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(iv)
FOREWORD

Actuarial Study Fo, 22, prepared by Mr, D, C, Bronson, Assistant
Actuary, represents the sixth step in a series of studies concerned with
potential costs under Title II of the Social Security Act of 1935, the
Amendments of 1939, and various possible extensions of 0ld-Age and Survi-
vors Insurance, both as to coverage and benefit, Mr, Harry Mehlman, cf
the Office of the Actuary, rendered valusble assistance to Mr, Bronson in
many of the long-range portions of the etudy, Mr, Mehlman, together with
Mr, George Immerwahr, Chief of the Actuarial Section of the Analysis Divi-
sion, Bureau of 0ld-Age and Survivors Insurance, prepared the figures for
the “commencing" year 1947, and cooperated in the merging of the esrlier
¥ear costs into the later year costs,

This study considers the general removal of exclusions from the
coverage under OASI, The major remaining exclusion is the bdarring from
protection of the aged non~labor force and most of the paternal orphans
and their widowed mothers, The elimination of the other exclusions radi-
¢elly chenges the effeect of the Yin-and-out" movement discussed herein
and in previous actuarial studies, This is possibly the major factor
changing the general slope of the cost curves sver the next half century,

This report gives more comprehensive attention than the previous
ones to the wide potential effect of over-all changes in wage rates, It
considers different minimum retirement ages of 60 end 65 for men and women,
It brings out the difference in the sequence of chenges, so that removing
excluded categories of protection first, end then changing the formula,
produces & different sequence than chenging the formuls first and then re-
moving the excluslons,

The maintenance of a certain comparability with previous studies
has seemed desirable, Nor this reason the mortality trends outlined in
the National Resources Planning Board Heport of 1943 have not been used,
there has been no attempt to show the spscific periods when bocms or de~
pressions, or the very unusual effects of the war, would make themselves
felt, The continmed use of at least two cost illustrations rather far
gpart as to amount of benefits has seemed even wiser since the early re~
sults of the unusual conditions of the war years have fitted so well into
the patterns previcusly outlined,

Because of the war and postwar period and the potential effects
thereof upon the .experience of the system over the next five or ten years,
both the short-range results and the long-renge results must be recognized
as illustrations based upon two sets of underlying assumptions, in order
to form a range of results within which actusl experience may likely, but
not necessarily, fall,

actuariel Study Fo, 22 which follows herein, is closely allied in
usagbility with the already published Study No, 19 dealing with the present
Act, They are companion pieces in consideration of coats in respect to
nany of the potential changes in the present Act, Also, another Actuarial
Study, No., 21, is in process of preparation, It will deal with individual
cost factore without attempting to show their specific or their aggregate
results in determining OASI costs. To some extent, Actuarisl Study No. 22
has assumed the availability of Actuarial Study No, 21,

W. R, Williamson
Actusarisl Consultant



ACTUARIAL STUDY NO. 22

0ld-gge, Survivors and Disability Insuranoce
For Complete Coverage Progran

I. INTRODUCTION

The old-age and survivors insurance program of the Social Secu-
rity Act covers only part of the employment activities of the country.
Major exclusions are the fields of agriculture, domestic service, non-
profit organizations, governmental employees, railroad employees and
the self-employed. Roughly, in normel times, almost as much employ-
ment is excluded from coverage as is included under it. The obvious
gaps, penalties and snomalies resulting from these exclusions, in
conjunction with the freedom of movement in this country interchange-
ably between types of employment, have all been treated &t length in
various literature concerning the limitations, operations, and devel-
opment of the act. The purpose of this Actuarial Study is to throw
some light on what the costs of a complete coverage program might be
if such extended ocoversage were made effective in 1946, for example,
and if the following modifications were made at the same time: 1ib-
ersalizations in the benefit formula, changes in the method of deter-
mining average wages, the lowering of women's eligibility to age 60,
the paying of lump-sum benefits in all cases of death, and the intro-
duction of benefits for prolonged disability. Amendments of this
nature, as well as the extended coverage, have been discussed frequently
in the last few years by persons interested in social security develop-
ment. The cost figures, however, for such extended coverage, and
illustrative of other mmendments, have not been available for these
discussions. This Study seeks to fill to some extent such omissions.

The question is then as Lo an indication of the number of bene-
ficiaries and costs under extended coverage to 100 percent of the
workers of the oountry (except unpaid family workers) together with
the addition of bensefits for prolonged disability and certsin modifi-
oations of the present law as indicated by the formule of benefits and
conditiong for receipt thereof desoribed in the specifications below.

I1. SPECIFICATIONS OF ASSUMED PLAN

The main specifications (those most important for long-range
figures) for the plan upon which study is based are as follows:

(1) The inolusion of all workers considered to fall within the
usual definition of the country's labor foroce.

>—



ACTUARIAL STUDY NO. 22

(2) Provision for disability benefits equal to the primary bene-
fit with the usual allowences to children, to wives 60 and
over and to wives under 60 with children; disability benefit
terminates at death, recovery or attainment of age 65 for

men and 60 for women.

(3) Reduotion in qualifying age in respect to all old~age bene-
fits for females from 65 to 60.

(4) A lump-sum benefit payable on all insured cases of death.

(6) Benefit formulas;

a. Basic benefit--40 percent of the first $75 of average
monthly wage plus 10 percent on that part of average
wages in excess of $75.

b. Inorement--1 percent of the basic benefit for each
year of at least $200 wages.

¢. Mipimum benefit--primary benefit $20; minimum femily
benefit $10.

d. Maximum benefits--elimination of double primary as
a maximum.

(6) Average monthly wage--total recorded taxable wages divided
by 12 times the number of years in which at least $200 in
wages were earned.

(7) Insured status (the following are beses which have been
discussed; it would not make significant differences in
long~-range costs if similar bases for a. and b. were used,
suc? as basing it on calendar quarters as in the present
act):

&. Fully insured--l year of coverage (i.e., at lsast
$200 taxable earnings) for each 2 elspsed years from
1936 (or age 21) up to death, disability or age 65
(60 for females); minimum 3 years of coverage; 10
years of coverage for permanent fully insured status--
fully insured status is sufficient oondition for all
benefits except disability. (It is assumed that at
the inception of a complete coverage program some
method of transition would be adopted to ease the
fully insured requirements for both pew and old
entrants io respect to elapsed time from 1536 up to
such inception date.)

P



ACTUARIAL STUDY NO. 22

b. Currently insured--2 years of coverage out of the
last 4 calendar years inocluding the year of claim--
current insured status is sufficient condition for
mother's and children's benefits only.

¢. For disability--both fully and currently insured
status required for eligibility.

(8) Work clause:

Benefits not payable in month with significant taxable
wages (except amount not important for long-range costs).

(9) Refiguring present benefits:
Benefits already commenced at inception of a new program

‘would be refigured and paid thereafter on the more liberal -
basis.

ILLUSTRATIVE MONTHLY PRIMARY BENEFITS BY SPECIFICATIONS ABOVE
For Comperebility Benefits by Present Law Are Also Showm
(These fipures assume no penalty for noncoverage prior to "age at entry")

Primary Insurance Benofits by Average Monthly Wage

Age. at Assuming Continuous Employment
Entry $60 Wage $76 Wage $100 Wage
(Males) Present Assumed Present Assumed Present  Assumed
25 $28.00 $28.00 $31.50 $42.00 $35.00 $45.50
35 26.00 26.00 29.26 * 39.00 32.50 42.26
45 24.00 24.00 27.00 36.00 30.00 39.00
65 22.00 22.00 24.75 38.00 27.50 36.75
Basex* 20.00 20.00 22.50 30.00 26.00 52.80
$160 Wage $250 Wage Percent of Primary Benefit

Present Assumed Present Assumed Payable to Dependents
(Seme for Present & Assumed)

25 $42.00 $52.50 $56.00 $66.50 100% Retired Worker

35 39,00 48.75 62.00 61.76 507 Child, Wifs, Parent

46 36.00 45.00 48.00 57.00 75% Widow

b5 33.00 41.25 44.00 52.25 For assumed disability plan,
Basex* 30.00 37.50 40.00 47.50 percentages consistent with
*Basic benefit prior to increase for above, but wife without
~ inorement (1%) years. child to be 60 or over.



- COMPARATIVE SPECIFICATIONS

The main part of this report covers what can be called Actuarial
Study No, 22 proper, the specifications of which are given in Section II,
The report also contains discussion and tables relating to Actuarial
Studies No, 18 2nd 19, In order to have a ready reference to the main
specifications of these three Studies the comparative surmary is given in
the following table,

COMPARATIVE SPECIFICATIONS

s/ Item

Study No. 19 - (Present Act)

Study ¥o. 18

Study Neo, 22

(1) COverage.uivenumueens

Excludes sgriculture, domestics,
non-profit, reilroad, zovern-
mental, self-employed and cer-
tain others

A1l gainful workers

All gainful workers

(2) Retirement Ages
(Minimum),.enun.,.

f end m (65)

—

£ (60) end m (65)

£ (60) and m (65)

(3) Benefit formula,,.,.

Logs st $50 mverege monthly
vage, 10% next 32003 1% incre~
ment; minimMum $10

Same as No, 10

Lo# 1st $75 everage monthly
wage, 10% on belance; 1w
increment; miniwuam 320

(4) Aversge Monthly Wege |Cn totel elapsed time since Ssme as No. 19 (tut {Baced only on perioés in
Commutation,..c.es 1636 or ase 22, on "new stari" besis) covered employment.,
(%) Beneficieries
(1) Prinervesee.... |P.1.B. 1/ Same as No. 10 Seme as No. 19
(11) Wifeyeeevereeas |12 P.1.B. at 65 Seme at 60 Seme at 6D
(1i1) Aged Widow,.... [3/4 P.I.B, at &5 Seme at 60 Seme at 60
(1v) Aged Parent 2/. 11/2 P.1.B. ot 65 Seme at £ 60 Seme at f 60
(v) Child }j....... i/2 P,1.B. to age 18 Same Same
(vi) Widow Current
(“other)... |3/4 P.1.B. until child 18 Same Same
{vii) Lumo~sum.....,. |6 monthe P.1,B., 1imited desths |Same, all Geaths Same, a1l deethe
(viii) Disshility, if
addedes.. s,y (PoI.B, P,1.B. P.I.B.,
wife {(motker) |1/2 P.I1,B. 1/2 P,1.B. h/2 P.1.B.
Child 3f..... (1/2 P.1.B, 1/2 P.1.B, h/2 P.1.B,
¥ife (not
mother)..... . {12 P.1.B, at 65 1/2 P.I.B. at 60 /2 P.1.B. st 60

(6) Incured Status.,....
(i) Fully insured,.
(ii) Currently v,

Required Coverage:
1/2 elansed cuerters

Reguired Coverage:
Same

Recuired Coverage:
/2 elensed veers

6 out of 12 running gquarters as 2 out of U running years
(413) Permanently ",, |U0 ouarters Yo. 19 10 years
(1v) Disebility..... (If edded - fully and currently Mally and currently insured
stetus required status reouired
(7) Work Clruse......... |Yes Yes Yes

1/ Weens nrimary insurance benefit.
2/ 1f dependent end no other survivers benefit nayedle.
3/ For child subject to certain maximum.
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III. INTRODUCTION TO TABLES

As in earlier studies it is imperative to adopt twe sets of
assumptions: one to bring out low (not lowest) benefit cost illus-
trations, the other for high (not highest) btemefit ccst illustrations.
In some of the componsnt parts the "low cost" is actually higher than
the "high cost," as, for exampls, benefits to widows with children
where, for the "high cost," both the inhsrent assumption of fewer
births and that of lighter mortality overocome the assumption of larger
average benefit, to result in actually less dollar cost than the "low
assumptions,™ and even smaller when measured as a percentage of pay
roll. Another example is that of disability which is explsined with
more detail later.

The figures for calendar year 1947 were prepared by the actu-

_ rial staff of the Bursau of Qld-Age and Survivors Insurance. They
reflect the actual experience of the insurance program through the ysar
1944 projected on the assumption of the continuation of the war through
1946 followed by the various postwar economic assumptions which are out-
lined in detail in the Fifth Annual Report of the Board of Trustees of
the 0ld-Age snd Survivors Insurance Trust Fund. It follows, thersfore,
that more than generalized illustrations, these 1947 figures are intended
to be estimates reflecting the aocumulation of beneficiaries already

on the rolls or potential beneficiaries in insured status, togethsr
with the peculier employmsnt conditions which have arisen from the

war. The figures for the calendar year 1550, on the other hand, and

to some extent those for 1955, represent gradations betwesen the 1947
estimates and the 1llustrations for later years.

IV. TABLES OF BASIC ASSUMPTIONS AND RESULTING POPULATION COMPOSITIONS
Table A

This teble gives the 9 basic or major sets of assumptions under-
lying the computations for the long-range cost illustrations. For the
early period shown the assumptions covering the short-range are some-
what different and are tempered by the more immediate war and postwar
prospects involving the timing of the end of the war and the recon-
version possibilities. Also, throughout the Study numerous other
essumptions and adjustment faotors have been necessary in the develop-
ment; these are too technical and nonsusceptible to tabular display
to warrent inclusion here.

