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By William Weinfeld ¢

Income of Dentists, 1929-48

This is the second postwar article on professional
incomes published by the Office of Business Eco-
nomics. It brings up to date the information on
dentists’ incomes published in the April 1944 Survey
of Current Business, which provided data through
1941. A recent article (in the August 1949 issue of the
Survey) discussed lawyers’ incomes from 1929-48.
New information on the incomes of other independent
professional groups will be published as additional
studies are completed.

IN 1948 the average net income of all civilian dentists in
the United States was 60 percent higher than in 1929, and 80
percent above 1941. The 1948 mean net income was $6,912,
the median net income $5,888; in 1929, almost two decades
earlier, the mean net income was $4,275, the median $3,676.
The mean income is equal to the sum of all the incomes
divided by the number of income recipients. The median
income is that income below which, and above which, half of
all the income recipients fall.

The inquiry which furnished these data was launched in
the spring of 1949 in cooperation with the American Dental
Association. It was the fifth large-scale, sample survey of
economic conditions in the dental profession conducted by
the National Income Division of the Office of Business
Economics. As the first Nation-wide dental survey since
1942, it provides hitherto unavailable information covering
the recent period from 1944—48. The study was made pos-
sible by the generous cooperation of the many dentists from
all parts of the country who voluntarily filled in and returned
the questionnaires which were sent to them.

Forms of Practice

Dentists are now the third largest independent professional
group in the country, being outnumbered only by lawyers
and physicians. In 1948 there were approximately 78,000
dentists in active civilian practice in the United States, of
whom 92 percent were primarily independent and 8 percent
were salaried. Independent dentists had a mean net income
of $7,047 as compared with $5,358 for salaried dentists, but
showed a much less striking advantage in terms of the
median ($5,944 and $5,295, respectively). (See table 1.)
The difference in average net income between these two types
of dentists persists even when the comparison is made for
dentists in the same age groups or in communities of com-
parable size.

Almost two-thirds (62.6 percent) of the salaried dentists
in 1948 were employed by industry or by Federal, State, or
local government; only a third (37.4 percent) were employed
by other dentists. The latter group reported somewhat

NOTE.—MR. WEINFELD IS A MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL INCOME DIVISION, OFFICE OF
Business EcoNnoMIcs. Miss JEANNE STIEFET, OF THIS DIVISION ASSISTED MATERIALLY IN
PREPARING THE TABULATIONS USED IN THIS ARTICLE.

Digitized for FRASER 8
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

higher incomes (mean, $5,968; median, $5,432) than the
former (mean, $4,993; median, $5,241).

Only 3 percent of the independent dentists practiced in
partnerships in 1948. Another 10.6 percent shared office
space or employees, but were not members of partnerships.
The overwhelming proportion (86.4 percent), however,
practiced alone—with or without employees, but neither in

. partnerships nor sharing expenses. Of these three groups,

dentists in partnerships reported the highest average net
incomes (mean, $8,614; median, $6,909), followed by dentists
who shared costs (mean, $7,797; median, $6,796), with
dentists who practiced alone having the lowest incomes
(mean, $6,901; median, $3,802).

Trends in Income

Data covering all dentists are not available for.much of the
period since 1929, but are available in some detail for non-
salaried dentists. However, since nonsalaried dentists (i. e.,
those practicing as entrepreneurs, with no additional income
from salaried practice) have constituted between 89 and 94
percent of all dentists since 1929, the trend in their incomes
should provide a highly satisfactory indication for all
dentists as well.

Since 1929 the average net income of nonsalaried dentists,
like that of other independent professional practitioners, has
followed the trend in general economic conditions quite
closely. (See table 2.) Thus, the predepression high point
of prosperity in 1929 also marked the known predepression
peak of dentists’ average income, whereas 1933 marked the
lowest point to which the average income of dentists declined
(mean, $2,188; median, $1,880)—reduced by half from its
1929 level (mean, $4,267; median, $3,676). Perhaps because
of the greater relative postponability of dental services in
the mind of the public (or because of postponement in the
payment for these services), dentists’ incomes fell somewhat
more than physicians’, and considerably more than lawyers’.

Table 1.—Average Net Income of Dentists by Form of Practice, 1948

Percent of| Percent of
dentists | dentists Mean Median
Form of practice in each | within net net
detailed | major income | income
category |categories

Major independent:
Without partners

__________ receee——|  $6,998 $5, 903
86.4

Not sharing costs. . _.____.______________ 79.5 3 6, 901 5,804
Sharing costs 9.7 10.6 7,797 6, 796
Partnership e 2.8 3.0 8,614 6. 909
Totalo ... . e 92,0 100,0 7,047 5,944

Major salaried:

Employed by another dentist.__._______.____ 3.0 37.4 5, 968 5,432
Employed by industry, government, ete_____ 5.0 62.6 4,993 5.241
Total .. . 8.0 1000 5,358 5,295
Alldentists._______________ ... ___ 00,0 . _____ 6,912 5,888

Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Office of Business Economics.

After 1933, dental incomes started a long up-hill climb—
at first slowly until 1940 (interrupted only in 1938, by the
recession), and then sharply during the war years as personal
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inecome inereased and the number of civilian dentists declined.
By 1942 the previous 1929 peak had been exceeded.  1n 1945,
although mean net income continued to rise (reaching $6,649),
the rate of increase dropped markedly. In 1946, for the
first time since 1938, a setback oceurred, and dentists’ mean
net income slipped about & percent to $6,381. This drop
was presumably due to the relatively low incomes earned by
dentists entering or reentering civilian practice after release
from the armed forces.! In 1947 and 1948, the upward
trend was resumed, with the latter vear recording the highest
nonsalaried mean ($7,039) and median ($5,939) net incomes
of the 1929-48 period.

Number of dentists and aggregate income

According to Census Bureau data, the total number of
independent and salaried dentists in active practice in the
United States remained practically unchanged from 1930 to
1940 (70,344 and 70,601, respectively),? the number of new
graduates apparently just balancing the number who retired
or died. The number in independent practice during the
same period was virtually constant at approximately 68,000.
(See table 2.)

With the onset of World War I1, however, the number of
dentists in civilian practice dropped sharply as some 22,000
dentists were eventually withdrawn from civilian life to serve
with the armed forces, while only a few thousand older den-
tists could be called back from retirement to help bridge the
gap thus formed. In addition, by dint of accelerated teach-
ing programs the number of dental graduates was increased
markedly between 1941 and 1945, but neither of these steps
was sufficient to prevent a drastic decline in the number of
civilian dentists which was not halted until the general
release of men from the armed forces in 1946.

Tentative estimates indicate that the number of independ-
ent and civilian salaried dentists in active practice at the
end of 1948 was approximately 78,000, of whom about
72,000 were in independent private practice and about 6,000
in salaried civilian practice. In addition, some 1,600
dentists were in active practice in the armed forces, thus
making an estimated total of some 80,000 dentists engaged in
active civilian or military practice at the end of 19483

This marked increase in the number of active dentists can
be due only in part to the fact that the period since 1939
produced some 3,000 more dental graduates than the
previous nine-year span. In addition, it appears that the
number of retirements was much smaller than in the earlier
period.

With the substantial increases recorded in both mean gross
income and in the total number of dentists, the aggregate
gross income of all dentists in independent practice reached

1 In all tables based on the present survey, a dentist in active practice is treated as one
person for a given year, regardless of the number of months he was in active practice
during that year. Likewise, the dentist’s income represents the actual amount he
earned during the year, and not the amount he might have earned had he worked the full year.
In 1946, with s¢ many dentists working for only part of the year—after leaving the armed
forces—the mean net income of dentists on 2 year-equivalent basis was appreciably larger than
on the unadjusted basis given in thetext. Forother years, the differences were much smaller.

“T'he comparative figures on mean and gross net income of nonsalaried dentists on the two
hases are given below:

| ;
|1844 1945 1 1946 1947 { 1948

Xet income: ; ;
Mean income per different dentist_____ $6.649  $6,922 | $6, 381

i
$6,ami $7, 039
AMean income per yvear-equivalent i ; |
dentist. ... ____. el 6, 600 7.U58 6, 848 6,757 ¢ 7,281
Gross income: i ) . | !
Mean income per different dentist__.__} 11591 1 12,115 5 11,429 | 12,082 12,703
Aean income per year-equivalent | | : j
: 12,300 1 13,139
i

dentist. ... 11, R62 12.353 ‘ 12, 265
L H

2 Burcau of the Census, Comparative Oceu pation and Industry Statistics for the United States:
1440 and 1930, Serics P-44, No. 1, February 2, 1944, p. 49.

+ Acecording to estimates of the American Dental Association, there were approximately
AT.000 active plus inactive dentists in the United Statesat the end of 1048, The ADA givesno
separate estimate for the number of active dentists.

