 
52.6 
65.2 
10.0 

67.2 72.9 

47.6 50.7 56.4 
42.2 33.9 54.0 
45.3 37.6 54.8 
20.8 29.5 44.6 
53.4 53.0 57.0 
61.5 54.8 46.8 
46.3 52.0 65.1 
49.3 68.6 74.2 

7.1 11.4 20.0 

64.1 45.2 74.7 68.1 
io.l 59.1 70.3 76.5 

-I- 
OASDHI beneficiaries . .._. ~.~.. 

Disnhility _....... ~.~~ _...... 
Workrr . .._ ~..~~ . . 
Childhood...-.-.- ~...~ 

Other OASDHI...~...~...~.. 
Retired 
I)epende,lt..~.~...~..~~.~.~ 

Nonbeneficiaries... ~. ~. -. ~. 
Public assistance.. ~. ~. .~. 
Other public income mainte- 

nancionly _.__...... ~~ .._. 
No public income maintenanc e 

- 
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