The hypothesis of complete coverage for wago earners and the
self=omployed practically removes the so~called "in-and-out" move-
ment which is present to a high degree in & limited coverage program
such as the present act. Under such complete coverage, there is, of
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TABLE A,~~-ASIC ASSUMPTIONS

MORTALITY &0 WATALITY
Low: Constant mortallty rates by ege, at pre-war mopulstion experience; birth
rates subatantially constant at pre-war levels,
High: Declining mortality rates on National Resources Committee medium forecasts;
birth rates at declining trend according to NRC medium assunrtions,
MARITAL AND PARENTIAL STATUS
Derived by consideration of 1940 Census data, Richmond Family Composition Studies
and Cld-/ze and Survivors Insurance claim statistics, Remarriage rates by Work-
men'!s Compensation select exnerience,
WAGES (AS:NZD CONSTANT WAGES FOR A WORK-YoAR)

A0 WOUEH
73 Ceeen. $1,500 $300
S P s 2,000 1,200

PsRIODS OF HNOU-WAGES

In accordance with the specificstions, it is assumed that average wages are not
decreased by periods of non-~wage earning, whether through permanent termination
from the labor force, through verinds of non~employment, sicknesg or wrolonged
disability, lrrespective of whether such veriods are compsenasable faor Social Se-
curity benefits or not,

EMPLOYMINT ASSUMETION BELOW R=TIRAGIEIT AGE

Men by age) Women (by age)

low,,..! 1940 Labor Forze (excluding 1940 Labor Force (excluding thnse
those "seeking work!) as per- "meeking work") ss percentoge of
centzge of total 1940 male total 1940 female vovulation; avplied
population; applied to future to future populetions,
vopulations,

High,,,l 1930 Census "gainful workers" Gross 1940 Labor Force percentages
as perceantage of total 1920 plus assumed secular increasses in such
male population; a:nlied to i vercentages; awlied to fubure nopula-
future ponulations, __ _' tiomns,

RETIRZ.ZIIT ASSUYPTIONS
After age 685 for men.and age 60 for women, the labor force assumptions of E,
above zre adjusted ms follows:
Low: No adjustment; 1940 Labor Force percentages of aged nopulatinn used as
index nf retirsement,
High: hccelerated retirement index assumed by ardbitrary reductions in aged
labor force percentages,

DIS4BIZITY ZLIGIBILITY
Since both "fully" and "ecurrently! insured status is recuired by specifications,
cztured elipgibility for benefits tzken as number currently employed accorgicyg
to_sssumption X, sbove, o -
RATZS OF ZISAPILITY INCIDEICE AMD T EMINATION
Iow Disability:
For meles double, and for femcles gquedruple, Hunter's ircidence tzble; for
both sexes Hunter's Select Disabllity Termirstion rates used without adjust-
ment,
Eigh Disability:
Medium insurence commeny incidence rates, viz, 150%, cless 3 (€ menth's clzuse),
double for femzleg; 1925-2C Germzn Social Insursnce Termination Rutee,
™e low sné high sets of dirability ascumrptions are a riied ir each case to the
"low"” general assummtions ~nd the "high" generzl esssumpticns to indicate the
vory irt:ngibie quality of dieability cost estirates, Under combipation of
tre 'high'disability and the "high" general assurptions, recaired adjustments
were wade such that the high employment sssumed plue the resulting dissbilities
did not pnamolously exceed the toisnl male popuiation for any age greup,
COST OF DMINISTHRATIONW
Throughcut the Study no assumptions for cost of admircistreotion are attenyted;
the suality of the "range! bet-een "lew” znd Phigh' results, carries a toler-
ance for refimements of this nature,




Teble A (Continued)

Illustrative Figures for Assumptions A, E and ¥

Mortality Under Assumption A - Comparstive Annual Rates of Mortality
rer 1,000 Lives at Ages Indicated

Low Asswmmtions

Hish Assumptions

Committee on Economic Security

National Resources Conmittee®

AGE (Constant by Age) {Decreasing Mortality)
For all years 1945 2000 (19890)
- Male Fenale Hale Fenie Male Ferale
25 4,09 4,16 2,40 2,26 1,64 1,78
35 5,61 5,10 3,32 2,91 2,44 2,14
45 9,26 7,52 E,77 §,28 4,41 3.59
55 17,38 14,33 15,48 11,45 9,59 " 8,00
51 38.22 32,83 35,28 26,37 23.50 18,77
70 56,95 50,37 52,56 41,99 40,57 33.11
75 87.59 78,84 80.90 68,99 £9.19 59.29
80 128,65 119,36 123.18 110,69 121,69 110,69
85 185,15 177,69 178,02 165,69 178,03 1€5.69
80 260,99 258,27 250,97 228,99 250,97 228,99
* On their medium assumntions, Yhile shown to the second decimal place,
these figures are in fact only aonroximate results interpolated from
the Committeels S-year time interval--5-year age interval mortality
functions for the native white population,
Assumptions E and F - Employment Assumptions
Percentages of Total Population**
Assumed to be in Covered Employment Each Year
Age Low Assumptions High Assumpntions
Group Hales Females Males Females (1950) Females (1980)
15-19 31% 16% 48% 224 25%
20-24 76 40 90 46 55
25--29 86 32 97 38 45
3034 8e 29 98 32 40
35-39 89 26 98 29 35
40-44 88 24 98 26 30
45-49 86 22 97 23 25
50-54 84 19 96 2l 23
55-59 80 17 93 18 20
6N=64 72 13 87 13 12
65-6£9 54 9 35 8 7
70-74 36 5 20 3 2
75+ 17 2 10 1 -

L2

Population for future years are obtained, with early year adjustments,
through the use of mortality rates (as il'ustrated in upper section)

plus assumed birth rates; the percentages of this teble are applied to
the projected populations to derive the covered employment of the var-
ious future years used in the 5Study,

-7 -



ACTUARIAL STUDY NO. 22

course, movement between nonemployment, unemployment and covered
employment. However, much nonemployment is due to disability and
much unemployment is within the areas of unemployment compensation.
These considerations, together with the limitation of average wage
computation to periods with covered wages (specifications No. (6),
page 2) which has the effect of not diluting the average wage for
benefit purposes by periods out of covered employment, minimize the
effect on dollar costs of such movements (particulerly if for the
compensably sick or unemployed worker a method could be devised to
have his OASDI rights "frozen" at the point where they stand at the
inception of such sickness or unemployment). It is true that the
effect on costs is mppreciable in the case of women who permanently
leave the labor force by reasons other than disability or unemploy-
"ment, inasmuch as insured status in their own right will be lost
altogether in a significant proportion of cases, but probably not in
as large a proportion as is the case in the present limited coverage
program.

Another point which should be mentioned in respect to the
extension of coverage is the faot that it can have some effect on
the assumed constant average wages of item C of Table A. These aver-
ages have been set down to constitute a range between what might be
a "lo#" long-range average wage and what might be a "high" wage.
These averages roughly correspond with figures which develop for four-
quarter workers under OASI before the war and those which have devel-
oped during the high employment years of the war. Also, they corre-
spond to similar averages used as the basis for Actuarial Study No. 19,
that is, the present limited coverage program. In bringing in other
categories of workers, it must be borne in mind that they can have
some effect on the average wage developing under the program; agri-
culture and domestics probably would have a tendency to lower the
average; railroad workers, governmental workers and nonprofit employ-
ee8 might have a tendency to raise the average. The net effect of
the self-smployed is of doubtful result. In other words, which way
the average would be influenced is not entirely clear, although some
students of the problem feel it would be, on balance, a reduced
average. In any event, the fact that the Study utilizes the tolerence
which a range of assumptions allows, should give room for some effect
on average wages from the extension of coverage without invalidating
the illustrative value of long-range cost figures.

A word is perhaps needed in respect to assumption E. of
Table A as to why the 1930 Census proportions were used for the men
under the "High." The high assumptions, generally, aim at predicating
& not unreasonable situation, such that larger dollar costs will
emerge. One of the components for this is a continued high employ-
ment condition. The 1930 Census showed much larger percentages of
the population regzistering themselves as gainful workers than did
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+the 1940 Census. Consequently, the 1930 situation was assumed to
przvail for the high set of assumptions as to male lives; the reverse
was true as to census dates for female lives due probably to the
increasing trend in employment of womsen.

It is believed that the rest of the 9 assumptions should be
fairly self-explanatory as they are set down in Table A.

Table B

In this table an illustrative breakdown is given of the popula-
tiem for future years between what are often considered to be the
economically productive ages, 20 to 64 in the cass of men, and 20 to 59
in the case of women. The figures given are rounded and do not always
check with the more detailed figures of later tables. The figures by
columns show the extent to which a complete coverage program would
embrace the whole population in these age groups. It is interesting
to note the stability of the total population in these age groups
regardless of which assumptions &s to mortality and natality (Item A
of Table A) are adopted; this mey be seen in columns (2) and (6) of
Table B.

Another point of interest in Table B is in the column (4) where
the disability cases under the lower employment conditions of the "LOW"
are considerably more numerous than under the "HIGH" portion of the
table. As will be explained later, disability costs can vary tremen-
dously, one of the factors being the availability of employment.

A significant point to be gained from viewing Table B lies in
columns (5) and (10). Whereas under the present act considerable pro-
portions of the male populetion (see Study No. 19, page 12, Item I)
are not able to secure an Insured status, under the complete coverage
program the proportion would be very much nerrowed down and even under
the low only some 5 to 10 percent would not have direct or indirect
benefit rights. In the case of women the change in coverage would not
be so significant percentagewise but a comsiderable increase in number
covered would take place for them as well and, of course, a major por-
tion of the women in column (10) (i.e., those not insured in their own
right) would nevertheless be embraced by the program through the pro-
tection gained on account of the direct coverage of their husbands.

Table C

Table B covered the so-called productive age groups 20 to 64
in the case of men and 20 to 59 in the case of women. Table C dis-
Plays illustrative figures of the composition with reference to bene-
fit situation for individuals above 64 and 69, respectively. Under the
"low" assumptions, in columns (2) and (7), the number of the aged popu-
lation continues to grow until near the end of the period shown. The



Table B,--Composition of population under age 65 (for males) and 60 (for females)

[Thousands of persons/

\

Insured males 20-64

Fomales 20-59 insured in own right

Calendar Male Noninsured Female Foningured
en population I1lustrative males population B Illustrative females
year 20-64 Labor force number 20-64 2/ 20-59 Labor force x-labor number 20-59 4/
disabled 1/ force 3/ disabled 1/
(1) (2) &) [1) (5) (6) (&) (8) {9) (10)
Low
1947........ 431,900 35,200 500 6,200 39,800 10,500 60 190 28,650
1950.cvcnene 42,600 35,700 750 6,150 40,400 11,000 160 350 28,890
195500 cncns Ly 100 37,000 1,050 6,050 49,900 11,000 520 510 28,870
1960ueacsans 44, 600 37,500 1,280 5,820 4y koo 11,000 810 640 28,950
1965........ k5,200 37,800 1,b20 5,980 41,600 11,000 980 Tho 28 880
19700ecece.. L5, 600 38,200 1,530 5.&70 k1,500 10,900 1,120 800 28,680
1975 eeurass 45,700 38,100 1,620 5,980 43,100 10,800 1,050 850 28,400
1980, ..c00ee L5 600 38,100 1,680 5,820 40,700 10, 800 960 860 28,080
1990.0ca0ees Ll 600 37,200 1,580 5,820 39,800 10,600 910 830 27,460
2000...c0ues 44,100 36,800 1,580 5,720 39,400 10,400 980 830 27,190
High

1947...... 41,900 39,900 290 1,710 39,800 12,100 To 200 27,430
1950. .. cunen L2 500 49,500 350 1,650 4o, 300 12,500 170 360 27,270
195540 0a0ces 43,900 41,800 h70 1,630 Lo, 800 12,900 170 530 26,600
1960, 00vesne LY 600 42,600 580 1,420 43 koo 13,200 1,440 660 26,100
19654 c0n-ns 45,600 43 koo 670 1,530 42,100 13,500 1,840 160 26,000
1970400 0uene 46,400 4l 100 750 1,550 41,700 13,800 2,260 glo 24,800
19750 cecnanse L6, 300 43,800 790 1,710 41,300 13,850 2,560 890 2ls, 000
198040 .cense 46, 300 43,800 820 1,980 hp,700 13,900 2,790 910 23,100
1990cer.cros Ul 600 42,300 830 1,470 38,800 13,500 2,740 860 21,700
2000, cc0rnne 43 Loo 41,200 810 1,390 37,900 12,900 2,640 860 21,500

1/ Compensable beneficlaries:

"plus or minus® basis.
2/ In a system covering the complete labor force, this column comprises (i) youth in their 20's not yet in labor force; (1i) indigent non-
workers; (1i1) financially independent nonworkers; {iv) childhood disabilities preventing work; (v) disabilities of adults prior to protec-

tion of program;

taken, perforce, as middle of range between low and high disability assumptions; it should be viewed on large

(vi) uninsured fringes of the labor force.