See footnote 2 of table 7 for an explanation of the method used in arriving at the tentative
estimate of the number of dentists in active practice.
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an estimated $945 million in 1948, 0r 101.9 percent above 1041
and 95.7 percent above 1929, Aggregate net income of all
dentists in independent practice climbed to a new high of
$523 million in 1948, or 107.5 percent above 1941 and 81.0
percent above 1629,  (Sce table 2.)

Table 2.—Number of Dentists and Their Total and Average Gross
and Net Incomes, 1929-48 1

| | ;
: Num- ;| Total income *
Mean income 2 Ratio | Percent| ber in (millions of
fnet | by inde- dollars)
tg ross | Median| which | pend- o
Year e inetin-| mean | ent
| lrzp(f)?ll’- come 4 | exceeds }?yac; !
4 me- ice s N
Gross3| Net cent) dian 5 | (thou- Gross3| Net
sands)

1920 ... $7,112 | $4, 267 60.0 | $3,676 16.1 68 483 259
6,814 | 4,020 59.0 (%) (8 68 463 272
8, 004 3,422 57.0 ) ®) 68 408 222

2,479 54.0 ® ®) 68 312 168
2,188 54.0 1, 880 16.4 68 276 148
2,391 55.0 ) ® 68 295 162
2,485 56.0 2,173 14.4 68 302 163
2, 726 56.0 2,371 15.0 68 331 185
2,883 56.0 2,462 17.1 68 350 165
2,870 54.5 () ) 68 356 194
3,096 54.3 O] ®) 68 386 209
3,314 50.3 () Q] 68 419 224
3,782 53.9 | 3,281 15.3 67 468 252
4,625 55.6 Q] [Q] 61 510 281
5,715 56.4 (%) (%) 56 564 317
11,591 | 6,649 57.4 | 5,353 24.2 52 608 30y
12,115 6,922 57.1 5,439 27.3 54 667 3%
11,429 6, 381 55.8 { 5,142 24.1 67 826 461
12,032 6, 610 54.9 ' 5, 544 19.2 71 876 481
12,703 7,039 55. 4 5, 939 18.5 72 945 523

i Income data presented here and elsewhere in the article for 1929, 1933, and 1935-37 are
based on a survey conducted by the Department of Commerce in 1938. (See Herman
Lasken, Economic Conditions in the Dental Profession, 1929-3?, U. 8. Department of Com-
merce, September 1939.) Data for 1930-32 and 1934 are estimated from surveys conducted
by the Department of Commerce in 1933 and 1935. Data for 1939 and 1941 are from a survey
conducted in 1942 by the Department of Commerce and the American Dental Association.
(See Edward F. Denison, Incomes in Selected Professions: Pt. 5, Dentistry, SURVEY OF
CURRENT BUSINESS, April 1944, pp. 17-20.) Data for 1944-48 are from the present survey
by the Department of Commerce.

Figures for 1938, 1940, and 194243 are estimated.

2 Only the incomes of nonsalaried dentists are included in these 2 columns.

3 Wherever used in this article, the term ‘‘gross income” always excludes salaries, The
median gross incomes of nonsalaried dentists, available only for 1944-48, are as follows: 1944—
$9,347; 1945—$9,642; 1946—$9,200; 1947—3$10,028; 1948—$10,690.

4 Medians for 1929, 1933, 1935, and 1936 are for all dentists rather than for nonsalaried den-
tists only. However, the differences are in all probability quite minor, being of the order
of slightly less than 1 percent in 1937 and 1948.

5 Data on the standard deviation, available only for 1944-48, are as follows: 1944—%5,113;
1945——$5,620; 1946—%$5,246; 1947—$5,179; 1948—$5,250. The coeflicient of variation (in percent)
for the same years is: 76.9, 81.2, 82.2, 78.4, and 74.6, respectively. (See footnotes 2 and 3 in
table 4 for explanations of these two measures.)

¢ Estimated number of dentists (in terms of the average number in g given year) whos:
major source of income from dental work was from independent practice.

7 Total income of nonsalaried and part-salaried dentists from independent practice. These
amounts include entreprencurial income, hut exclude salaries.

Data not available.

Source: U, 8. Department of Commerce, Office of Business Economics.

Disposition of gross income

Table 3 presents a summary of the 1944-48 trend in
average gross income, pay-roll expenses, other costs of
practice, and net income. Between 1944 and 1948, pay-roll
expenses and other costs of practice incurred by nonsalaried
dentists tended on the whole to increase slightly, with a
resultant mild decline in the net-to-gross income ratio from
57.4 to 55.4 percent. Pay-roll expenses were fairly constant
at approximately one-tenth of gross income, while all other
costs of practice totaled about one-third of gross.

Consumer expenditures for dental services

One of the questions included in the 1949 dental survey
asked the respondent to estimate how much of his gross
receipts were received from government or welfare agencies
or from business organizations, as contrasted with his re-
ceipts from individuals. This information was requested in
order to provide data for estimating consumer expenditures
for dental services, one of the components of the gross
national product.
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Prior to World War 11, payments to independent dentists
for dental serviees b other than consumers themselves were
negligible. By 1948, however, about 5.3 percent of ali oross
ineome received by dontists from independent practice came
from government ageneies, business firms, and other organ-
izations. The overwhelming proportion of these payments
was made by the Veterans’ Administration, which disbursed
approximately $50 million {o dentists in 1948,

Table 3.—Average Gross Income, Net Inconie, and Expenses of
Dentists by Sourvce of Dental Income, 191143

Item | A TSTE SRS U1/ S (1 A [ Fh1

All dentists i

Meun amount:

Grosgineome fo .. S4B 948 11, 280 511,899 - $12.1497
Total net income o __ . ... {6003 K871 6,316 0 6,571 0 6,612
Afodian amount: : ; i .
Gross income 1. 9,279 1 9,484} 9,102 9,834 1 10,451
Totalnet ... .. 5,831 1 5,455 5,121 | 5,547 5, 8438

Nonsalaried dentists

Mean amount:

(ross ineorme___. ... ___. 11,591 {12,115 | 11,429 | 12,03 12,703
1

Payroll expenses. - . L1317 1210 1,144 (%) 1,322
Other costs of practice_ - 3811 3,983 1 3,849 *) 4,342
Netincome. . .. . . ________ o 6,849 6,922 £, 381 6, 610 7,039

AMedinn amount: { !
(37088 INCOM e e e em 10,847 7 9,642 9.200 | 10,028 | 10,690
Net IMCOIMO e oo P5,353 1 54391 5,142 5 544 5,939

Tereentage of gross income:
Crrossincome? . .o _________.__ 100.0 | 100.0; 100.0 1 100.0 100.0
- . 8 3

Payroll expenses. - 9 10,0 10.5 *) 10, 4
Other costs of practic 32.9 32.9 33.7 *) 342
Net income .. .l 57,4 371 35.8 51.9 55.4

Part-salaried dentists

Mran amount:

Gross income 1. .. - $7,808 | $8,067 | $8,298 | $9,009 | 38 734
Payroll eXpenses. - . . oo 535 630 , 747 3) 936
Other costs of practice_. ... 2,530 | 2,739 2,932, (%) 3,182

Net income from independent practice. .. 4,803 | 4,608 | 4.619 . 4,967 4,616
Salaried income . 1,573 1, 557 1,440 « 1,503 1,651
Total net income_...._«onouo oo 6,376 | 6,255 | 6,069 | 6,470 6, 267

Allian amount:
CGrross ineome b o 6,625 . 6,875
Neb neomMe . o oo oo il 5,292 k

i

, 450 | 6,179 7,000
,031 | 5,143 5,395

All-salaried dentists

Mean net income_____________ . ._____ ___._

6,021 | 5,601
Median net income .. oo oo

5,761 | 6,28 71
5, 50 3. 5,760 1 5,436

5,104

: Wherever used in this article, the term “gross income” always excludes salary income.
- Detail will not necessarily add to total because of rounding.
¢ Data not available.

Source: U, 8. Department of Commerce, Office of Business Economies.

Variation in Income

In 1948, slightly more than 2 out of every 10 dentists re-
ported net incomes of less than $3,000. A like number re-
ported net incomes in excess of $10,000. The remainder, or
nearly 6 out of 10, received between $3,000 and $10,000.
(See chart 1 and table4.) Seven years earlier (in 1941) more
than 4 out of every 10 dentists reported net incomes of less
than $3,000, and only 3.2 percent showed amounts above
$10,000. During this period, of course, consmner prices had
also risen sharply—by about 63 percent. The incomes of
independent dentists showed a much greater variability, or
dispersion, than those of salaried dentists.

Characteristically, the incomes of almost all occupational
groups show great variability, that is, members of a given
occupation have a wide range of incomes. In 1941, among
the major professional groups, independent dentists showed
the smallest relative variability, or inequality, of income-—
somewhat smaller than physicians, and considerably smaller
than lawyers?

The scanty data available on the inequality of dentists’
incomes over time suggest that—except for the war years,
when the income distribution was exceptionally unequal-—

¢ See Edward F. Denison, Ineomes in Selected Professions: Pt. 6, Comparison of Tncomesin
Nine Independent Professions, SURVEY OF CURRENT BUSINEss, May 1944, table 2, p. 13,
867406—50-——2
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it has varied but little in the last twenty vears. However
different measures of inequality give somewhat conflicting
results, so that the conclusions cannot be considered as clear
cul.  (Sec table 2)

Chart 1.—Percentage Distribution of All Civilian Den-
tisis, by Net Income Levels for 1948

PERCENT OF DENTISTS
12

$5,000 $10,000
NET INCOME LEVEL

0 - ,
~$5,000 $0 $15,000

49-400

U. 8. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, OFFICE OF BUSINESS ECONOM/CS

1 Data are not plotted for the income levels above $15,000. These figures are as follows
$15,000-$19,999 (5.2 percent); $20,000-$21,999 (1.3 percent); $25,000 and over (0.8 percent).

Source of data: U, 8. Department of Commerce, Oflice of Business Economics.

Factors Affecting Income

Many factors influence the amount of income received by
dentists. Some of these—for example, sex, color, and edu-
cation—could not be included within the scope of the present
study. Other more or less “intangible’” factors—such as
skill, personality, ambition, health, business acumen, and
family connections—may be just as significant, but are
difticult to measure.

However, the present study is able to consider the relations
ship of dentists’ incomes to such important factors as speciali-
zation, region and State, size of community, age, and number
of employees, and this is done in the pages that follow.
Earlier, the relationship between income and form of practice
was discussed.

General practice versus specialization

Specialization of practice has always been rather un-
common among dentists. In 1948, the overwhelming
proportion of dentists (88. 5 percent) were engaged solely in
general practice.  About 5.9 percent indicated that they
were partly specialized, and 5.6 percent designated them-
selves as wholly specialized.  Interestingly enough, special-
ization was more prevalent among salavied than among
independent dentists.  (See table 5.)

There seems to have been no elear-cut trend during the
past decade toward inereased specialization among dentists,
It is true that the proportion of wholly specialized dentists—
alwavs a very small figure—seems to have almost doubled
from 1937 to 1948 Q@ncreasing from 3.1 to 5.6 percent).



January 1950

January 1950

However, the proportion of partly specialized dentists
scems, if anything, to have decreased very slightly (from
6.2 to 5.9 percent) during the same period.?

Earnings of dental specialists are, on the average, sub-
stantially greater than those of gencral practitioners.
Among ndependent practitioners in 1948 the mean net
income of wholly specialized dentists was $11,784, or 75
percent larger than the mean of $6.735 reported by general
practitioners.  The mean income reported by partly special-
1zed dentists ($7,606) was 17 percent larger than that of
general practitioners.

Table 4.—Percentage Distribution of Dentists by Source of Dental
Income and Net Income Level, 1943

SURVEY OF CURRENT BUSINESS 11

(as will be shown later) dental incomes have risen least in
large cities, it 1s also possible that the narrowing of the
gap between earnings of spectalists and general practitioners
1s interrelated with the shift in city-size carnings differ-
entials.

Unlike independent complete specialists, salaried special-
ists (mean, $5,866) had only moderately higher average net
incomes in 1948 than salaried general practitioners (mean,
$5,007). This was also the case in 1937. Salaried general
practitioners averaged 38 years of age in 1948, while salaried
complete specialists averaged only 32.

Table 5.—Average Net Income and Age of Dentists by Degree of
Specialization, 1948, 1941, and 1937

Dentists with
major source of
dental income

Dentists with entire
source of dental in-
come from--

% from—
{All :
Item { den- I
I tists | Inde- | g | Non- | Part- All
) pend- | Shq ¢ sal sal- sal-
) ent ho. | aried | aried | aried
! prac- | B | prac- | prac- | prac
tice tice tice tice
Number reporting._____________________ 2, 941 2,730 211 2,619 157 165
Percentineach group ! _____.__________ 100.0 92.0 8.0 88,6 4.8 6.6
Mean net income. . .___._.______.____._ | $6.912 | $7,047 | $5,358 | $7,039 | $6.267 | $5,691
AMedian net income________.________.___ $5,888 | $5,044 | $5,205 | $5,939 ! $5,395 | $5,486
Absolute dispersion of net income 2______ $5,112 | $5.235 | $2.952 | $5,250 | $4,690 | $2 820
Relative dispersion of pet income 3. _ . -] 74.0 74.3 55.1 74.6 74.8 49.6
Percentage distribution by net income levels
Net income level: 4
Loss: $1-$3,999 . o caas 1.0 11 0.3 1.1 0.4 ...
SO-$999_ .o 4.3 4.2 5.5 4.3 5.4 3.6
$1,000-$1,999 . __ 7.1 7.1 8.0 7.2 8.3 5.5
$2,000-$2,999_ _ .. 8.7 8.6 9.5 8.6 9.1 8.8
$3,000-$3,999_ __ e 9.1 9.3 6.8 9.1 12.0 7.0
$4,000-84,999 . oo 9.9 9.5 14.1 9.6 8.7 14.2
$5,000-$5,999 . oo oooceooo] 11.0 10.8 13.3 10.7 13.6 14.2
£6,000-$6,999_ . __. . ____ | 8.6 7.9 17.3 8.0 5.4 19.4
$7,000-$7,999_ . i 7.6 7.3 10.0 7.1 11.2 10.9
$8,000-$8,999_ . __ ! 6.7 6.7 6.3 6.8 4.5 7.0
£0,000-$9,999_ T 1T 4.7 5.0 1.5 4.9 5.0 1.5
$10,000-$10,999_ ___._______________._ 4.7 4.9 2.0 4.8 6.2 2.4
$11,000-$11,999 __ .. ; 3.3 3.5 1.3 3.5 2.1 .6
$12,000-$12,999_ . | 2.6 2.6 2.3 2.6 2.1 2.7
$13,000-$13,999_________ . _.________ { L9 2.0 1.3 1.9 2.1 1.5
$14,000-$14,999 . oo L5 16| 1.6 A
$15,000-$19,999_ ... 5.2 5.6 5 5.8 1.2 6
$20,000-$24,909 . 1.3 T4l 1.4 I 2
$25,000 and over. .. .. ___________ .8 I ¢ I DR, .9 I 1 T
Total o ool 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 ] 100.0 100.0

1 In this table, as in all others in this article, the percentage figures refer to the number of
weighted returns, not to the actual number who reported.

2 The measure of absolute dispersion used here is the standard deviation. This measure
indicates the extent of absolute income dispersion, or spread, around the mean net income.
If all incomes were the same, the dispersion would be zero.

3 The measure of relative dispersion used here is the coefficient of variation, which is the
standard deviation divided by the mean, and expressed as a percentage. This gives a
standardized measure of the relative amount of income dispersion, permitting the direct
comparison of relative income spread among various groups of dentists or for different years.,

4 The term “net income” as used in this article includes both net entrepreneurial income
and salaries received from dental work, before payment of income taxes. 1t always excludes
income received from nondental work.

5 Detail will not necessarily add to total because of rounding.

Source: U, 8. Department of Commerce, Otfice of Business Economics.

However, the gap between general practitioners’ and
specialists’ earnings has narrowed appreciably during the
past decade, since in 1937 complete specialists earned twice
as much as general practitioners, as against only 75 percent
more in 1948.

A partial explanation for the narrowing of the gap may be
that specialists are now a younger group than general practi-
tioners, whereas a decade ago they were a slightly older group.
Since specialists are concentrated in the large cities, and

51t is probable that the number of dentists who designated themselves as specialists is
somewhat larger than the number who would be so included under a rigorous definition such
at used by some States in licensing specialists. It should also be noted that the possi-
of a change in the interpretation of the term “partly specialized”’—at best an ill-defined
designation-—over the 11-yeav period in question suggests the need of caution in evaluating
the treud for this group, especially since its 1941 percentage was 10.2.