3/ This number is illustrative of those who worked long enough in covered employment to obtain an insured status but now have withdrawn from
the normal labor force; thus ststus would be of varying durstions, among the older women it would be in many cases a permanent status,
Ej Never worked, or insured status expired; contalns most of the women who are protected as survivors in case of their husbands' deaths,



Table C,--Composition of population age 65 and over for males,.age 60 for females

[Thousands of persons/

Males age 65 and over Females age 60 and over, rough dlstribution of protection status
e [ P
Yoar Total Insured Number of Number Percent Total Insured Fumber of | Wife, widow,[ Contingently Nusber ercent
Y $411 at pTinary N not 1 t111 st primary parent protected % or not
Piﬁ ;”' : o i? benefi- 2°ctp;°é/ protected p:ﬁ? a-® - !7 benefi- benefici- | through wa :O t§i°'y protected
° o claries ecre (5) + (2) on wo claries 3/ | aries 3/ earners 4 ec 2 (12) + (7)
_ ) {2) &3] () (5) (6) (1) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Low assumptions
19%7.... 1 5,100 1,900 7C0 2,500 Lg 8,000 650 300 750 1,700 4 600 58
1950.... | 5,400 2,050 1,200 2,150 Lo 8,500 700 500 1,400 1,750 L 150 ug
1955.... | ©,000 2,300 2,100 1,600 27 3,600 809 750 2,750 1,950 3,350 . 365
1960,... | 6,600 | 2,500 2,900 1,200 18 10, 400 850 G900 4100 2,100 2,b50 24
1965,... | 6,800 2,550 7,352 990 13 11,100 990 1,050 5,000 2,050 2,100 19
1970.... | 7,100 2,620 3,650 850 12 12,9200 930 1,200 5,850 2,050 1,950 16
1975.... | T7,b00 2,800 3,900 700 10 12,800 1,000 1.%0 6,550 2,150 1,800 1k
1930,... | 7,908 2,950 4,200 750 10 13,100 1,050 1, koo 7,206 2,250 1,500 11
1990,... | 8,920 3,700 4,750 750 9 14,100 1,050 1,5%) &,100 2,250 1,150 g
2000.,., | g,600 3,100 4, 800 700 8 13,500 1,000 1,500 8,000 2,150 850 6
High assurmpticne
1s47,,,. | 5,100 2,200 1,100 1,800 35 As,ooo 550 Loo 1,150 1,600 4, 200 54
1950, ... { 5,500 1,850 2,200 1,450 26 g8, 800 600 650 2,150 1,500 3,900 Ly
1955.... | 6,200 1,750 3,250 900 15 10,1C0 700 900 3,750 1,650 3,100 3}
1960,... | 7,100 1,650 4900 550 8 11, 300 750 1,1c0 5, 350 1,200 2, 200 20
1985,,., | 7.700 1,700 5,600 400 5 12,500 800 1, %00 6,550 1,800 2,050 16
e7c.... | 8,u00 1,850 6,250 3c0 b 13,600 850 1,500 7,750 1,200 1,200 bR
16750440 L 200 2.,0%C 7.C00 250 3 15, 20 a50 1,720 g,850 2,000 1,800 12
1¢80,... | 10,L00 2,200 7,800 3C0 3 16,600 1,000 1,900 9,950 2,150 1,600 10
19¢0..,. | 12,200 2,500 9, koc 300 2 18,000 1,000 2,250 12,100 1,900 750 4
2000,.,,. | 12,500 2,00 9,900 200 2 17,500 900 2,300 12,600 1,keo 300 2
——— SN IS USRS SUUI § - -
1/ Tor the "low assumpiicns," the aged later force was tsker at spproximately the level given by the 1940 census; for the "high assumptions" a

smeller percentage at work results because of higher rates of retirement assumed,

2/ Individusle who are nct insured by preogrem, either through prior dlenbility, already sged, never worked, etec,

7/ Female primeries of colunn {J) do not irclude women irsured in their own right but eligible to wives and widowe benefits of column (10).

E/ These are women 50 and nver, not insured in their own right but who have insured husbrnde under 65, or at work sbeve that age:these women
will become beneficinries as wives or widowse,

5/ Vomen, naither bereficisriee, irsured ner contingently protected; beczuse of dieability, nalresdy aged, never worked, husband_not insured,
ete,
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increase for both sexes combined from 1947 to the year 2000 is about

70 percent. The aged individuals who continue to work as shown in
columns (3) and (8), remain at significant proportions of the age-
group population, particularly in the case of men. The number of
primary beneficiaries, columns (4) and (9), continue upward through-
out the period with an increase from the yesar 1947 of about seven fold,
It will be noted that this increase is ten times larger than was the 70
percent increase in the case of the total population. This is due to

a steadily higher proportion of individuals reaching the eligibility
retirement ages with acquired insured status under the program and hence
whe may, upen stopping work, obtain the primary bensfit provided by the
program. This same feature in the case of men is shown in reverse in
columns (5) and (6), where the steady decline in the number not covered
by the progrem appears; it drops from 50 percent of the male population
not protected in 1947 down to only 8 percent in the year 2000. In the
case of females not protected by the system (see columns (12) and (13))
it is first necessary to account {or those women protected by the program
other than in their own right; that is, either as wife or widow bene-
ficleries currently in receipt of bensfit, or contingently so protected
(column (11)). The resulting measure of those still unprotected, as
given i. column (12) drops from over 55 percent in the year 1947 to 6
percent in the year 20C00.

Similar consideraticns cen be seen in Table C under the "high®
assumptions but interesting differences between these results and those
of the "low" assumptions may be noted. The aged populaticn, because
of the light mortality assumed, grows faster and to a much higher total
than under the "low™" figures. In columns (3) and (8) those still at
work are sbsciutzly and relatively fewer than was the cese in the "low";
the explanatior ror which, since a higher populetion exists, lies in
Assumption F. of Tabtle A; that is, the accelerated retirement which is
possible if the old-age benefits are to be widely utilized through
people dropping out of the labor force at a faster rate than has been
the case in the past; such assumption, of course, helps to produce the
high cost figures illustrated hereir. The increasse in the aged popule-
tion (both sexes) between 1947 and the year 2000 is about 130 percent
end the corresponding incresse in the number of primary beneficiaries
is about 700 percent. It is seen that the mged population increase is
substantially higher than was the situation under the "low" assumptions,
and the primary beneficiary increase is a little higher than for the
"low." 1In respect to those excluded from the protection, columns {8)
and (123) indicate that & significantly greater proportion of the popu-
lation is embraced by the "high" assumpticn, uncer its predication of
rather full employment conditions, than was the case under the "low." ‘
In fact by the year 2000 only about 2 percent of the total aged populetiod:
are not covered directly or indirectly under the protection of the program

In studying Table C, it should be constantly borne in mind that

the women shown there are age 60 and over, whereas the men are age 65
and over.

- 12 -
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Teble D

Tables B. and C. furnished indications by future years, of the
composition of the population eccording to "protection" categories
for broad age groups; that is, Table E. carried totals for thes so-called
nproductive” ages 20 to 64 (20 to 59 for women) and Table C. is similer
for the older ages, 65 and over (60 and over for women). In order to
give some insight, or have available for reference, a somewhst finer
breakdown by age for the years 1955 and 2000 has been made, with the
totel figures of Table B. and C. for those years allocated into 5-year
age groups; Table D.I. shows these figures for the "low" assumptions
and Table D. II. for the "high" assumptions.

In examining these tables, it must be borne in mind that in
addition to their 1llustrative character the internal figures are some-
times inconsistent with each other. This is due both to the difficulty
. of allocation in some of the smaller categories and to the rounding of
figures in the main categories. For example, the balancing items of
columns (7) and (13), in Teble D.I., indicate more fluctuation by age
group then would likely be the case. This "forcing" of the figures to
balance out, however, does not impsair the character of the table in its
purpose as representing an illustrative breakdown by age.

I. "Low Assumptions™

Colums (2), (3), (8), and (9) are self-explanatory. They give
the toteal population and total labor force by sge groups. Here, we
have the combination of adopting the non-improving mortality assumption
of A, Table A., with the less available work opportunities of Specifi-
cation E, of Table A. (Cf. corresponding columns of Table D. II.)

In columns {4) and (10), the number shown above the first sub-
totel lines &re illustrations of disability cases in force (see foot-
note l/, Table B.). The figures below the first subtotal line are
primary old-age beneficiaries, so classified even though some of them
were disability beneficiaries before they reached age 65 (60 for
females).

For mele lives (upper section of tsble) there are no benmefits
or contingent protection by virtue of someone else's wage records,
except at the older ages where the asterisks give recognition to the
fact that benefits or protection of relatively small degree exist for
certain male parents of covered workers. For females (lower section)
there are, of course, beneficiaries and those contingently protected,
existing at all age groups.

Columns (7) and (13) give the balancing number in the population
who would have no claim directly or indirectly on the systems They are

- 13 ~
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Table D,--Illustrative composition of population 20 and aver by age, for 1355 and year 2000 1/
[Mhousands of pereons]

I, Low assumptions

Primary Wife, Contingently . Primary ¥ife, Contingently
benefits: widow, or protected Bonwork, benefits: widow, or protected Nonwork,
Age group Population | Labor force disabled parent through wage noninsured, || Population | Labor force dissbled parent through wage noninsured,
or benefits earned 2/ nonbeuefit or benefite earned 2/ nonbenefit
old-age old-age
) (2) (3) (&) (5) ) (1) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12} [£%3)
Hales in 1955 Hales in 2000
5,500 4,200 25 -~ --- 1,275 5,200 3,900 25 .- ~—— 1,275
5,600 L, 200 55 ——- - 745 5,200 L, 500 55 ——- -— 45
6,200 5,400 10 -— -— 130 5,L00 L,800 80 —- —— 520
5,800 5,100 90 _ -— 610 5., 300 4,700 110 —— — 490
5,300 4,700 100 -— - 500 5,300 4,600 150 -— — 50
4,700 4,100 115 —— —— Lgs i, 900 L, 300 190 — — 10
4,100 3,400 pLY —— — 555 4,700 3,900 250 — -— 550
3,600 2,900 195 - — 505 4,300 3,400 325 — —- 515
3,300 2,koo 255 — -— 645 3,800 2,700 395 - -— 705
Lk 100 37,000 1,050 — _——— 5,050 4k 100 36,800 1,580 — -— 5,720
2,500 1,400 800 . d 300 3,100 1,700 1,100 . . 300
1,800 600 800 . . oo 2,500 900 1,300 . * 300
1,700 300 500 * . 900 3,000 500 2,400 4 * 100
6,000 2,300 2,100 . . 1,600 8,600 3,100 4,800 . . 700
Total 20+.. 50,100 39,300 3,150 * * 7,650 52,700 39,900 6,380 . * 6,420
Females in 1955 Temales in 2000
20-24. ... 00nenn 5,300 2,100 30 15 1,700 1,455 5,100 2,000 35 20 1,500 1,545
252900 tainnane 5,500 1,800 55 35 2,900 710 5,100 1,700 60 50 2,700 590
0= ieiaien 6,000 1,800 60 70 3,300 770 5,200 1,500 15 95 2,900 630
3539000 .cieans . 5,700 1,500 60 105 3,200 835 5,100 1,400 g5 15 2,900 560
Y eeneens 5,400 1,300 65 130 7,100 805 5,100 1,200 115 175 3,100 510
L T E.ooo 1,100 65 1ho 2,700 995 4,800 1,100 130 185 2,800 575
505 0aniiinnas +300 800 75 130 2,300 995 L, 700 900 155 200 2,800 eus5
7555 - PN 3,700 600 100 105 1,900 995 4,300 700 . 1E5 175 2,700 540
Subtotal, 49,900 11,000 510 130 21,100 7,560 39,400 10,500 850 1,055 21,400 5,595
60=60svinannns . 3,400 450 165 800 1,100 885 3,900 500 hgg 1,500 1,050 360
65259, fevnnanans 2,600 230 200 9%0 560 660 3,300 300 3 1,900 650 110
T0~Thevsinannss . 1,800 90 190 . 600 230 690 2,700 130 300 1,800 370 - 100
5% eeeranneannas 1,800 30 195 Loo 60 1,115 3,600 70 370 2,800 80 280
Subtotal,,. 9,600 800 750 2,750 1,9%0 3,350 13,500 1,000 1,500 8,000 2,150 EEO
Total 20+., 50,500 11,800 1,260 3,480 23,050 10,910 52,900 11,500 2,350 9,055 23,550 6,kks5

1/ Tootnotes given for tables B and G are in general pertineant to thie table also,

2/ Many of the female lives in this column are also insured in their own right; throughout the study female primary beneficiaries are taken as those who are not eligidle
(or at least, not yst entitled) to another form of benefit,
* Pro forma indication of male parents benefit, relatively negligible in number.
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Tabls D.~~Illustrative composition of population 20 and over by ags, for 1855 and year 2000 y
[Thousands of persons]

II, Eigh assumptions

rima Primary
binc £l :f: i::i“ *or c°";t i“ge:;ly Bonwork, benefits: | 1‘;1? or c;:t?;‘;?’;l’ Fonworl,
widov, protec nonlnsured Population | Lador force disabled ov, o noninsured,
Age group Population | Labor force dis:?lod parent throvgn vage | onoured. op’ ot parent through wage | aoninor o
old-age | Demefits earner 2/ old-age | Demefits earner 2/
() ) (3 $0) (5) () (1) (e 9 (10) (11) (12) (13)
Males ia 1355 Males in 2000

20-24, ... c0en0ns 5,100 L, 800 5 - -- 430 4,900 4,400 5 - - 2o
25-29 . ciannanns 5,800 5,700 10 -— — 150 Y 200 L, 700 10 -— — 130
30-34, , ireennnns 6,000 5, 900 a 10 _— — 100 k4,900 Y4, %00 10 —-— — 20
3539 uruiennene 5,700 5,500 10 -— -— 100 . 4,900 L,800 15 - — 50
4o~ 5,300 5,100 15 — _ 100 4,900 4 800 20 _— — 30
L, 700 4,600 30 -— —- 150 5,000 L4, 900 40 —— — 130

1,100 3,900 50 —_— — 150 k4,900 4,700 90 — — 130

3,600 3,400 125 — — 200 4,700 U, 300 220 —_— — 150

.. 3,500 2,900 215 — —_ 250 4, 200 3,800 Yoo — — 160
Subtoteal,,. 43,000 41,800 470 —— -— 1,63C 43 koo 4,200 810 — - 1,390
656911 0acnirens 2,600 900 1,500 . . 200 3,800 1,200 2,500 » » 100
TO-Theeiveresens 1,800 350 1,300 . - 250 3,500 550 2,900 b - 50
TS+ eeeienoennns 1,800 500 750 . - 550 5,200 650 4, 500 * . 50
Subtotal.., 6,200 1,750 3,550 * - 900 12, 500 2,400 9,900 d . 200
Totsl 20+,. 50,100 43 550 4,020 . . 2,530 55,900 43 600 10,710 . hd 1,590

Femsles in 1955 Females in 2000

2024, . ianniann 5,200 2,600 Lo 5 1,900 - 655 4, 700 2,500 Lo 5 1, 500 655
25-2%¢1rnnccanes 5,700 2,200 50 10 3,100 340 L, 800 2,200 60 10 2,200 330
5,900 2,100 &0 25 3,500 215 L, 700 1,900 70 20 2,500 210

5,600 1,700 60 Lo 3,k00 4oo 4,700 1,600 90 4o 2,700 200

5,400 1,500 65 65 3,400 470 4,800 1,400 110 70 3,100 190
U549, 0innrane 5,000 1,200 70 90 2,900 Tho iy, goQ 1,200 135 105 3,200 160
oot RN 4,300 1,000 80 95 2,500 625 4,800 1,100 165 130 3,200 180
5559 e tneeceanns 3,800 700 105 90 2,200 705 4, 600 1,000 190 135 3,100 200
Sudtotal,,, 4c,900 12,900 530 22,900 4,150 37,900 12,900 860 515 21,500 2,125
606U, . viinene 3,500 200 1,050 1,100 700 4,700 550 955 2,150 570 75
65-69e0.0eecens. 2,600 200 235 1,250 300 615 3,800 300 o5 2,650 360 65
70-74. eveinnnee 1,900 50 215 850 150 635 3,600 S0 o 2,900 180 60
T5%. canensancaen 2,100 —— 250 600 100 1,150 5,800 —— 510 4, 900 290 100
Subtotal,,, 10,100 700 900 3,750 1,650 3,100 17,500 300 2,300 12,600 1,%00 300
Total 20+,, 51,000 13,600 1,420 4,170 24,550 7,250 55, LoO 13,800 3,160 13,115 22,900 2,425

y Footnotes given for tablee B and C are in general pertinent ts this table also,

g/ Many of the fsmalé lives in this column ars also insured in their own right; throughout the study female primary benefliciaries are tsken as those who are not eligible (or at
leaast, not yet entitled) to another form of benefit,
Column (7) by ege groups is not the exact balsncing item of the previous columns because, due to rounding for the population and labor force columns 1t would have resulted in
noniliustrative irregularity,

* Pro forma indicatlon of male parents benefit, relatively negligidle in number,
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nonworking individuals, and/or individuals who may once have worked but
whose insured status has expired, and persons who are not eligible for
benefits by virtue of the wage records of any other workers. It will
be noted that between 1955 and the year 2000, a small decrease in this
oategory takes place for the age groups below age 66 (60 for women).
However, for the older age groups, whereas in 1955 a considerable number
of them are still alive who never .could have been under the program in
their own right, by the year 2000 this characteristic has disappeared
and the oomparative number completely unprotected has dropped con-
siderably. Percentagewise the resume of the nonprotected category as
presented by Tsble D.I. would be as follows:

PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION NOT FROTECTED BY SYSTEM

Low Assumptions

Males Females Total
Age . v
Group 1955 2000 1955 2000 1955 2000
Produotive 1/ 14% 13% 19% 14% 16% 14%
0ld-Age 2/~ 27 8 35 6 32 7
Total 16 12 22 12 18 _ 12
e

20-64 for men, 20-E9 for women.
2

86 and over for men, 60 and over for women.

Thus under the "low" assumptions, the protection of a program
covering &1l gainful workers would not ohange radically over the years
in respect to younger individuals but the relatively large number of
aged individuals unprotected in the early years of the system would

graduelly reduce in number and proportion to much lowar figures for
the future.

II. "High Assumptions®

Comments similar to those given above for Table D. I. apply in
respect to Table D.IXY. The principle differences betwesn the results
of the low assumptions in Table D.I. and those of the high assumptions
of D.II. lie in the different populations emerging and the different
relationships thereto of the assumed labor force; that is, in Table D.IX.,
columns (2) and (8), a substantially larger number of persons last
through to old-age due to the assumed improving mortality, although the
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aumber in the so-called productive ages does not vary much between the
two tablee because of the lower birth rate assumptions of Table D.II.
(See Specification A of Table A.) As for columns (3) and (9) (under
Specification E of Table A), these figures during the so-called pro-
ductive ages are a oonsidsrably higher proportion of the respectivs age
group populations than was the case under Table D.I. For the older ages,
however, due to the assumed higher rate of retirement or separation

from the labor force, the figures for those still working are relatively
smaller in comparison with the population than was the case undser

Table D.I.

As is explained later on in connection with the disability tables,
the number of male lives representing disabilities in force is lower
under the "high assumptions,™ columms (4) and (10), upper section, than
for the corresponding columns of Table D.I. due to the very high level
of the assumed labor force under the "high assumptions™; that is, there
~isn't "room" for large numbers of idle "disabled" lives. For females,

the disabilities of the "high assumptions™ are somewhat in excess of
those under the "low essumptions.” However, all disability fipgures
are subject to a very large degres of uncertainty.

It will be noted in ocoluuns (7), and in {13), that the residual
balance of the population not protected in some manner by the system,
is significantly smeller than under the "low essumptions™ of Table D.I.
In discussing this latter table in the preceding section of ‘this report,
a table of percentages of population not protected by the plan was given.
The corresponding set of percentages for the "high assumptions" is out-
lined below:

PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION NOT PROTECTED BY SYSTEM .

High Assumptions

Males Females Total

Age
GrouE 1966 2000 1956 2000 19556 2000
Productive 1/ 4% 3% 107 8% 7 47
Oli-Age 2/~ 14 2 31 2 . 25 2
Total S 3 14 4 10 346
i/

20-64 for men, 20-69 for women,
2/

= 86 and over for man, 60 and over for women.

- 17 -
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Here we find the same characteristics as obtained under the
previous table except that, as explained above, the percentsges
throughout are lowsr. Thus by the year 2000 in the enlarged type of
plan under study, the productive population would be protected to
the extent of some 96 percent, the aged population to the extent of
soms 98 percent and the total population, age 20 and over, about 96%
percent. In other words, given an economy of high employment oppor-
tunity, all but a small fraction of the population would ultimately
become protected in one way or another by a progrem of old age, sur-
vivors and invalidity insurance embracing those engaged in all types
of gainful work. '

It cannot conclusively be stated that in the ultimate situa-
tion the differential between the percentages not protected by the
system which have been shown in the last two tables in the text
would actually obtain. Even under less hizh employment conditions
tnan are assumed to preveil for the "hizh" assumptions, there could
be sufficient "in and out" of covered employment to bring the fizures
for the "low" assumption down towards those shown for the "high."

V. TABLES OF BENEFICIARIES, AVERAGE BENEFITS AND COST ILLUSTRATIONS

The preceding Section IV covered the basic assumptions and the
composition of the population under such assumptions in respect to
beneficiaries, insured, noninsured, etc., categories. The present
Section V will deal with the breakdown of beneficiaries and benefits
according to type of benefit, all shown for guinquennial or decennial
years to the erd of the century. The general order of the tables
end discussion which follow are first, to treat the number of bene-
ficiaries; next, the average benefits to which they are entitled;
thirdly, the benefit outgo in dollars, followed by the benefit outgo
expressed &s a percentage of pay roll and a final table of the ssction,
dealing with a four-psint renge in respect to disatility benefits.

Tables I--Number of Beneficilariss

This table develops illustrative numbers of beneficiaries under
the various categoriss of benefit type for the two sets of assumptions,
"low" and "high." As shown in columns (7) and (13) of Tables D.I. and
D.II., a complete coverage program such as predicated herein would
leave a relatively small proportion of the population not protected in
one way or another by the program. Conssguently, the enumsrated bene-
ficiaries, particularly with the passing of time, constitute very major
proportions of the indicated type of individusls in the population.

For instance, considering the high figures, the 9,900,000 mele primary
beneficiaries in the year 2000 constitute prectically all of the aged
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Table I
(f 60) 0.4.5.1I., Yumber of Beneficliaries* - Thousands of Persons

Monthly Old-Age Beneficiaries Monthly Survivor Beneficiaries Total

St Frimary ‘ Total vid Total Nonsiay | umpySun

ilear ota. 130Ws ota (lon ¥ eaths

Male | Female 1/ Wives 2/ | Widows 2/ | Parents 0ld-Age Childs 3/ Current 4/ | Survivors 3/ 4/ | Benefi- Des
- claries
(1) (2) (3) (W) (%) (6) (N (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
Low )
s Ri - se- T T Tt T T TR T T T T T T T - B T
w7 132 282 399 2719 . 10 1,702 588 172 760 - 2,462 335
1980, ... | 1,205 5L 600 760 30 3,140 1 1,210 275 1,k85 4,625 508
1TER L. | 2,060 740 1,015 1,675 L7 5.537. 1,925 30 2,315 7,892 745
1360..., | 2,915 915 1,h25 2,595 65 7,915 2,200 70 2,670 10,585 U5
1965.... | 3,350 1,065 1,640 3,305 68 g,h28 2,350 | 51D 2,860 12,288 1,030
1970.... | 3,660 1,200 1,780 ,995 70 10,705 2,100 530 2,930 13,635 1,115
1975.... &,920 1,305 1,905 570 70 11,770 2,435 530 2,965 14,735 1,180
1980.... {4,205 1 1,15 2,045 |° 5,060 70 |12,795 2,uli5 525 2,970 15,765 | 1,235
1990.... | L,780 1,535 2,325 5,690 70 14,400 2,450 525 2,975 17,375 1,380
2000.... |4,800 1,480 2,325 5,590 .70 U, 265 2,455 525 2,980 17, 245 1,350
. High

1947.... {1,127 k10 600 279 10 2,426 538 172 760 3,186 T' 335
1950.... | 2,200 655 | 1,150 - 950 33 4,088 1,210 24y 1,u454 6,442 . sho
1955.... | 3,600 895 1,850 1,850 62 8,257 1,%00 320 2,120 10,377 790
1960.... | 4,900 1,115 2,500 2,750 91 11,356 1,935 380 2,315 13,671 930
1965.... | 5,600 1.520 2,900 3,550 107 13,477 1,930 370 2,300 15,777 1,015
1970.... [6,300 1,480 3,300 4,350 120 15,550 1,920 350 2,280 17,830 1,100
1975.... | 7,000 1,690 3,700 5,000 135 17,525 1,900 340 2,240 19,765 1,190
1980.... | 7,800 1,910 k4, 200 5,600 1l5 159,735 1,860 320 2,180 21,875 1,280
1990.... |9,u00 2,230 5,100 6,850 160 23,740 1,580 320 2,200 25,9040 1,570
2000.... |9,900 2,250 5,400 7,050 170 2k, 810 1,200 320 2,200 27,030 1,670

1/ Those entitled to primary benefits only; includes wives whose husbands have not yet retired.

g/ Includes women who are also insured in their own right.

g/ Includes the few children of primary beneficiaries,

4/ Widows under age 60. 4

* Same ss for Study #18 (revised); however, due to substantially higher benefits the beneficiaries under the conditions of
#22 could be significantly greater than for #18; no account has been taken ifi the figures for this intangible factor.
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males at that time who are not still in the labor force, and the summa-
tion of the female lives for primary, wife and widow beneficiaries,
totaling 14,740,000 in the year 2000, constitute a very maejor percentage
of the total aged females in that year.

The separation of beneficiaries by type of benefit requires
choice as to alternate methods of presenting the enumeration. Inas-
much as certdin azed wives and widows will have an insured status in
their own right, and would consequently be eligible to file as primary
beneficiaries, the practical result would be for them to choose the
larger type of benefit. For example, a widow eligible to three-fourths
of her deceased husband's primary benefit would compare that sum with
the 100 percent benefit based on her own wage record representing
. earnings either before, during or following her marriage and/or widow-

" hood. By reason of the fact that the specifications (see Section II (6))
call for the computation of average wage excluding periods of noncovered
" work, it is gquite possible that, in a substantial number of cases, her
own benefit will exceed 75 percent of her husband's benefit (under the
act as at present, this would be much less frequent). A similer example
could be set up in the case of a female eligible to wife's benefits
through her retired husband. Another situation which would be common,
where women become eligible at age 60 and men at 65, lies in the wives,
aged 60 and over, of husbands who will not have yet reached age 65, or
who continue to work beyond age 65; in such cases where the wife has a
right to a ‘benefit based on her own previously covered wages, she would
claim such benefit as a temporary measure until the time when she would
become entitled to her regular wife's benefit (if that exceeds her own)
upon the retirement of her husband.