1943 1941 1937 | Percent
increase
. inmean
Degree of specialization Percent| Mean | Median| Median| Mean | Mean et in-
of den- | net in- { net in- age | netin- | net in- fggll“t;
tists come ( come |(years){ come | come 19‘48 4
All dentists:
General practice_ . _________ 8.5 | $6,619 | $5,737 44 | $3,600 | $2.819 135
Partly specialized._ 591 7,80 6, 942 46 | 4,321 | 3,665 115
Wholly specialized. . _______ 5.6 | 10, 605 8, 391 39 6, 054 5,418 9
Total. .. _._______ ... 100, 0 6,912 5,888 43 3,773 2,914 137
Major independent:
General practice. . _.._.__.__ 89.5 ( 6,735 5,796 44 O] 22,799 141
Partly specialized. . 5.6 7, 906 7,017 45 (1) 23,538 123
Wholly specialized . ____.__ 4.9 | 11,784 9, 550 41 O] 25,633 109
Total ..___________.____.] 160.0 7,047 5,944 44 123,782 122,883 144
Major salaried:
General practice_ . _________ 75.9 5,007 | 35,0062 38 0] 43,229 53
Partly specialized__ ‘ 9.7 (3) 3 ) ) 43,343 Q]
Wholly specialized_ _.._____ 14.4 1 5,866 | 5,350 32 [ 43 474 69
Total.o.oo.. ... 100.0 | 5,358 | 5,295 37 143,493 [ 43,178 69

1 Data not available.

2 These averages are for nonsalaried dentists. Comparable figures for major independent
dentists are not available.

3 Too few cases in sample to yield reliable resnlts.

4 These averages are for all-salaried dentists. Comparable figures for major salaried den-
tists are not available. The 1937 mean on the “Total” line is smaller than any constituent
mean because it includes dentists who did not report on degree of specialization.

Source: U. 8. Department of Commerce, Office of Business Economics.

Type of specialty

Because of the small proportion of dentists who are
specialists, the survey sample is adequate to provide average
net income figures for only a few of the specialties. In 1948,
orthodontists were not only the most numerous group of
complete specialists, but among independent practitioners
they also seem to have had the highest average net income
(mean, $13,353; median, $12,750), about double that of the
average independent general practitioner. Oral surgeons
(including exodontists and endodontists) had the second
highest incomes (mean, $11,641; median, $9,750). (See
table 6.)

Regional and State differentials

Not only do significant income differentials exist among den-
tists in the seven geographic regions of the country, but the
relative positions held by some of the sections have changed
markedly since 1941. Moreover, the regional ranking of
average dental income is significantly different from that for
the average income of the general population.

Dentists in the far West had a higher average net income
in 1948 than those in any other section of the country;
Southwest was second; Southeast and Northwest, third and
fourth (the exact order depending on whether the mean or
median is used); Central States, fifth; Middle East, sixth;
and New England, seventh. (See table 7.) This is in sharp
contrast to 1941, when the ranking was: far West, first;
New England, second; Middle East, third; Southeast,
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fourth; Southwest, fifth: Central States, sixth; and North-
west, seventh.

The range of regional variation in dentists’ income was
pronounced. In 1948, dentists in the far West hdd a mean
net income ($9,751) 66 percent larger than that ($5,891) of
New England dentists. Their median net income ($8,920)
was even more in excess—82 percent—of the New England
median ($4,896).

For the 23 larger States for which the sample was adequate
to furnish data, dentists in the States of Washington, Cali-
fornia, Oregon, and Texas reported substantially higher
mean net incomes than any other State. Such large States
as New York, Pennsylvania, and Illinois reported only mod-
erate average incomes, considerably below those of the leading
States.

Table 6.—Average Net Income of Partly and Wholly Specialized
Dentists Whose Major Source of Dental Income Is From Inde-
pendent Practice, by Field of Specialization, 1948

Partly specialized

Wholly specialized

Field of specialization * Percent| Mean | Median|Percent! Mean | Median

0i net | net of _met | met
dentists; income | income |dentists| inconie | income

Oral surgery and exodonties 2___________ 25.1 {$11, 641 { $9, 750 27.5 | $9,409 | $7,875
Orthodontics...___ 53.4 113,353 | 12,750 19.9 | 8,535 7,286
Prosthodonties 6.8 ¢y 1o 34.7 | 5,977 5,125
Periodontics. 6.8 (OO 8.4 *) ()
Pedodontics__. 7.8 ) ! () 9.6 ) )
Total b ___. ___ ... ..._....] 100,0 | 11,784 J 9,550 | 100.¢ ‘ 7, 906 7,017
' |

{ The named fields of specialization are those recognized by the American Dental Associa-
tion in 1948.

2 The field of endodontics is included here.

3 Qcular prosthetics is included here as a partial specialty.

4 Too few cases in sample to yield reliable results. .

s Detail will not necessarily add to total because of rounding.

Source: U. 8. Department of Commerce, Oflice of Business Economics.

The relative gains made by dentists since 1941 in the south-
ern regions and the Northwest by comparison with those in
the Middle East and New England are not surprising, since
they are in line with the broad shifts which have taken place
in the regional income structure of the general population.
It is surprising, however, to find that the absolute level of
average dental incomes is lower in the Middle East and
New England than elsewhere, since the per capita income of
the general population in 1948 was higher in both regions
than that in the country as a whole. Such a finding demands
explanation.

This is to be found in the data for the number of dentists
per hundred thousand population shown in table 7, which
indicate that the areas having the largest ratio of dentists to
population also tend to have the lowest average net dental
income, although this negative association is by no means

erfect,
P In 1948, New York State, with 9. 75 percent of the civilian
population, had 16.13 percent of the Nation’s civilian
dentists. With the highest per capita income, it neverthe-
less had lower mean and median dental incomes ($6,080 and
$5,013, respectively) than the average for the Nation as a
whole ($6,912 and $5,888, respectively).

It is also of considerable interest to note that the geo-
graphic regions having the largest supply of dentists per
100,000 population are, by and large, the regions with the
highest per capita incomes for the general population.
(The rank order correlation is +0.89, indicating a very
close positive relationship.) When considered by States,
the relationship of dental supply to per capita income is
almost as striking. (The rank order corrclation is 40. 79;
the correlation coefficient, +0. 82.)

With the aid of the data in table 7, it was possible to develop
crude estimates of the regional variation in consumer expend-
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itures for dental services® These estimates are compared
with those for per capita income in the following table:

i Ratioof !
et capsita Ratio of
consumer | per eapita . Mean net
expendi- | income | income of ; Dentists
Region tures for ¢ payments | independ- | per 10C.4:50
dental ;= to the ent ! population
services to ' national dentists
the national: average
average
New England____.______________.________ 1.03 1.06 ¢ $6. 100 ¢
Middle East___ ___ - 1.15 ¢ 1.17 6,174
Southeast 54 .68 7.348
7 82 8. 587
1.08 ¢ 1.09 6. 763
98 | 1.00 | 6, 792
1.54 1 112 10, 210 |
United States.._.____________.____ | 1.00 | 1.00 i 7.047 | 5

l

The above figures bring into focus the relationship betwcen
average dental income, the relative supply of dentists, and
per capita income of the general population. They show
the anticipated close relationship between per capita income
and per capita dental expenditures for all regions except the
far West. They also indicate that the low average income of
dentists in New England and the Middle East is not due to
low per capita expenditures for dental services—per capita
expenditures for this purpose are 3 percent and 15 percent,
respectively, above the national average—but to the greater
supply of dentists in these areas relative to effective demand.

Per capita expenditures for dental services in the two
southern regions fall below the national average by an even
greater percentage than does per capita income, so that the
high average carnings of dentists in these sections of the
country is apparently due to a shortage of dentists rather
than to an exceptional consumer expenditure pattern.

It seems a safe general conclusion from the data that the
geographic distribution of dentists is over-concentrated
with reference to the economic demand for dental services.

Size of community

The population size of the community in which dentists
practice has an unmistakable influence on the amount of
their earnings, although the pattern of variation over time
has been a changing one, particularly for the cities of 500,000
or more inhabitants.

The smallest mean net income in 1948 ($5,010) was re-
ceived by dentists in the smallest communities. (See table
8 and chart 2.) As size of place increased, average income
also increased gradually (with but slight irregularity), until
a peak of roughly $8,000 was reached in places having be-
between 25000 and 250,000 inhabitants. Then, as size
of place increased further, average income declined (again
with but minor fluctuation) until in cities of a million or
more the mean net income for all dentists dropped to $5,980.

Only in places having fewer than 2,500 immhabitants did
dentists have a lower mean net income than in cities above &
million. In terms of the median (which minimizes the effect
of the small number of unusually large incomes received in
metropolitan centers), only dentists in places with fewer than
1,000 inhabitants had a lower net income ($4,450) than in
citics of a million or more. However, the lower incomes in
communities under 2,500 population may be attributable in
part to the fact that the dentists in these areas are on the
average about 5 years older than those in the largest citics.