It has not been practical to meke a determination in respect to
the number of women and benefit which would be clearly illustrative
of the above alternates in the enumeration of beneficiaries (possibly
15 to 20 peroent of the wives and a like proportion of the widows
would be eligible to benefits in their own right). Consequently, the
method followed has been to count as female primary beneficiaries only
those women who are not at the same time eligible for another type of
benefit. The proportion eligible for more than one type of bensfit
increases over the years. This means that wives and widows even though
they have a benefit right of their own are counted as wives and widows,
respectively, except in respect to the wives who are not yet eligible
to wife benefits as explained above; such cases are thrown temporarily
in the female primary beneficiaries. Thus the composition of the
female primary beneficiary category is basically that of single, divorced
and separated women; ~lthough in the earlier years a substantial
number of women who (1) became widows prior'to 1940 or (ii) orior
to their husbands! becoming iasured are therefore rot eligible to
widow's benefits and becoue primary benefiziaries under the program;
the number of such widows would tend to be a clozed group and the
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proportion thereof would decrease over the years. On the other hand,
the number of temporary female primary beneficiaries increases as
explained above. ‘

The number of child beneficiaries who are either full or paternal
orphans does not leave many of this type excluded from the field of
monthly benefits after tho complete coverage plan has run a decade or
more. For widow's current beneficiaries, however, it will be noted
that they appear to be relatively few in comparison with the number of
children when we compare column (9) with column (8). Since it takes at
least one child to qualify a widow for benefits below age 60, this com-
parison can well raise the question as to where are the mothers of the
orphan children of column (8). Obviously the widows of column (9) can-
not average the four or five children each which would result by dividing
column (8) by column (9). The answer lies in two parts. First, meny
of the widows with children, after the death of the father, gradually
enter some form of employment and hence will become wage earners in
their own right and potential old-age beneficiaries in their own right;
the fact that they enter employment coverage of the program does not
deny to their children the childs benefit. Secondly, many of these
widowed mothers will remarry, thereby forfeiting their own benefit and
coming under the protection area of the benefits developing on the wage
record of their new husband. Such remarriage, however, does not deny
the original benefits as to the children of the deceased father. Inas-
much as both of these factors of suspension or temination of widow's
current benefits have been taken into sccount in the computation, we
find the number of such widows appearing small in comparison with the
number of such children shown. Thsere are two other smaller factors
bearing on the same relationship, namely, that children of primaries
are included and that the number of children shown have not been modi-~
fied for the fact that in large families & meximum benefit provision
of the program may cause a few ohildren to be ineligible for benefits.
The method of showing children means that in such cases, benefits would
be prorated emong them rather than paid in full to some and not at all
to others.

Teble II--Average Bensfits

The figures of this table are the average amnmual benefits deter-
mined under the Specifications, Section I1 hereof, and the various
basic assumptions of Table A. Account has been teken in each type of
benefit of the "average wage" and "increment year" composition of each
group of new entrants to the "in force" rolls over the years shown.

It will be noted that the relationship of the average male pri-
mary benefit to wife end survivor average benefits do not agree exactly
with the actual percentage relationship of the plen. For exemple, the
average wifes benefit of column (4) is not exactly 50 percent of the
average primary benefit of column (2), since column (2) includes non-
merried primary beneficieries among whom the average wage, and hence
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(f 60) Aversgr Annual BeneZits for 0..,5.I. (Ses Table V for Disability)

Table 11

Annu:l Old-Age Benefits Young Survivors Deaths
Year Primary (
i T dows 2 ar 1 Widows Lumb-Sum
= Fomls 1/ Wives 2/ Widows 2/ Parents Childs 3/ Garrent 1/
89) {2 (3) &) - () (6) 8] (8) 9
Low
1947....1  $hog $72 $216 $321 $205 $211 $3u1 $210
195044 433 357 225 326 219 219 343 220
1955, 00 L63 igs 233 335 231 231 N7 232
1960.... Lgs 5 2U7 347 2t 2hp 362 ol
1965.... 503 417 255 358 252 252 378 250
1970.... 519 Leg 262 369 25l 254 381 259
1975000 539 4o 2n 384 256 256 384 268
1980.,... 558 450 280 393 258 258 387 o177
19%0.... 562 45 283 394 258 258 387 278
2000, 44 L 568 Yy 286 394 258 258 387 278
Bigh
1947.... hes $337 $o05 $321 $205 $211 $3l41 $210
1950.4.. 71 330 aul 3Lh 232 23¢ 362 232
1955400 513 s 262 37N 257 257 ?ss a5k
19€0,.,.. s42 Ly 276 g8 27 27; NG c70
1965.4.. 562 453 285 00 28 2gh Lo7 2381
1970. 4., 85 468 29 b1z 287 287 430 291
1975, ... 09 heo 30 430 289 2g9 43y 300
1980...4 632 483 318 10 291 291 Y37 - 710
1990.. .0 2&7 496 318 hi3] 291 291 437 309
2000, 444 9 436 318 Uy 231 { 291 437 308

l] Those entitled to primary benefits only; includes wives whose hustands have not yet retired.

2/ Includes women who ore also insured in their omn right.
%/ Includes the few children of primory beneficlaries.

__/ Widows under age 00 with childrea,
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" the benefit, is somewhat lower then among the merried; conseguently,
the averege wifes benefit is e little greater than 5C percent of the
average male primary benefit. Nor are average widows benefits of
column (5) exactly 75 percent of male primary benefits of column (2);
this reason is even more obvious than for wives since many of these
widows derived their old-age benefit from wege records of husbands
who died much esrlier when a full span of increment increscses was
interrupted; thus, except in the early years, the average widow's
pbenefit of column (5) is less than 75 percent of the male primary
benefit of column (2). Similar rationalization will explair the
percentage relaticnships of the other types of benefits.

In each type of benefit the trend of the average is upward over
the period although towards the end, the benefits level off in many
irstences. This upward trend should be noted in comparisorn with the
average benefits of Actuarial Study No. 19, Table II, page 1lZ. In
_ this comparison, there are three noteworthy points. )

First, in the present study the average benefits all the way
through ere substantially in excsss of those under the present
law derived in Actusrial Study No. 19. This is because ths
present specifications are on both a liberalized percentage
formula and a liberelized method of computing average wage.
(The fact that the vresent study assumes complete extended
coverage, while the existing law is on a limited coverage

also has significant effect in this comparison.)

Secondly, the extent of the increasing trend in esverege bene-
fits over the ysars is much greater in the present study than
under the previous study. Under the latter, the male primary
average benefit increased arocund 15 percent from 1950 to 2000,
while under the present study, the increase is about 35 per-
cent. This comparison indicates that there is more "delay"
in reaching "mature" benefit averages by reason of the fact
that under the assumed method of computing average wages,
wherein it is an average for the years of covered employment

only, the 1 percent increment is an unalloyed addition to berefits.

while under the method for the previous study (as in the law
at present), based on the averapge over the entire period
(including time out of the system) from age 21 (or 1937) to
age 65 (or later retirement), the effect of the 1 percent
increment is being retarded by & comtinuous decrease in the
average wage by attained age of the insured group.

A third point of interest is in respect to the female primary

benefits, where a substantial increase over the years is found
in contrast to the previous study based on present law of only
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a small increase or an actual decrease in such average benefits.
This occurs under present law because of the fact that the aver-
age covered wage over time is very much diluted in the case of
female lives by reason of their much larger portion of time
outside of covered employment; such "time out™ would be ignored
ir the instent average wage spscificeations. Inclucded in female
primary benmeficiaries is quite an assortment; we have the long-
term steady workers, mainly single women, or divorced or widowed
eerly in life. There are the older working widows whose husbands
died uninsured (many prior to 1940 before benefits began), and
we have those wives who have a benefit in their own right who
become, at least temporarily, primary beneficiasries because
their husbands either are under age 65 or are still at work.

The difference in size, generally, between average benefits under
the "low" assumpticns and the corresponding averasges under the “high"
agsumptions cen be expressed as about 10-15 percent and lies meinly in
the different assumptions as to the average wages which will obtain in
future years (see C. and D. of Table A). There 'is the added important
reason that under the "high®" assumptions a considerably larger pro-
portion of the population is assumed to be employed, i.e., high avail-
ability of work is assumed to exist (see E. of Table A and text p. 5);
hence a greater continuity of coverage also comes about such that the
1 percent benefit increment is cumulatively. greater.

In Table 2, the highest average benefit among the types and
over the whole period of observation, is $649 or nearly $55 per month
(exclusive of any other family benefit); the highest average under the
present limited coverage plan, according to Study No. 19, would be 3387
($32 a month). The lowest average benefit in Table II would be in the
transitional start-off period of about $17 & month for children (or
parents) as against about $13 a month under the present progrem. These
averages for the present program would be made up from e frequency
distritution of benefits by size, which distribution would include ,
benefits for each point on the benefit renge but preponderantly at the
lower part of the range. Quite differently, such a frequency distri-
bution for the current study would be.spread more evenly over the
range with the preponderance appearing higher up on the range than
under the present plan. This will be due to the extended coverage
and the changed basis for average wage computation; the effect of any
increase in minimum benefit provisions also tends to a change in dis-
tribution.

Table III-~Benvefit Payments, by Amounts

- In Table 111 are set forth the "illustrative amounts™ of bene-
fit payments by beneficiary type over the period of observation. These
are total payments made on an "in force" basis for old-age benefits,
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v Table ITI
{(f 60) 0.A.S.I. Benefit Payments - Millions §

Monthly 0Old-Age Benefits Monthly Survivors Zenefits Other Total
Year Prirmary

N Y w3 ) Tt Total Childs = Wicows Total Taqe Totel
Male | Pemale l/ fives | Widows —/ Parent 0li-fge hilds 4/ Current E/ Survivors 2/ E/ fup Sum Benefite

(1) (@) (3) ) (%) (&) _ (1) @) (9) (10) (11) (22)

Low
19%7..0.... | 3220 $87 76 $79 52 $52k $115 $54 $169 $70 $763
1950..... .| 522 195 135 2hs 7 1,107 265 ol 359 112 1,572
1955, . ..., o5k 286 2l 561 11 2,054 Lls 1735 580 173 2,807
1%6C..... . 1,115 371 2352 900 16 3,054 531 170 701 228 ,983
1965...... 1,686 Ll u1g 1,182 17 3,747 502 193 785 257 L 789
127C...... 1,901 514 Y 1,475 18 W, 775 ALC 202 g12 289 5,475
1975..... . 2,113 574 515 1,755 18 4, a75 b2l 20L &28 316 £,119
1980...... 2,15 637 574 1,29 18 5, 564 632 203 835 z42 6,742
1990..... . 2,687 €95 657 | 2,24 18 6,297 633 207 836 283 7,516
2000, .. ... 2,726 672 66L 2,201 18 6,281 634 203 237 375 7,493
- High

19%7. . 00u | BLY6 $129 $120 $79 $2 $776 $115 54 $169 $70 $1,015
1950, , ..., |2,036 2hg 281 327 8 1,901 281 88 369 125 2,795
1955...... 1,847 376 Lgs 686 16 3,110 463 124 587 201 L, 108
1960,..... | 2,855 Lige 6390 1,067 25 U 910 527 155 682 251 5,263
1965...... 3,1k6 598 826 1,420 70 6,020 549 158 707 285 7,012
1970, ..., 3,686 692 a7s 1,797 3h 7,184 550 155 705 320 g,209
1675, 0ve. | 1,263 g1k 1,171 2,148 39 8,295 sug 147 6506 357 9,Llg
1980, ..... | 4,92 cli 1,136 2,466 u2 9,718 5l2 1k0 682 397 10,797
1990,.,... | 5,088 1,105 1, 621 2,018 47 11,779 5Lg 140 6e8 Lar 12,052
2000 .. | 6,20 1,115 1,717 71,106 50 12,u37 554 140 69k 515 13,6L6

1/ Those entitled
2/ Includes women

t> primary benefits cnly;

who ~re also insured in their own right,
3/ Includes the few children of primary beneficisries,
L/ widows under age 60.

includes wives whose husbands heve not yet retired,
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but widow's current beneficiaries exclude certain assumed working
widows; actually, of course, with a so-called "work clause™ in
operation, a certain number of the beneficiaries will, at any one
time, have & suspension in their benefit because of engaging in
covered employment beyond some minimum wage. The effect of any such
suspension, however, on total benefit payment would presumably become
smaller and smaller as time passes and the retirement rolls "fill
out™ at the higher ages where work is less frequent. In any event
the tolerance provided by the range between "low" and "high" assump-
tions may be deemed to absorb for illustrative purposes such admin-
istrative effects on bsnefits.

Male primary benefits under an extended coverage program must
be discussed at some length and considered in comparison with the
similar illustrative benefits under the existing limited coverage pro-
grem (Actuarial Study No. 19). Under the present act, a considerable
ares of employment is excluded from coverage. During employment of
individuals in these categories of work, no taxes are payable and no
benefit rights acorue. Similarly, a person who becomes entitled to
benefits under the act does not forfeit in any way by reason of employ-
ment -thereafter in these uncoversd areas of work. Thus an individual
reaching age 65 may secure & $50 a month income, say, from OASI and
continue to receive it as long as he does not return to covered employ-
ment; he may have gone into agriculture, Government work, to a non-
profit organization or establish a business of his own--he would still
receive his $50 a month. If, however, he entered covered employment
and the records show that he earns as much as $15 in a month, then, his
$50 benefit is suspended for that month. It will thus be seen that
there has been no reason for control, and consequently little statis-
tical date developed, concerning the extent of time and wages earned
by OASI beneficiaries, particularly male primary, in uncovered employ-
ment. During the war years, there may have been less of this benefit-
plus-uncovered-wege combination thean in more normal times, both because
there has prevailed a higher concentration in the covered industrial
employments as well as the regular older individuals deferring their
retirement therefrom and thus not being so available for uncovered
work; left alone, however, the potential availebility of this benefit-
work combination would have wide application and influence on the
costs of the system.

To move over to an extended coverage program, where engaging in
any gainful work would suspend benefits, creates a radically different
situation. The percentage of the maele lives in the population over
age 65 who continue to report themselves as in the labor force has
always been quite sizeable, running over 30 percent in the last census.
This apparent desire to extend their productive lifetime is not
geriously impaired by the present limited coverage progrem. In other
worde, the benefits are not too attractive nor is there a complete
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competitive line drawn between benefits and work, as there are ways
to have both. This would not be true in a fully extended program
where benefits are higher and the competition between benefits and
work would be brought directly to the fore. There would be no way
to secure both. Just what the reaction and results of this quite
different situstion facing the person becoming eligible to benefits
would be is very cloudy. It is a function of many things, including
the general level of our economy and aveilability of work, the atti-
tude of employers and younger labor toward older workers, the level
of wages payable, the comparable amount of benefit inducement to
stop work and the medical progress in lengthening life and/or making
the later years more active.

If the above mentioned competition between benefits and work
is quite favorable to :ontinued employment, as well it might be,
then it is not at all inconceivable that benefit costs for male
primary beneficiaries could be significantly lower than those shown
in the upper part of Table III. 1In fact, it is possible for the
benefit outgo for this category at certain points in time (very
early years and probably late years) to be not much different from,
or even less than, the corresponding outgo under the present act.
This is an important considsration in viewing Table III and the
corresponding percenteges in Table IV to follow. The effect of
shifting the assumptions as to retirement, from those which we will
call the "standard" of Table III, to greater and smaller numbers
retiring is given later es & separate section on page of this
Study. The work habits of the eged can be significantly changed by
the benefits emerging for them from the operation of social insurance
programs and even wider range than is shovn in Table III would not be
amiss in illustrating the possible future experience in this connection.

The persistent and continued increase in benefits for the aged
may perhaps deserve further discussion herein. TUnder a so-called
"stationary™ population, the annual number dying equals the number
born. Assume the introduction of an old-age benefit system into such
a population with the criterion for elipgibility to accrual of benefits
being that individuals over age 65 when the system commences are
excluded; then there would be no bensfits paid the first year; only
persons becoming ege 65 in the first year would be paid benefits in
the second year; in the third year, the system would pay two groups--
those beooming 65 in the second yeer and a continuation of payments to
those becoming 66 in the second year. The next year would comprise
three groups or cohorts of beneficiaries and so on. Hence, if the
oldest age is 100, say, it would be 35 years before a full 1list of
beneficiaries by age was reached. If, however, the amount of benefit
payable under ths system increases for persons the longer they are
in the plan and still under 65, that 356 year span would not see the
pension list filled out to the full amount of benefits payable. That
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would take 45 more years, namely, until the original age 20 (starting
work) group had passed all the way through their productive years aund
up to the last survivor thereof at age 100. If, in addition, we start
our hypothetical population not as a stationary one, but one which
grows by an excess of births over deaths, then the stabilization of
pension costs is still further delaysd until at least the cohort com-
prising the largest number of births has passed over onto the pension

rolls.

This latter premise illustrates the situation in respect to the
instant plans under discussion and to the present population composi-
tion. The proportion of the male population over age 65 who might
shortly be receiving benefits under an extended coverage program might

“run about 15 to 20 percent whereas ultimately it might run over 70
percent; add to this the second factor, above, of the increasing bene-
fits with time and the third factor, above, of perhaps a doubling of
the aged population itself. Thus, we find the reasons for the many-
fold increase in benefit paymsnts shown by Table IIT as mentioned
earlier, and the reasons why such increases are still continuing to
take place at the end of the period of observation, the year 2000.

The common sense of running illustrative cost figures as far
ahead as B0 years or more is sometimes doubted (i) on the grounds of
no one being such a seer as to construct the future in that manmner,
and (ii) on the argument that in any event, the benefits, terms, con-
ditions, etc., of the system would be changed by them. Both of these
observations are valid but are neither weighty nor conclusive. 1In
the first place the projections given in this study are illustrations
and not estimates; also they offer a considerable range for future
experisnce. The fact is that individuals comprising the future old-
age beneflclary lists of year 2000 are now alive, and it does not
appear abstract to at least measure with different scales the prospec-
tive benefits for this tangible element. On the second point; the
present act, or a plan based on the instant specifications, must be
dynamic in character and change with the times. This, however, is
no excuse for not welghing any existing or proposed plan in terms of
today's values and today's conditions. Since any consideration of a
proposed change always asks for a comparison with the status quo, it
would be impossible to make such a comparison properly without a long-
range "feel" of both the status quo and proposed amendments; otherwise
each successive set of amendments to a deferred bemefit program, being
built on the past, could get further and further away from the later
coat potentialities which would be hidden. Consequently, the far year
cost implications cannot be dismissed as pure abstractions.

- Examining Table III specifically after the above general dis-
cussion, it is interesting to note the very large increase in benefits
over the whole period of observation. From the aessumed transition yesar,
1947, male primaries can increase some 10-fold under the "low assump-
tions™ and more than that under the "high assumptions." Widows' old-
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age bensfits can increase, even twice as much relatively as the male
primeries, that is, almost 30-fold. Survivors benefits, on the other
hand, go up about 5-fold in some 20 years and then level off, reaching
a so-called "mature" condition; it is interesting to note that lump-
sum benefits, however, do not behave as the survivors benefits do,

but continue to advance throughout the period because of the fact that
they also are a function of old-age, being payable upon the death of
any insured life without age limit. In sumary, the total benefits of
Column (12) show & 10-fold increase for the "low" and about 13-fold for
the "hizh." Even after 1980 the bemefit outgo rises considerably (for
the reasons discussed earlier), though not by any means as steeply as
in the limited coverage program of Study No. 19 where, as the years
paes, more and more normally "uncovered" persons are able to securse

an insured status for a small amount, at least. These figures also
bring out sharply the different conditions prevailing under the low and
high sets of assumptions.

Percent Increase in Cost from 1980 to 2000

Beneficiary Study No. 19 This Study No. 22

Type Low High Low High

Mele primaries..... ceeaenas 23% 52% 12% 30%
Female LU 18 70 9 21
Wives c.vvverevenecinnnnns . 23 62 16 29
Widows...... B . 43 70 11 26

Total Old-Age Bemnefits... 28% ~ 627 “13% 287

A comparison frequently requested is in respeot to the cost allo-
cation in & system, between benefits payable to the aged and to the
younger surviving dependents of deceased wage earners. The present
limited coverage act is frequently described as costing roughly 20 to
25 psrcent of the total for the widows current and childrens benefits
end 75 to 80 percent for old-age. This sort of generalized percentage
measurement, however, is not very accurate. Even accepting the question
as stated, the relationship varies considerably by the duration of the
system, since benefits for children and widows under age 65 (or 60 in
the instant plan) reach their level period fairly soon and do not
inorease thereafter, while the benefits to the aged continue to increase
over the entire period. The varying proportions by years show up in
the following table: '
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Monthly Benefit Payments (Lump-Sums to Balance)

(Ex-Disability)

Present Program (Study No. 19) Extended Program (Study No. 22)
% % Younger A % Younger g
Year 0ld-age 1/ Survivors 2/ 0ld-Age 1/ Survivors 2/

LOW ASSUMPTIONS

1350 62% 33% 70% 23%

1960 70 26 77 17

1980 82 15 83 : 12
‘2000 85 12 84 11

HIGH ASSUMPIIONS

1950 69% 26% 79% 16%
1960 78 19 12
1980 89 9 90 6
2000 92 6 91 5

Primary, wife, widow, parent beneficiaries; over 656 for both sexes in
Study No. 19, over 60 for females in Study No. 22.
Y
Widows current (below age 65 for Study No. 19 and 60 for Study No. 22)
and child beneficiaries.

The question as how to treat aged widows in such a measurement is
also pertinent. Their widows bensfit arises through the death of a wage
earner 80 that in adding up "survivors™ benefits they would predominate.
On the other hand, many of them would have secured a smaller primary
benefit in their own right which could have been used in lieu of the
widows benefit. The question then, may need rephrasing to read, "What
proportion of benefit payments arise entirely from the death of the wage
earner?" Roughly these proportions for both the present limited coverage
program and the extended coverage program of this study are given in
the following table:
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L

Monthly Benefit and Lump-Sum Payments
(Ex-Disability)

o Low Assumptions High Assumptions
Year % From % From % From % From
"Living” 1/ "Death" 2/  "Living" 1/ "Death" 2/
1950 55% 45% 65% 35%
41960 60 40 70 30
2 65 35 80 20
0 2 85 15

,7 Frimary benefits and wife benefits including, on a i-ough approxima-
tion, as female primaries those insured women who are counted es
. widows in other tables of the study.
- Wiidows current benefits, childs benefits, parents benefits, lump-
sum benefits and benefits for aged widows not insured in their own
right.

. ITable IV--Benefit Payments--By Percentages of Pay Roll

Ao
pread

~ For a study of Table IV, the first six paragrephs discussed
yunder Table III should be consulted as they are generally pertinent
o Table IV as well; also the previous discussion of benefit increase
é:nd relationships applies equally to the percentage figures.

- A pertinent question often arises as to the preferential value
ggf cost illustrations expressed in dollars, in comparison with cost
#Allustrations expressed as percentages of pay roll, Both have their
ggmmntages end faults. The adventages of the doller figures lie in
%@wir being expressed in e tangible commodity--money. If we say that
“the 1980 costs may lie between $7 billion and $10 billion, we can
‘Visualize what that load means in terms of today's values of all kinds,
taxes, neational Income, other Government disbursements, etc. Also,

& adventege of the dollar expression lies in the fact that, once built
YF, a pension roll in dollars is gquite a stable element; true, it
Ustelly increases but it is unot apt to fluctuate up and down since it
‘W1l come to contain a large proportion of permanent pensioners,
f8dvanced aged lives who could not go back to work if they wented to;
Aﬁherefore, rather independently of the ups and downs of our economy,
‘the doller pension roll would be maintained in its increasing trend.
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Table IV
(f 80) 0.A.S.I. Benefit Payments - Pay Roll %

Monthly 0Old-Age Benefits Monthly Survivors Benefits Other Total Pay Roll
Year Primary Assumed
. Total Widows Total Total
vore | 7oms 37 Wives 2/ | Widows 2/| Parents 0ld-dge Childs 3/ Current 4/ | Survivors 3/ 4/ Lomp Sum | oo oot e (gffiﬁgit)
(1) (2) 3) ) ) (6) (n (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Low
1947.... 1 %0 .13 11 L1 * .76 17 .08 .24 .10 1,10 $69.3
1950.... | .73 .27 .19 .35 ,0L 1.55 37 .13 .50 .16 2,21 7.3
1955.... [1.31 .39 .33 7 .02 2,82 .61 .19 .80 24 3.85 72.9
1960.... {1.91 .50 g 1.22 .02 4,13 .72 .23 .95 .31 5.39 7&.9
1965.... {2.26 .60 .56 1.58 .02 5,02 .79 .26 1.05 L34 6.1 74,6
1970.... | 2.53 .68 .62 1,86 .02 5.81 .81 .27 1.08 .38 7.27 75.2
1975.... {2.80 .76 .68 2.33 .02 6.59 .83 .27 1.10 RIE 8.11 75.4
1980.... | 3.11 .84 .76 2.64 .02 7.37 .8l .27 1.11 45 8.93 75.5
1990.... | 3.56 .92 .87 2.97 .02 8.34 .84 .27 1.11 .51 9.96 75.5
2000,... | 3.61 .89 .88 2.92 .02 g.32 .84 .27 1.11 .50 9.93 75.5
Bigh

1947, ... | 42 .12 L1l .08 " LTh .11 .05 .16 .07 .97 $105
1950.... | .97 .23 .26 .31 .01 1.78 .26 .08 L34 .12 2.24 107
1955,... |1.68 .34 i .62 .0 3.10 R A1 .53 .18 3.82 110
1960.... {2.37 RINE .62 .95 .02 L. 1o Ry L1k .61 .22 5.2 112
1965.... |2.76 .52 .72 1.24 .03 5.27 g AL .62 .25 6.1 114
1970,... | 3.18 .60 .84 1.55 .03 6.20 7 .13 .60 .28 7.08 116
1975.... { 3.68 .70 .98 1.85 .03 7.24 Ry .13 .60 .3 8.15 116
1980.... | 4.25 .81 1.15 2,12 .ol 8,37 7 12 5B .34 9.%0 116
1990.... |{5.16 .95 1,40 2,60 o4 10.15 N7 .12 .59 A2 11,16 116
2000.... | 5.54 .98 1.48 2.68 .ok 10.72 R 12 .60 phn 11,76 116

lj Those entitled to primary benefits only; includes wives whose msbands have not yet retired.
2/ Includes women who are also insured in their own right,

Y

* Less than ,005%.

Includes the few children of primary beneficiaries,
Widows under sge 60,
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The advantage of the percentage of pay-roll measurement lies in
its implicit relatlonship to the supporting, or predominantly supporting,
base for meeting the benefits and to the individual contribution rates
which may be set by law. If we say that benefit outgo may rise to 10
or 12 percent of pay roll, each worker can immediately visualize the
effect on his pocketbook should it all come directly from that source.
This edventage of the percentage measurement is only good as a long-
time average because we can assume that the long-time trend of pay rolls
is & stable concept around which cycles and economic disturbances cause
fluctuating pay rolls temporarily. Thus had & pension existed by
virtue of & system established in the long past, the benefit outgo as
e percentage of pay roll would have been very high during the depres-
sion of the 1930's and contrariwise, during the present infleted war
period, the percentage would have been quite low. Consequently, the
percentage measurement must be constantly viewed in relationship to a
stabilized pay roll, or smooth pay roll, trend end it must be recognized
that certain temporary conditions can throw the figures seriously out
of line. The dollar measurement is probably & more trustworthy guide
as to the future possible benefit burden oxn the economy--teken in
conjunction with considerations as to the future of the national income--
while the percentage measurement is probably a better measurement to
indicate the average charge on the individual pocketbook or pay check.