Variation of average income by size of place in 1941 was
similar to that for 1948, except that the decline in earnings in

¢ The calculation requires the assumption that the ratio of total net income of independent
dentists (computed as the number of independent dentists times their average net income)
in each region to total consumer expenditures for dental services in the region is the sarne
for each region of the country. There is no appuarent reason why this relationship should
not hold rather well.
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Table 7.—Number of Dentists and Their Average Net Income by Major Source of Dental Income and by Regions and States, 1948

‘v‘ Average income of dentists in ! : .
civilian practice with major | Per All Den- +  Percentage distribution of— Rank
Average in- | source of dental income from— | capita dentists Dotists ¢
i come of ! income | 2C0USS: (ivian per ! !
all dentists | of »ivlir]li‘m popu- ¢ 100,000 : i i
in civilian general cprac‘- lation 3 ! civilian® Dentists with | !
Region and State practice Independent Salaried DOPU- | i00e popu- major source Per | Den-
> practice practice lation ! lation Civi- of dental capita | tists
Tian All income from— [income. per
— popu- |dentists of i100.000
1 . . . . U fation general ! civilian
Mean | Mcedian{ Mcan | Median] Mean | Median Num- Number { Num- Inde- Sal- popu- : popu-
, net | et net net net net Dollars| * ber {thou- bher pendent| aried  lation - lation
income : income | income | income | income | income sands) practice|practice
| i
|
United Statess_._ . ___ ... ... ... 86,912 ‘ $5,888 | $7,047 { $5,944 | $5,358 | $5,295 1,410 | 78,380 146, 521 53 | 100,00 | 100,00 100, 0 1000 ... “femeneans
NewEngland._ ... . ¢ 5,801 4,896 ! 6,100 5,125 (%) (®) 1,501 | 6,016 9,192 651 6,27 7.67 i 7.5 9.8 4 2
Copnectlcut_ 5,766 ¢ 5,558 6, 104 5,760 (6} (8) 1, 700 1.48 2,000 74 ! 1.36 1.89 1.8 3.3 5 3
Maine_ ______ ¢ ® %) ® o m Q) 1. 219 398 901 44 1 .61 .51 .5 1.0 33 30
A\[assachusetts, 5,671 1 4,567 | 5,902 4,827 1 (%) (8) 1, 508 3, 269 4. 658 70 318 416 4.2 £31 14 | 7
New Hampshire_ o () (%) Q)] Q] 1, 261 264 530 50 .36 .34 .4 01 20 | 21
Rhode Island.______ ® (9 (6) [Q] (%) (%) 1, 564 443 738 60 .50 .57 .6 .5 1m 12
Vermont .. ... .. () i Q] O] () (8) (6} 1,229 168 365 46 .25 .21 .2 .8 32 ol
Middle East.___. e - 6,075 ¢ 5,122 6,174 5,156 4,778 4,827 1,647 | 24,217 34,803 70 23,75 30, 90 31,2 27.4 1| 1
Delaware.________________. ORI () (% (%) Q] (6) 1,741 132 305 43 221 17 .2 -0 4 | 31
District of Columbia ¢ (9 Q] (%) (%) (6) 1, 91 744 839 89 A7 .95 .7 3.5 6 1
)lzli‘ylllnd _____________________ 7.025 15,429 7.122 5, 464 (%) (8) 1, 546 789 2,133 37 1.46 1.01 1.0 .3 13 35
New Jersey_ 6.033 1 5,159 | 6,083 5, 205 (8) () 1, 605 3,213 4,777 67 3.26 4.10 4.4 .5 9 g
New York___ 6,080 ; 5.013 i 6, 209 5,034 4, 586 4,833 1,801 | 12,646 14, 283 89 9.75 16.13 16.1 16.1 1 2
Pennsy]vallja, - {5,833 3.086 ;. 5,616 5, 148 (8) (8) 1, 444 5,916 10, 541 56 7.19 7.55 ‘ 7.6 7.0 21 16
West Virginta.____________ ) (%) (5) Q] ) [0 1,133 77 1,925 40 1.31 .99 1.1 .0 38 t 32
Southeast.___ 6,172 7,348 6,321 ) (%) 957 8,375 | 29,941 28 20, 43 10. 69 10.6 11.3 7 l 7
Alabama_ ) Q] 6) [Q] Q] 891 679 ! 2,902 23 1. 98 .87 .9 .8 46 | 46
Arkansas_ %) (%) 5) (f) Q 863 389 ‘ 1. 645 20 1.33 50 .5 .0 48 49
Florida._- 7.812 7,815 8, 250 (%) Q) 1,137 923 | 2.425 38 1. 66 118 1.2 1.3 37 34
Georgia_ .. _ (%) Q] (O] Q)] [Q] 97 842 | 3, 148 20 2. 15 107 | .8 4.5 42 43
Kentucky._ (%) Q) (%) (%) [Q 909 900 2. 846 32 1.94 1.15 ¢ 1.2 1.0 45 40
Louisiana__ (» () (% () (9 1,002 920 2,600 351 L7l LT L2 Bl 36
Mississippi_ - [Q) (%) (6) (%) Q] 758 453 2,112 21 1.44 58I .6 0 49 47
North Carol.ina 5. 000 7.177 5, 000 Q] ) 930 978 3. 785 26 2. 58 1.25 1.3 L0 4 44
South Carolina G Q] [Q] (0) (G 865 396 1,965 20 1.34 | 51 ¢ .3 2.3 47 ! 48
Tennessee. .. (%) (8 (8) (%) Q] 955 938 3,194 29 2.18 120 1.3 .3 43 41
Virginia () * O] () * 1,159 957 3.019 32 2.06 1.22 1.3 .8 36 39
Seuthwest_ ________ ... 7,393 | 8,587 (%) 1,153 | 3,585 10,923 33 4,57 1.7 3.3 [ 6
Arizona. . &) (8) (%) 1,168 200 715 28 .26 .3 .0 35 42
New Mexico_. (%) (% Q] 1,125 136 569 24 ; AT .2 Kt 39 45
Oklahoma.. 8 (%) (%) Q)] 1,029 807 2, 286 35 i 1,03 1.1 .0 40 7
e 8, 560 6, 833 8, 794 (6) 1,192 2, 442 7,353 33 3.12 3.1 3.3 34 38
8,673 5,826 6,763 5,442 1,534 | 23,277 39, 307 59 29,70 30.0 25,9 3 4
6, 037 5,321 6,102 [Q] 1,817 6, 167 8. 351 74 T.RT 83 3.3 2 4
7,381 6. 400 7,491 Q] 1,403 1,907 3.953 48 2.43 2.5 | 1.5 24 25
5, 532 4, 667 5,572 Q) 1, 491 1,532 2,627 58 1.95 21! .3 16 13
7,846 6, 909 7. 966 [Q] 1,484 3. 108 6. 277 50 1 3.97 3.8 1 6.0 17 23
Minnesota_ 7,522 7, 000 7,915 Gl , 35 2,955 71 2.69 2.5 4.8 26 5
Missouri._ 6, 071 5, 591 6, 146 (8} 3,912 56 2,80 2.7 3.8 25 17
7,021 6,023 7.190 (8} 7,906 50 5.01 5.0 4.8 12 22
6,120 5, 296 6,198 ) 3, 326 7 2.08 3.1 1.5 22 6
6,831 6,294 6,792 (5 1,413 4,072 7,649 53 ‘ 5.20 5.3 4.0 5 5
6, 918 6. 600 *) Q] 1. 429 724 1,192 61 i .92 .9 1.5 23 11
6 ©) Q] Q) 1. 252 219 588 37 .28 -3 .8 30 34
Kansas .. 6,750 . 5.333 6. 742 (%) 1, 291 936 1.901 49 ! Co119 1.3 .3 28 24
AMontana. ... ... 6) 6 Gl ) 1,791 ! 285 513 56 : .36 .4 L0 3 18
Nebraska ... __ 7.314 7, 000 Q] [Q] 1,473 860 1.281 62 | ;oL L0 1.8 185 8
North Dakota_ .. _._____..____ oM [ ® 1,473 269 594 45 .34 L4 0 18. 5 29
South Dakota. Gl IO ® 1,577 297 627 47 .38 4 0 16 2%
“tah______ ®) @ (%) 1,231 345 674 51! [ ¥ .5 03 20
N YOIIAE o oo 0] *) O] 1, 494 128 279 46 ; i .16 .2 .0 16 28
Far West_____ . . \ 8,920 | 10,210 6, 150 1,579 8,838 14, 706 60 J 10. 04 ‘ 11,28 0.7 | 183 2 3
California._ | 8,781 | 10, 425 6,125 | 1,651 | 6,374 10,374 61 708 RI3 7.5 15.8 8 10
Nevada._ F® ) ® (@ 1. 676 87 168 52 ¢ 1 Ay 1 0 T 19
Oregon.._.. 19,000 ¢ 9.384 9. 000 ® (%) 1.302 968 1, 686 57 1.15 1. 24 1.2 Ly 20 14
Washington._.._._____.._ 9,375 | 10.224 | 9 500 Q) 16 1.453 0 1,409 ¢ 2,478 57 : 1.6 ©  1.80 1 1.9 l 1.0 . 20 \ 15
| | i '

! The per capita figures are from Charles F. Schwartz and Robert E. (Graham, Jr., State
Income Payments in 1948, SURVEY oF CURRENT BUSINESs, Aguust 1949, table 8, p. 15.

* Estimated number of independent and salaried dentists in active civilian practice as
of Dee. 31, 1948, (Excludes dentists in the armed forces, who numbered approximately
1,534 at the end of 1948.) The estimnates were made by taking as a starting point the number
ol dentists in cach State included in the complete roster of dentists of the commereial mailing
iist firm which provided the addresses used in the present study. The proportion of retived,
deceased, and military dentists in cach State, as indicated by the returns, was converted
‘nto absolute numbers and subtracted {rom the basie count to determine the number of
active civilian dentists by States. It may be that, beeause of possible under-reporting by

the largest cities was less pronounced in 1941. (See chart
23  1In the depression year of 1937, however, the pattern was
the same for all places up to 500,000 population; bevond that
point—instead of declining—average income remained vir-
tually unchanged. Although dentists’ incomes doubled or
more than doubled in the 1937-48 period for all community
sizes, they inercased most in the middle-size communities
{(25,000—99,999) and least in the cities of a million or more.

In 1948, age was apparently not a significant factor making
for community-size income differentials, except perhaps in
places under 2,500 population, where the average age (48

retired dentists, the estimate overstates the number of dentists in active practice, but there
is no way of determining this point at the present time,

3 Estimated civilian population as of Dec. 31, 1948,
estimates for July 1, 1948, and July 1, 1949, by straight-line interpolation.
leases P-25, Nos. 26 and 32.

4 The regions are ranked separately from the States,

5 Detail will not necessarily add to total because of rounding.

6 Too few cases in sample to yield reliable results.

Calculated from Census Bureau
See Census re-

Source: U. 8. Department of Commerce, Office of Business Economics.

years) was appreciably above that for the Nation as a whole
(43 vears). In all other community-size groups (but for an
unexplained vagary in the 2,500-4,999 group), the median
age of dentists is remarkably consistent for all city sizes, not
varying by more than 1 or 2 years from the national average.

The pattern of income variation by size of community
poses an intercsting question as to causality. It will be
noted in table 8 that the number of dentists per 100,000
population 7 increases steadily as size of community increases,
reaching a peak in cities of a million or more. Likewise,

7 In the absence of more recent data, figures for 1940 were used.
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data for the entire civilian population indicate that income
per family increases steadily as size of community increases,

also reaching a peak in cities of a million or more. On the
other hand, the average income of dentists, it will be recalled,
increased only up to cities of 100,000 (or 250 ,000) populatlon
and then declined.

Table 8.—Average Net Income and Age of Dentists by Size of
Community and for Selected Large Cities, 1948

ntia Per- ‘ Major inde-
All dentists cent | pendent ? Den-
m- e
. ) crease ! tIly\etrs il\l’led.ila?
Size of communlt){ P ! a1 AL in : A 100,000 ‘ am]1H}0
and specific cities er- ! Me- Me- | mean | 4, © Me- . [mcome,
ce ;nz\elte?rl‘l_ dian | dian | netin- Sg(galg dian lggilolxl] 1947 ¢
of den-| come | 1€t in- age |eome, | oI netin- gy
tists come |(years) 1937 to come
1948
Rize of community: !
Under 1,000________ 3.6 |$5,010 [$4, 450 49 131 [$5, 067 [$4, 500 } 94 } $92. 221
1.000-2, 499 - 6.9 | 5, 649 | 5,060 470 137 | 5.696 | 5,138 :
4 - 6.3 | 6,870 | 5,927 391 150 | 6,985 | 6,013 31 \l
999 L. 7.8 16,485 | 5,761 431 138 ; 6,530 | 5,795 7l 0
‘0 00()v24 9. _____ 11.7 1 7,180 | 6.078 421 136 | 7,255 | 6,156 45 ‘] '
25,000-49,999 . ______ 8.6 | 7,962 ;| 7,045 43 5‘ 160 | 8,145 | 7,240 54 '
3
50,000-99,999 . ______ 7.2 18,125 | 6886 449 160 8.483 | 7.375 57 ‘} 2 007
100,000-249,999_____ 9.3 18105 1 6,938 3, 144 8,379 | 7,004 63 1
250,000-489,909_____ 9.2 17,254} 6,458 43 ‘ 144 ¢ 7,378 ; 6.588 78 1 .
5(10,000-999,999 _____ 8.8 1 7,352 | 6,182 451 145, 7,603 | 6,357 1\ 95 1 3,017
1,000,000 or more,_,! 20.6 1 5,980 | 4, 962 43 99 ‘} 6,004 | 4,9%9 ;i V8,347
United States 5. ; 100.0 1 6,912 | 5,838 43 137 ( 7,047 15,944 | 54 2, 685
City: | - : ; T ;

San Franeisco. . .A_f 1.0} 9.577 | 8,750 43 (&) 19,483 ! 8417 i [Q] [
Lm Angeles.. ...l 2.5 185521 7,750 431 152 9,021 © 8,125 I (% Q]
Clevelund. _ | L3 | 7.341 5778 43 (5 ‘ 7,668 © 5,806 ] () Q)
Detrott______..____ 1716919 | 5958 44 17 4 6.574 ; 5,650 | () (6}

i | i |
New York City.._| 10.8 | 5609 | 4,385 42 ‘i 76| 5,769 E 4,417 @ ®
Chicago. . __.__.__ 3.6 1 5,204 | 4.846 45 1 107 | 5,322 1 4,833 ® 1 ®
Philadelphia_______ i 2.0 | 5,216 | 4,722 42 : 103 i 5,309 | 4,781 l ® i ®
| } { !

! For 1948 data, size of community is expressed in terms of 1940 population beeause no official
figures of more recent date are available. For 1937 all dentists in Los Angeles had a mean
net mgome of $3,403; Detroit, $3,193; New York City, $3,184; Chicago, $2,555; and Philadel-
ph]a 2,569.

? There are too few salaried dentists in the sample to yield reliable figures on average income
except for the following community sizes: 100,000-249,999 population (inean net income, $5,933;
median, $5,900) and 1,000,000 or more populatlon (moan, $5,058; median, $4,813).

3 Caleulated from table 8, p. 19, Joseph E. Bagdonas, Economic Considerations in Rees-
tablishing a Dental Practice, Journal of the American Dental Association, Jan. 1, 1946. The
fgure for the United States (54) was independently calculated on the basis of 1940 census
figures.

¢ Burcau of the Census, Incomes of Families and Persons in the United States: 1947, Series
P-60, No. 5, Feb. 7, 1949, table 1, p.'15. Data for places under 2,500 population are unpub-
hahcd ﬁgures supphed by the Bureau of the Census.

= Detail will not necessarily add to total because of rounding.
® Data not available.

Source: U, S. Department of Commerce, Office of Business Econornies.

It seems plausible, therefore, to advance the hypothesis
that in 1948 the supply of dentists was smallest relative to
effective dental demand—which is not necessarily the same
as the need for dental services—in cities having between
100,000 and 250,000 inhabitants. In smaller places, effective
demand declined more sharply than the number of dentists
per capita, while in larger places the effective demand for
dentists’ services increased less rapidly than the number
of dentists per capita. MNuch light could be thrown on the
subject if estimates of per capita income and per capita
consumer expenditures for dental services were available by
size of community (such as those presented earlier by region)

The size-of-community income pattern for 1920 was in
veneral quite similar to (although perhaps not so pmnour ced
as) that prevailing some 20 vears later, u\(opt liat in cities
of a m'mun or ore {taken as a group’ incemes were relatively
higher in 1929

For 1429, d:‘n(istﬂ in New Tork Cav {(with 4.4 pereent of
the Natiow's dentists) reported thie <t nican net ipeome
(%3.477) for any pe opulation ity of a miliion
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as a group) a higher average income than that of any othel
population-size group, a situation in sharp contrast to that
prevailing in 1948. Even in 1929, however, Chicago and
Philadelphia dentists had lower incomes than the national
average, and in 1948 Philadelphia, Chicago, and New York
City were all below the national level. Table 8 gives addi-
tional data for seven of the largest cities.

Age

Of all the factors associated with income, age seems to
show the most consistent behavior, generally unmarred by
unexplained fluctuations often encountered in size-of-com-
munity, regional, and other comparisons.

As may be clearly seen from chart 3, the mean net income
of all dentists in 1948 rose sharply and steadily from its lowest
value of $2,823 for dentists under 25 years of age to a peak
of $9,117 for dentists 40-44 years of age, then declined some-
what less sharply, but no less steadily, with increasing age
to a value of $3,227 for dentists 65 years of age and over.
(Also see table 9.)

Chart 2.—Mean Net Income of All Civilian Dentists, by
Size of Community

(RATIO SCALE)
THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

10

ok —
sl ]
7+ ~~/948 -
6l —]
51 I

1941V
Y- ’,\>’-—___©“‘~~© 7
-
”’ o* %,
3 // ..'"nu-cu""'. .'.°.o'000000000000 —
7 /s

2 -
[ N N NN N NN DU R R

UNDER 1,000 2,800 5,000 10,000 28,000 30,000 100,000 250,000 £00,000 1,060,000
1,000 1o TO TO TO TO T0 T0 To T0 AND
2,499 4,998 9,999 24,999 49,999 99,999 245,899 499,999 999,999 OVER

POPULATION GROUP
U. 5. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, OFFICE OF BUSINESS ECONOMICS

49-398

¢ Data for 1941 above the 50,000-99,999 population group are available only for places of
100,060-499,999 and 500,000 and over.