Probably the most important feature of Tatle IV which has not
. already been described in connection with Table III, lies in the dif-
ference between the percentege figures for the "low" and the percentage
figures for the "high." In column (12), the total figures between the
two sets of assumptions are remarkatly close together up until 1980,
after which they depart somewhat, reaching almost a 2-percent point
dif ference by the year 2000. Thus, there is practically no range at
all until the very late years and then not one on a very large amplitude.
These results come about by reason of the fundamentals in the two sets
of agsumptions; the "low" set contains a relatively low labor force with
relstively low average wages. The "high" set reverses this in both
- instances. There are, of course, other differences as may be seen by
a comparison between two (upper and bottom) of such columns as (2},
where even in the early years, the high rate of retirement assumed in
the bottom section causes costs to be higher; again, in columns (9) and
-{10) the higher mortality assumed in the upper secotion is clearly evident
when compared with the lighter mortality of the bottom section. These
latter elements are somewhat compensatory.

The very similarity of the figures, for the uppser and bottom
sections of column (12), imply that between the two quite different
sets of economic assumptions about the same percentage of pay-roll
costs could emerge. This is an importent point to be brought out but
at the same time it disguises the other posaibilities. In other words,
in addition to the assumptions used herein, there are reasonably possitle
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economic assumptions which, taking two sets theéreof, can bring out
results which vary considerably in the emerging percentage costs.

Two important elements of such changed assumptions lie in the rate

of retirement from the labor force and/or in the prevailing average
wage. In Tebles VIII and IX of this Study, will be found the results
of meking each of these variations in the assumptions, and in those
tables a considerably different relationship percentagewise between
the "low" and "high" sets of essumptions comes about.

Table V--Disability Benefits

) In the Specifications of Section II hereof and in the basioc
dssumptions of Table A, items for the disability feature were covered’
briefly. Summarizing, again:

The disability feeture for the present Study provides a primary
disaebility benefit computed in the same way as the regular
primary benefit;

The conditions of both fully and currently insured status is
required for eligibility which, however, is thrown open to

the cases of disability arising since 1940, without any retro-
active payment, however;

Insured status end average wage are assumed to "freeze" at
disability so that subsequent ocld-age or survivors benefits
will not be "watered down" because of nonemployment due to
disability;

Dependent's benefits are payable at the usual percentages

of 50 percent of the disabled life's primary disability bene-
fit for the wife and a like sum for each child up to some
determined maximum number of children.

Certain other points'which mey be listed or recapitulated in
connection with the disability benefit are:

(1) Beneficiaries and costs are given the disability label only
while the individual is under age 65 (or 60 for women);
thereafter he becomes a primary old-age beneficiary.

(2) The cost of other forms of benefit which, except for the
fact of disability compensable under.the program, would
have lapsed or been reduced is not shown separately but
is impliecitly carried as a part of the cost of the O0ASI;
this "derived cost" would not be present in the extended
coverage program to anywhere near the extent that it could
exist under the limited coverage program of Actuarial Study
No. 19(b), pege 38, where it amounted to over 10 percent of
disability costs in the later years.
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Table V.--f (60) Disability Benefits, Beneficiamries, and Cost

Low Disability High Disability
. Averege Average
Ben%iiciar.’tc{es in Annu‘:ﬁ Disability Cost Beneficiaries in A.nnua%. Disability Cost
Yoar rousands Benerfit Thousands Benefit
Wife Dollars Percent Wife . Dollars Percent

Males [Females| and/or |iales|Females (millions) of ¥ales{Females| and/or |lales|Females (millions) of

Children Payroll Children Payroll
(1) (2) (3) (%) (5) (6) (7 (8) (9) | (10) (11) | (u2) | (13) (1) (15)

Low Assumptions

1947, ...4e] 195 85 | 213 | ugo 335 139 0.27% 790 300 555 kg T 370 3570 0,82%
1950au....| 265 130 325 ¥ 385 283 W10 1,130 580 | ,T195 453 381 g87 1,24
1955040 es.| RHO5 195 ML k66 396 Loo o55 1,585 830 (1,115 466 392 1,286 1,76
166044.s.s| 615 250 55 479 uo7 510 .69 1,935 | 1,00 |1,3265 475 o3 1,615 2.19
1965......| 685 280 610 ugy 17 581 .18 2,155 | 1,200 {1,825 Lgg 4og 1,861 2,hg
19704assse| 135 300 650 508 log 6lU2 .85 2,330 | 1,310 |1,6L5 500 l1g 2,065 2,75
19750 00e.| 175 305 690 521 lizg 692 .92 2,465 | 1,390 [1,7k40 508 30 2,228 2,95
19803 esess| 805 305 720 533 sy 131 W97 2,560 | 1,420 |1,800 521 Yho 2,363 3013
19%0sssees| 165 290 680 533 u51 6ol .92 2,400 | 1,260 [1,715 521 437 2,226 2.95
20004 ..4.4] 765 290 680 533 451 69l .02 2,385 | 1,260 |1,700 521 437 2,216 2494

High Aggumptions

1947, .00 es| 205 g0 175 1T TN 73Ty 172 .16 705 310 | 205 o4 | Loo 120 <30
19500 es0se| 265 130 270 517 17 2ly .23 uzo 585 295 507 413 528 .19
19554 00e0s] 345 200 300 522 429 336 W31 600 gus 10 522 yor5 768 .70
1960, ..44.] 425 255 3 536 4y 427 «38 735 | 1,060 500 531 437 972 .87
1965...044| 525 290 5o 550 Y52 531 W7 g20 | 1,235 560 546 IS 1,133 .99
19704vsese| 595 310 510 569 L6l S .53 895 | 1,365 610 559 L55 1,274 1.10
1975000000 64O 320 550 583 476 669 .58 gis | 1,50~ 635 569 466 1,377 1.19
1980,.44..] 660 320 565 597 Lgs T02 .£1 985 | 1,490 660 583 W78 1,k59 1.26
1990..,.4.| 660 305 565 597 Uzg 695 .60 995 | 1,420 685 5e3 473 1,431 1,23
D00eevess| 6U45 305 550 597 Ygg 682 .55 965 | 1,420 660 583 4773 1,ko8 1,21
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(3) The "low disability" assumptions use double, quadruple for
females, Hunter's incidence rates and 100 percent of
Hunter's Select termination rates.

(4) The "high disability" assumptions use "medium” insurance
company inocidence experience, viz., 150 percent cless 3
(6 mos. clause), double for females, and German social
insurance 1925~30 termination rates. .

(5) the "high disebility" results for males under the "high"
generel assumptions were forced downward to be made con-
sistent with those assumptions wherein the number employed
is 80 near the population maximum.

(6) In Actuerial Study No. 19(b) an upward adjustment in costs
was made for malingering because of the importent lack of
automatic "policing™ of the disebility benefits, since
work in uncovered employment at the same time of drawing
benefits was not easily discoverable. Under the extended
coverage progrem, however, the malingerer would have con-
sidersbly more difficulty in both securing wages and wain-
taining his benefit at the same time. Always some of this
would be poesible but after extended coverage, universal
wage records being reported should help to minimize this
factor.

(7) No assumptions for cost of administration were adopted;
undoubtedly higher per $1 of benefit outgo than under the
other benefit types.

(8) No special adjustments have been attempted to recognize
disabilities which might not benefit under the program
because of provision elsewhere, such as workmen's compen-
sation or veterans' disability benefits.

Even wilth the exact terms of a disability insurance progrem
known and with some actual administrative experience gained theresunder,
cost projections are unreliable. With neither of these advantages
present, cost figures are obviously even more uncertain. The illus-
trative results of Table V are the "low" and "high" sets of figures,
respectively, as outlined in the "Table of Basic Assumptions."™ When
"gainfully occupied™ is reported by people to the extent of 98 percent
of total males for younger age groups and even 87 percent for ages 60~
64, there isn't "room" for much disebility except of the most severe
type. When less opportunity for steady work exists, the sick and
handicapped are more apt to validly use the disability protection.
This postulate is the cause for disability costs under the "low (gen-
eral) assumptions" being greater than for dissbility under the "high
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(general) essumptions.™ It will be noted that employment conditions
have not been assumed to control disability claims among women to the
extent that they have among men, hence there is a relatively larger

"swing" between "low" and "high" disability costs for women than for

men.

Table V presents four sets of illustrative costs, "low™" and
"high" disebility applying to each set of assumptions. The extreme
range which is possible in this type of provision is reflected in the
fignres shown. The rate of becoming disabled increasesprogressively
with age so that even under a plan which transfers the disabled cases
at age 65 (or 60 for women) over from & "disabled" category to the
"old-age" category, both the number of new cases and the number in
force become relatively high at the age groups nearing that transfer
age. While Table V does not give any breakdown by age, this fact
may be seen by references to Tables D.I. end D.II1. herein from which
the percentages for male lives in the year 2000, for instance, would
be as follows:

Percent of Male Primary Disability Beneficlaries in Force

By Age For the Year 2000

Age Medium Disability Medium Disability
Group For Low Assumptions For Hizh Assumptions
20~24 1.6% «6%

26-29 3.5 o2
3034 5.0 1.2
35-39 7.0 1.9
4‘0"4‘4 9.5 2'5
45-49 12.0 4,9
50=54 15.8 11.1
55-69 20.6 27.2
50-64 25.0 49.4

100,07 100.0%

In the count shown for primary disability beneficiaries, only
those under 65 in the case of men and under 60 in the cese of women
are included. Above those ages the disabled make up part of the regu-
lar primary beneficiary roll and in the long future this pert, identi-
fied as those who have drawn disability benefits prior to receiving
their old-age primary benefits, might reach from 10 to 25 percent on
the "low" and from 5 to 15 percent on the "high,™ of total primary
beneficiaries, respectively.
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Disability costs in columns (7) and (14) of Table V at first
rise sharply and then more slowly for 25 or 30 years; further still
under the population assumptions taken, the costs tend to drop off
alightly. Under the "low" general assumptions the "swing" from "low
disability" costs to "high disability™ costs is roughly in the degree
of 1 to 3, and ebout 1 to 2 under the “high" genersl assumptious.

Dependents bernefits in connection with disabled lives are
included on the basis of paying ane-hal{ a primary to the wife under
60 if she has a child in her care and another one-half for each of
one or more childrean (subject to a maximum); two children, no wife,
would get one-helf a primary each; a wife 60 or over would get one-
helf a primary whether or not there were children. While only the
number of dependent beneficiaries are shown separately in the table,
the long-range cost for this feature runs at around 20 percent of
total disability outgo. The composition of costs in what we may call
the "low-low" cost results may roughly be taken to divide up as 55
percent male primary disability benefits, 25 percent female primary
dizability benefits and 20 percent benefits for the dependents of
primary disability beneficiaries (mostly males). The corresponding
figures for the "high-high" results divide up as 40%:45%:15%, respec-
tively, so that the female cost would exceed that for male primary
disebility beneficismries. '

The four-point range given in Table V, and this accompanying
discussion, are somewhat complex because the subject itself and the
administration of this type of benefit are of the same character. Of
all the demographic assumptions entering into actuarial cost work,
those concerning disability are probably the most uncertain--not even
excepting the rates of withdrawal from the labor force after the
retirement age.

VI. SUMMARY, RESERVE PAYMENTS, AND CHARTS

In Teble VI A, the preceding detailed tables are summarized.
Tex rates are brought in at different percentages, and level "premi-
ums," both with and without interest, are given, The benefif peyments
exceed the various tax income assumptions in the following years:

Year When Benefits Cross Taxes

Level Low Assumptions High Assumptions

Tax ~VWith Without With Without
Rate Disability Disability Disability Disability
2% 1948 1950 1949 1950

4 1953 1956 1955 1956

6 1958 1963 1961 1964

8 1965 1975 1971 1975
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Table V1 A,—Benefits, taxes and level coste®* ($ millions except ar indicated)

Benefit cost for year shown Level cost 1947 to year shown
) Tax income for rate as % of pay roll
Covered and year shown Without Digability With
Calendar } Without disability With dieability 1/
vear (11::{1;2;11,1;) disadility alone 1/ dleability 1/

% % # No 24 No 2%

2% tax | UF tax | 6% tax | 8% tax | Amount r%afi Amount rgi’i Amount f:lyl interest | interest | interest | interest
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (N (g) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (1) (15) (16)

Low assumptions

1947.... $69.3 $1,386 | #2,772 | $4,158 | $5,5uh $763 | 1.10% | $354 | o.51% | $1,117 1.61% 1,104 1.10% 1.61% 1.61%
1950.... 11.3 1,426 2,852 4, 278 5,704 1,578 2.21 585 B2 2,163 3.03 1,64 1.63 2.5 2,30
1955...., 72,9 1,458 2,916 I, 374 5,832 2,807 3.85 ey 1,16 3,650 5.01 2.52 2,kg 3.h0 3,35
1960, ... 73.9 1,472 | 2,056 | bLu3 ) 5,912 | 3,923 | 5,39 | 1,062 | 1.k 5,045 | 6,83 3,35 3.25 4,3 4,27
1965.... 74,6 1,492 2,98k 4 U76 £,968 4,789 6.1 1,221 1,6k €,010 8,06 L, o7 3.89 5.25 5.03
1970.... 15.2 1,504 3,008 4,512 6,016 5,475 1.27 1,354 1.80 6,829 9.08 4,68 4 b3 5.98 5. 68
1975.... 75.4 1,508 3,016 4,524 6,032 6,119 £.11 1,460 1.04 7,579 | 10.05 5.23 4,89 6,63 6.23
1980, ... 15.5 1,510 3,020 L,530 6,0u40 6,742 8,9 1,847 2.05 %,289 | 10.98 5,74 5.31 27.23 b, T2
1990.... 75.5 1,510 3,020 4,530 6,0L0 7,516 9,96 1,460 1.93 8,976 | 11.89 6. 64 6,00 g,25 7.51
2000.. .. 15.5 1,510 3,020 4,530 6,00 7,493 9.93 1,458 1.93 g,oug | 11,85 1.27 6,46 &,9% g,02