Source of data: U. 8. Department of Commerce, Office of Business Economics.

During the past decade, the age of peak earnings among
dentists has inereased.  In 1937 the peak period was clearly
320 Vom» in 1941 there was little difference between the
35-39 and 40-44 age brackete; in 1948 the peak was clearly
in the 49-44 vear bracket. Le~~p1t“ the stri%ing vise in
deatal neomes between 1937 and 1948, the increase in
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Table 19, which presents a cross-classification of the per-
centage of dentists by net income level and age group, is a
good example of what a simpler summary table showing
only average income by age groups, or only average age by
income levels, must leave untold.® Clearly, dentasts of all
ages are found at practically every income level. However,

Chart 3.—Mean Net Income of All Civilian Dentists, by

Age Group
{RATIO SCALE )
THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS
10
9 b—
8
7 —
6 L —
5 -
a4
..
3 .’..‘c
/ K 0..... \
/ & S \
o S
/ o %, \
$~/937 ®,
e/ o
F_ .'. .".
s *
.0
.0
‘G
0‘"
'.
! | l | ! I ! ! ! l
UNDER 25 30 35 40 45 50 85 60 65
25 T0 T0 TO T0 TO TO TO TO  AND
29 34 39 34 a9 54 59 64  OVER
AGE GROUP (YEARS)
U. 5. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, OFFICE OF BUSINESS ECONOMICS 49-399

Source of data: U, S. Department of Commerce, Office of Business Economics.

levels having identical or very similar average ages show
quite different concentrations of dentists by age groups,
and a low average age alone may fail to reveal a secondary
concentration at a much higher age group.

Table 9.——Average Net Income of Dentists by Age Group, 1948

Major
All dentists Major independent sala-
ried 2
Percent
Ag v H h
Age group (years) increase
Percent] Mean | Median|in mean! Percent| Mean [ Median| Percent
of net net net G net net of
{dentists| income | income | income, dentists) inceme | income {dentists
! 1037 to
1948
1.8 | §2,80% 148 9.3
14.3 4,76 144 24,7
13.6 T3 142 9.8
12.7 8,78 £ 140 13.1
L2 ¢ 17| & 128 162 8,320 11y
8, 564 7,566 152 7,454 6.1
8, 225 7066 177 7,07 6.3
7,1 169 6,065 G 6
[ 122 4,026 a0
pog, 7 S8 2,412 2.4
! £, 012 7 0
P
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Dentists who sustained losses in 1948 averaged 32 years of
age, the youngest group at any income level. However, al-
though two-thirds of the dentists who suffered losses were
under 35 (no dentist in the sample between the ages of 35
and 50 reported a loss), about one-quarter of the dentists
who lost money were over 60. Thus, dentists who lost money
tended to be primarily the very voung, but also included a
substantial proportion of the very old.

Similarly, although the median age of dentists who made
$0-$2,000 was 59 (the oldest group at any income level),
motre than one-fourth of the dentists at this level were under
30. Thus, the very low income recipients were primarily
the very old, but also included many of the very young. As
income increases, fewer and fewer of either the very voung
or the very old are found at each income level.

Table 10.—Percentage Distribution of Dentists with Major Source
of Dental Income from Independent Practice by Age and Net
Income Level, 1948

Age group (years)

By age group: Percentage of dentists at each

Me- A
Net income level dian income level
age!l ;
i H ]

All | Tnder I 60 and
den- 30 30-39 | 40-49 | 50-59 over
tists 2 :

|

Loss: $1-$3,999. . _____.....___. 32 1.1 2.9 | ) 520 — 0.3 17
51,999 500 1.0 w9 40! 22| 53] 8
$2,000-$3,999_ . ____ 50 17.9 2.2 12.2 12.2 18.2 | 310
$4,000-$5,999__ . 437 0.5 2.3 ! 20.3 18.5 22.0 17.3
$6,000-87,999 . .. 437 153, 124 184 17.8 16.3 i 8.4
$8,000-$9,969_. . _ 42 1.8 10.2; 13.6 14.1 41! 5.2
$£10,000-$11,999 .. _____________ 41 - 8.5 3.3 ‘ 12.4 13.2 7.5 1.8
$12,000-%$14,909_ . _______________ 42 6.1 3.0 7.9 9.3 5.9 22
$15,000-$19,999 . - ________._.___ 42 5.6 .6 8.3 9.0 6.0 1.0
$20,000 and over___.________.___ 47 2.2 .2 ‘ 1.7 3.7 4.4 f 21
Alldentiste 2._________.__ 44 100.0 100. 0 l 100.0 100.0 100.0 \ 100.0

By income level: percentage of dentists in each
age group

}

Tooss: $1-$3,909____._____.______ 32| 100.0| 388 26| .. 61: 265
$0-$1,909 59| 100.0] 25| 98| 44| 98 4x¢
$2,000-83,699 200 10001 172] 82| 147| 205! 204
$41000-$5,999._ 43| 1000 | 17.0 4| 195 207 144
$6,000-$7,009__ 43 100.0 11.8 32.1 25.3 21.6 1 9.2
$8,000-30,000_ T a2l woo| 124 30.4| 28] Woel 74
$10,000-%i1,008 T 41 w000 | s7 ) 3900 | B38| 1790 56
$12,000-514.999. . -._______.__ a2} 1000| 7.2 sez| 81| 1941 61
$15,000- 19,900 7T 42| 1000 | 16| 301 348| 205! 31
$20,000 and over-_..__.___....._ e7] w00 10| 22| 34| 41 10

Al dentists. ..o 44 1000 145] 6| 27| 202 1m0

1 Dentists with net incomes of $2,000-%2,999 had a median age of 57; $3,000-$3,999, 45 years;
$8 ,000-$8,999, 43 vears; $9,000-39,090, 40 yvears; $10,000-$10,999, 40 years; $11,000-5$11.904, 43 vears,
2 Detail will not neceasarily add to total beeause of rounding.

T

Source: U. 8. Depurtiment of Commerce, Office of Business Economics.

Number and earnings of employees

Almost two-thirds (63 percent) of the nonsalaried dentists
had emplevees of some kind in 1948, About 4 out of 10
dentists bad only 1 employee, slightly more than 1 out of
10 had 2 emplovees, and fower than 1 ont of 10 had 3 or
move cinplovees,  (See table 11
Phie correlution between dent
number of ramlovees they bave d
deniists wha bud no emnlovees
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Of course, some dentists with no employees had high
incomes, and some with several employees had low incomes,
but in both cases the percentages were quite low (table 12).
In 1948 only 3 percent of the no-employee dentists had
incomes above $10,000, whereas half of the dentists with two
or more employees had such incomes. On the other hand,
at the lower income levels (below $4,000), we find more than
half (60.4 percent) of the dentists with no employees and
only 7.5 percent of those with two or more employees.

Table 11l.—Average Net Income of Nonsalaried Dentists by Average
Number of Employees, 1948

Average net income of dentists
dmlx)teizﬁglga?‘fin 2 having specified number of
Number of employees specified employees
number of

employees Mean Median
None._ - 37.0 $3, 819 $3,239
T nAer 0,50 o oo e 2.9 4,370 4,058
) 41.7 8,134 7,321
S, 12.0 9, 930 8,041
B 4.0 12, 568 11, 464
4 . - 1.2 15, 732 18,062
5 or more 2.__ 1.1 18,955 17, 500
Total 3 100.0 7,039 5,939

1 Dentists were asked to report on the count of their emplovees as follows: “A person who
worked 12 months during a year, either full time or part time, is counted as 1 employee.
A person who worked 6 months is counted as 4. A person who worked 3 months is counted
as 4, Thus, this table includes both full- and part-time employees on a monthly-average
hasis. The category ‘“‘under 0.5”" includes dentists who had one or more employces in the
calendar year 1948 who totaled less than a half man-year of employment. The category 1
includes 0.50-1.49 man-years, 2 includes 1.50-2.49 man-years, ete.

? About 0.5 percent of the dentists reported having 5 employees; 0.5 percent, 6; and 0.1
peteent, 7 or more.

2 Detail will not necessarily add to total because of rounding.

Source: U, 8, Department of Commerce, Office of Business Economics.

Table 12 also indicates that the number of employees per
dentist (including dentists with no employees) rose steadily,
with but few aberrations, from 0.1 at the $0-$999 net income
level to 3.2 for dentists making more than $25,000.

Table 12.—~Average Number of Employees and Pay Rolls of
Nonsalaried Dentists, 1948

Percent of dentists | T er?%llt of d"?gt}ists
at a given income nvfll bspe(;l ©
level having speci- 1 n3 er({)_ ten?)- Mean
fied number of | BA¥TEGET
employees levels
Net income level
Num-
2 ber of Paﬁf Salary
or 2or em- ro. per
None 11 more None| 1! more| ploy- per em-
ees per | dentist | ployee
dentist
Toss: $1-$3,909 1 7551245 ... 23] 0.6 .. 0.21 $256 | $1,243
$0-3999 . _ . 89.5 8.9 1.6 10.4 91 0.4 11 87 . 796
$1.,000-$1,999 -1 82.8 1157 1.6 161 2.5 .6 17 138 816
$2,000-%2,999__ 173411881 7.8117.2. 3.6 3.7 32 266 336
$3,000-$3,999 __. .| 58.5 | 35,8 5.7 14.4 7.3 2.8 41 371 915
$4,000-$4,999_ . -] 40.8149.9) 9.4|10.6 | 10.8] 4.9 62 552 886
|
$5,000-$5,999 __. 1339551110 9.8:13.2, 6.4 73 746 1 1,018
$6.000-$6,999 _126.2160.313.5 5.7 108 5.9 87 935 ;1,072
$7.000-$7,999 . __ 23,5 53.0 ; 23.3 4.5 8.5 9.1 1.04 1, 368 1,319
$3,000~-$8,999 _ .. {2L6156.5 21.9 4.0 86 8.1 1.08 1,531 1,420
B000-$9,999 oo .4 ] 59.8 , 23.8 2.2 6.6 6.4 114 1, 660 1,460
$10.000-$10,999____ .11 65.4 ! 26.6 1.0 7.0 6.9 1.39 2,726 1. 966
$11.000-$11,999 __ .31 64.3 0 27.4 .8 5.1 5.3 1.28 1,831 1,428
£12,000-$12,999 __ .30 50.0 | 44.7 .4 2.6 8.3 1.52 2,228 1,468
$13,000-$13,999 . _ .5 | 67.1 % 20.4 .2 2.9 3.1 1.41 2, 553 1, 816
$14,000-$14,999 . ___ .4 ] 53.4] 452 A 200 41 1.62 | 2,716 1,675
£15,000-$19,999____________| 3.1{40.91 56.0 .5 531177 2.09 4,459 2,132
$20,000-$24,999____________j____.__ 31.7 | 68.3. (... 1.0 5.0 282 6,841 1 2,429
i
825,000 and over. . o _|oo____ 28,21 71.8 |______ .6 3.4 3.23 6, 832 2,115
Total 2 _______ 37.0 | 44.6 | 18.4 {100.0 100.0 [100.0 .89 1, 322 1, 450

t Includes dentists who had employees totaling less than 0.5 man-years of work. See foot-
infe 1 of table 11 for further explanations.
2 Detail will not necessarily add to total because of rounding.

Rource: U, S, Department of Comimerce, Office of Business Economics.
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Since the number of employees per dentist increases as net
income increases, it is no surprise to find that dentists’ pay
rolls rise as net income rises. In 1948, dentists who earned
up to $1,000 net income had an average pay roll of but $87;
dentists who netted $20,000-$24,999 had an average pay roll
of $6,841. The mean salaries and wages reccived by all
dental employecs, professional as well as nonprofessional.
varied from $796 per emplovee for dentists who netted
$0-$999 to $2,429 for dentists in the $20,000~-$24,999 income
bracket. (See table 12.)

It can be seen from table 13 that the mean earnings of all
dentists’ employees increased from 1944 to 1948 by about
31.7 percent, rising from $1,135 to $1,484 in the 35-year
period.

Table 13.—Mean Earnings of Dentists’ Employees,
Selected Years, 194448

Item 1944 | 1045 | 1046 | 1948

All employees $1,135 | $1,352 | $1,398 | §1,484

Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Office of Business Econoruics.

TECHNICAL NOTES

From time to time the National Income Division of the Office of Business Economics has
made various mail surveys in diverse fields of economic activity in order to provide otherwise
unobtainable information needed for compiling its official estimates of national income. One
of the better known series of surveys has been that pertaining primarily to independent
professional practitioners. In the past these questionnaire studies have covered sueh varied
groups as certified public accountants, chiropodists, chiropractors, dentists, lawyers, nurses,
osteopathic physicians, physicians and surgeons, and veterinarians.

These surveys generally provide valuable byproduct data which furnish an informative
deseription of the trends in the economic conditions in the various professions,  Since such
data have not usually been available from other sources, there has always been a steady
interest in and demand for their publication, especially among the members of the profession=
themselves. Inaddition, past articles huve evoked a wide interest among economists, sociol-
ogists, statisticians, educators, vocational counselors, and students.

Because of limited funds, questionnaires in these surveys have generally, but not always,
been addressed only to a sample of the profession. The proportion of usable questionnaires
returned has varied from 10 to 30 percent of the entire mailing. Naturally, this has always
raised a question concerning the extent to which the returns received represented the entire
group sampled.

In the present survey, as in many of the past ones, the charaeteristics of the persons supply -
ing usable information were compared with those for the entire professional group, insofar
ag data were available to do so, and when the results for the returns differed materially from
the control figures, the sample data were adjusted or weighted to make them conform with
expectation. Because of the general paueity of relevant control data, however, such weight-
ing may not be adequate, Nevertheless, it is felt that it generally improves the unweighted
results.

The list of dentists from which the 1949 sample was drawn was that maintained by a com-
mercialmailing list firm. Such licts are vometimes biased in various ways due to the peculiar,
restricted demandsofthe clienteleof the mailing firm. ‘Thelist in question, however, wasnot
deficient in any observable manner, and seemed to be kept serupulously up to date.  Onlyin
that it contained a small percentage of dentists who had retired did the list appear to depart
from the claim made for it as including all dentists in active practice. Far the purposes of the
survey, however, this was no real drawback. Indeed, except from the point of view of econ-
omy, it would even be preferable if all so-called “‘retired’’ dentists wereincluded in the basic
universe, since their replies can be weeded out quite easily if they had no income for any of
the years in question.

The complete list of active dentists con:isted of 83,412 names arranged alphabetically
within communities, these in turn being arranged alphabetically within States. A sample
of 27,804 names wag selected by drawing every third name on the list. Questionnaires were
mailed to the sample group on April 7, 1949, and all usable responses received before Oetober
1 were included in the final tabulations. The questionnaires were completely anonymou:,
and response was on a voluntary basi

Dentists were asked to give ecrtain basic data such as type of practice, degree and field of
specialization, location of practice, age, ete., as of 1948,  In addition, for the period 1944-48,
inchusive, they were asked to give their gross incoine, costs of practice, net income from inde-
pendentt practice, salary income, number of employces and pay roll, and a few other misce!-
lancous items.

A total of 2,041 usahle returns were received.erepresenting 11.3 percent of the replies that
would have beenreceived ifall active dentists in the sample had supplied information. These
returns represent about 3.8 percent of all active civilian dentists.

Comparative data against which the sainple results could be checked were limited o but
three characteristies: (1) Distribution of dentists by size of community; (2) distribution of
Armerican Dental Association members by States; and (3! distribution of all dentists by
States. It was found that the sample returns agreed quite closely with the size-of-community
distribution of the complete mailing firm list, and consequently no adjustments were judged
neeessary on this score.

The proportion of returns from ADA members (92.8 pereent), however. was considerably
in execss of the proportion estimated from AD A sources (81.4 percent). (Simil ppreciable
overresponse from A DA members was found in the 1938 survey, hut not in the 1942 survey.:
Sinee it was known that the average income of ADA members was approximarely double
that of nonmembers, it was decided to adjust the propottion of returns by membership
status, Although data were available on membership by States, the actual weighting was
carried out by regions because of the complete lack of non-AD A returns for a number of the
smaller States.

In 1948 the mean net income of all dentists who were ADA members was $7.503; of non-
members, $4,183. The median net income of ADA members was $6,424; of nonmembers,
$3,183. For independent dentists alone (i. e., excluding major solaried dentists), the dif-
fercnces were even larger: ADA mean, $7,662; non-ADA mean, $3,907; ADA median, $6,619;
non-ADA median, $2,964.

Although the sample distribation of the proportion of dentists by States did not differ
markedly from that for all dentists (as provided by the compiete mailing list), there seemed
to be enough disparity to justify weighting the returns on this score as well, and this was
done after the ADA weighting. By and large, the Western and Central States tended toward
over-response, whereas the Southeast and New England tended toward under-response.

The over-all net effect of the above adjustments, due chiefly to weighting for ADA member-
ship, was to reduce the unweighted averages.  For all dentists the mean net income after
weighting ($6,912) was 5 percent less than before weighting ($7,274).  The median net income
after weighting (35,888) was 6 percent less than before weighting ($6,268),
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