High aseumptions

1947.... $105 $2,100 | 4,200 | $6,300 | sg,k00 | $1,015 0.97% $au6 0.23% | $1,261 1.20% 0.97% 0.974 1.20% 1,200
1950.... 107 2,140 4,280 6,420 8,560 2,395 2,24 386 .36 2,781 2,60 1,62 1.60 1.92 1,90
1955, ... 110 2,200 4 Loo 6,600 £,%00 L 198 3.82 552 .50 4,750 4,32 2.52 a2,u6 2.90 2,84
1960.... 112 2,2b0 4 hgo 6,720 g,960 5,863 5,23 706 LE3 £,553 5.86 3.32 .20 3.73 3. 54
1965.... 114 2,280 4 560 5,840 9,120 7,012 6.14% 832 .13 7,844 6,88 3.99 3.82 451 L =2
1970.... 116 2,320 4,640 6,550 9,280 £,209 7.08 9l .81 9,153 7.89 4.53 L 3k 5.17 L, g5
1975.... 116 2,320 L, 640 5,960 9,280 g,Lug g.15 1,023 2L 10,471 9.03 5.14 L. g1 5.77 5.41
1980.... 116 2,320 4,640 6,960 9,280 | 10,797 9.30 1,080 .93 11,277 | 10,24 5.71 £.26 5,38 5.2

199C.... 116 2,320 4,640 6,9 9,280 | 12,952 | 11,16 1,063 .92 14,015 | 12,08 6.21 6,09 T.54 6,77 .
2000.... 116 2,320 L,6kho 6,960 9,280 | 13,646 | 11,76 1,0u5 .50 14,691 | 12,66 7.71 6,74 g L7 7,45

* Exclusive of administrative expenses,

1/ In order to include the disability figures without over-complicating the table, the coste for disabllity have been taken as the mean between the low
and high disability results as shown on table V; hence the figures for disabllity above ehould be viewed on a large "plus or minus" basis,
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Lssuming reserves to be on hand, the interest income therefrom
would defer for a time the actuel effect of this crossing of benefits
and taxes such that reserves would not immediately diminish; this may
be seen by comparing the above text table with the corresponding table
below.

The level "premium" figures (cols. (13) through (16)) show that
for the long run, out to the year 2000, say, the low assumptions would
need level contributions on & 2 percent interest and reserve basis of
about 8 percent from 1947 to support the benefits including disability,
and on the high assumptions would need about 74 percent. If we assume
that the benefit load and pay roll of the year 2000 continued thereafter
into perpetuity, the corresponding level "premiums" would be 9 1/3 per-
cent and 9 1/4 percent, respectively. If a reserve earning interest
is not aasumed, the average income nssded over the period to support
the benefits would be 9 percent for the low and 85 percent for the
high. The adjustments in these figures, on account of excluding dis-
ability, may readily be found in Table VI A.

In Table VI B, there appears the progression of reserves on a
2 percent interest assumption, separately according to assumed level
rate of tax. It will be noted that in all cases except that of the
highest level tax contribution rate shown, namely, 8 percent, the
reserves in the Trust Fund would become negative during the period of
observation. Allied to the question of where the benefit lines cros=s
the tax lines (see table above), the points at which the respective
resserves would begin to turn downward may be compared by means of the
following table:

&
Year When Benefits Cross Taxes-Plus-Interest
(i.e., when 2% reserve turns downward)
© Assumed Low Assumptions High Assumptions
Level Tax With Without T With Without
_Rate Disabllity Disability Disability Disability
2% 1943 1951 1950 1950
4 1554 1958 1955 1956
6 1960 1970 1966 1971
8 1973 — 1980 1988

In Table VI B, many of the reserve figures reach positive or
negative magnitudes which in a practical sense might be called "absurd."
They are, however, pertinent to an understanding of the forces involved
since (1) they serve to show to what extent income in addition to pay-
roll taxes might be required; (2) they serve to show the enormous aggre-
gates over the long period ahead; (3) they serve as indexes of compara-
bility between the different tax rates and between the program with and
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Table VI B,--Progress of reserves*

(2% interest assumption)

($ billions)

J—
Without disability With disability 1/
¢alendar Amount in trust fund Amount in trust fund
year at various tax rates E/ at various tax rates g/
2% tax | 4% tax | 6% tax | 8% tax 2% tax | 4% tax | €% tax | €% tax
I _
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7 (8) (9)
Low agsumptions
1947, ... $6.7 | $10.1 | $11.5 | $12,9 $8.3 $9.7 | 811,1 | $12,5
1950. ... 9.6 15.5 21,4 27.3 7.6 13.5 19.4 | 25,3
19550+ . 6.0 20,1 34,2 Lg,3 -0,1 14,0 2¢,1 | ke.z
1960.. .. -k,2 19.1 Lo L 65.7 -16,1 7.2 30,5 | 53.8
1965.. . -20,2 13.3 46,8 0.3 -39, 4 -5.9 27.6 | 61,1
1970.... 41,3 3.1 Lg.o 92,9 -59.8 =24, g 20,0 64,9
19754 . -69.1 | -11,6 b5.9 103, k4 -107.5 | =50.0 7.5 | 65,0
1980,... | =102.5 ~31,1 40,3 111,7 -152,8 ~g1,k4 ~10.0 61.4
199000, | =188.3 34,6 19,1 122,89 ~2€6,5 | -162,8 -59.1 Lk, 6
2000,... | -296.5 | -153.% | ~10.3 | 132, ~407.9 | -264,8 | -121.7 | 21.%
High assumptions
1947.... $9.2 $11.3 $13.4 $15.5 $9.0 $11.1 £13,2 | $15.3
1950.,... 10.3 19,1 27.9 36,7 9,0 17.8 26.6 75,4
19554, .. 4.3 25,4 46.5 67.6 0.3 21,4 k2,5 | 63.6
1960.... | =-10.9 2,0 5%.9 93,8 -18,7 16,2 51.1 | 6.0
1965.... =34, 7 15.7 66,1 116.5 Ty g 3.0 53.4 | 103.8
1970.... | -66.9 .2 68,5 | 136,2 -85.7 | -18.0 b9, 7 | 117.k
1975.... | -108.6 | =~21,6 65.4 | 152, =134,6 | -U47.6 39,4 | 126,4
1980.... | ~151.% | -53,2 55,0 | 163,2 -195.6 | 87,4 20.8 | 129.2
1990.... | -304,4 | -1l6,.8 10,8 168, L ~358,1 | -200.5 | =U42,9 | 1147
2000..-. ")4’9)';'-2 "‘2760)"}‘ -58.6 15902 "57]-'3 -35305 "13507 —82‘1

* Exclusive of administrative expenses,

1/ See footnote 1 of table VI A,

2/ Assumes taxes (at 2% rate), benefits and reserves all based on present act

until December 19&6.
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without disability; and (4) they indicate that in only a slight shift
of level tax rate assumed, may be found the difference in the long
run between the ability to support benefits, on the one hand, and a
potentially large deficiency on the other (e.g., compare columns (8)
and (9) for the year 2000).

The table then should be viewed as an scademic display but one
which has its practical uses. Certainly, it is not likely that a tax
- rate once sst will oontinue at thet rate indefinitely; nor, for that
matter, is any given system of benefits apt to be static. The best
that can be done is to prepare illustrations of what a system of taxes
and benefite might meen in terms of today's values and-in terms of where
such systems might lead. This discussion is carried more fully back
on peges 26 to 28, which should be reread when considering Tables VI A
end VI B.

Illustrative Charts

This set of seven graphs show in the form of illustrated curves,
the date contained in the preceding tables in respect.to benefit costs.

Charts I and II show the result for the low assumptions against
8 hypothetical tax income curve based on a 4 percent rate of contribu-
tions. This tex rate was not fixed in the specifications and in
Table VI of this study, three other rates have been shown for compara-
tive purposes. The choice of 4 percemt for the chart is made arbitrarily
for purposes of a guidse.

Charts I1I1 and IV deal with the low and high assumptions, respec~-
tively, reflecting the benefit costs as percentages of pay roll.

Chert V furnishes a comparison on three points: First, the dis-
ebility range brought out by the Study, which range is considerably
greeter under the low assumptions than under the high for the reasons
previously cited; secondly, it permits comparison on the same chart
between the study's low and high results; and thirdly, i% permits a
comparison between the limited coverage program of the present act as
reflected by (i) the Actuarial Study No. 19 curves and (ii) the extended
coverage and new formula of Actuarial Study No. 22. The chart could
well have shown, except for the visual complication of two more curves,
the cost lines for No. 22 without disability. An indication of this,
owever, may be gained in the next charts.

Charts VI and VII cast the dollar costs of Chart V, just
explained, and measures them against pay roll, end these charts
include & line for the quantity just mentioned--namely, No. 22 bene-
fits without disability. (However, in comparing this "no disebility"
line for No. 22 with a No. 19 line, it must be borne in mind that
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CHART I.—ILLUSTRATIVE BENEFIT AND TAX GCURVEST
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BILLIONS OF DOLLARS

CHART II.—ILLUSTRATIVE BENEFIT AND TAX CURVES™
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PERCENT

CHART III.—ILLUSTRATIVE BENEFIT GURVES AS PERGENT OF PAYROLL
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CHART IV.—ILL_USTRATIVE BENEFIT CURVES AS PERCENT OF PAYROLL
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CHART Y.— BENEFIT COMPARISONS

COMPLETE CNOVERAGE AND BENEFIT LIBERALIZATION OF STUDY NO. 22 COMPARED WITH
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CHART VI.-BENEFIT COMPARISONS AS PERCENT OF PAYROLL

COMPLETE COVERAGE AND BENEFIT LIBERALIZATION OF STUDY NO, 22 COMPARED WITH
LIMITED COVERAGE AND BENEFITS OF PRESENT ACT (STUDY NO. 19)
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PERCENT

CHART VII.—BENEFIT COMPARISONS AS PERGENT OF PAYROLL
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there are many other differences in formula and conditions than solely
that of dissbility.) For studies of the effect of some of these
other changes refer to Table VII next in this Study.

VII. COST COMPONENTS 3ETWEEN PRESENT ACT AND BASIS OF STUDY NO. 22

In order to give some indicetion of the elements responsitle for
the cost increases under the new benefit formula and other changed
specifications, together with the costs of an extended coverage,

Table VII is set forth. In the upper section thereof, the numerical
transitions, first of adding the new provisions to the present cover-
ege, and then of extending the coverage, is carried through as "Trans-
ition Order A."

In this upper section, the present act is given the index of 100
go that the other changes may be measured in terms of the present act.
The figures are given for the years 1960 and 2000 but, of course, all
changes are assumed to have occurred in 1947 as per the basic study.
The relationships between items as reflected by the index numbers
should not be teken as too accurate inasmuch as they are not mutually
exclusive and it has not been feasible to refine them down to any
finer order of transition. In other words, the addition of disebility
to the present act would result in certain cost increases; also, the
change to women at age 60 under the present act would, as a separate
change, result in certain increases. The simultaneocus inclusion of
both features would ceuse certain modifications in each of these com-
ponent parts from their treatment as alternate changes. It is belleved
that the illustretive value of the figures given for these component
parts is not seriously affected by the above described inaccuracy.

It will be seen that of the three "formula" changes, line (d),
the new benefit formula {when applied after the disebility, age 60 and
lump-sum changes), would bring by far the largest increase in costs
when compared with the present system. The disability would be next in
effect on costs for the years shown except under the "high" assumptions
for the year 2000. The reduction of women to age 60 and the payment
of lump sums throughout would cost less than the other two features,
except, agaein, under the assumptions of the year 2000 for the "high."
Looking at line (f) gives an indication of the extension of coverage
after the above formula changes have been accounted for; also, in line
(g), it will be seen that the resulting costs as percenteges of pay roll
are lower after the extension of coverage then they were in line (e)
before extension of coverage, but that they are significantly higher
then the percentages under the present system, line (a).

In the lower section of the vable under "Transition Order B,"
the extension of coverage tekes place first and is shown in line (ii),
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which added to the figures for the present act, gives line (iii), the
gnllar valuesz of which are used as the index number 100, The changes
in formulae are then given; this allows a comparison of index numbers
for the effect of the "formula% components when added to an already
extended coverage, Here, again, in these formulse components, line
(vi) shows the effect of the new benefit formula as considerably the
largest of the three changes,

Benefit Formila and Method of Computing Average Vage

In Table VII, the element called "new benefit formulae", lines
(d) of upner section and (vi) of the lower section, gives the cost in-
crements due to (1) increasing the bottom of the benefit formula from
-40% on the first $50 of average monthly wage to 40% on the first $75
of average monthly wage and (2) epplying this change in formula to a
new method of computing average wages (viz, based on aversge during
years of covered employment--years of $200 or more earnings--rather
than over the entire elspsed period as in the present Act,) The effect
of these changes (combined) are included in the figures given in the
lines above referred to for Table VII, It is instructive to analyze sone-
what further these features of the new formulae used for Actuarial Study
No, 22. In other words, what part of the change in costs is due to the
new percentage specifications in the benefit formula and what part is
due to the shift in the method of computing average wage,

At best these questions can be answered only anvroximately be~
cause in the final results these features are not mutually exclusive,
The breskdcwn >f costs for these two elements can be seen by general
reasoning to vary significantly depending upon whether a limited cover-
age program is being examined or a complete coverage program, In a
limited coverage program, the effect of the method for computing average
vage should have far more effect than in a complete coverage program,
This is because if average wage is computed on total elapsed tine, a®
under the present Act, then not only periods of unemployment and non-em-
ployment, but perinds spent in non-covered employment serve to reduce
the average and inasmuch as there is considerable "in-and-out" movement
between covered and non-covered employment, this dilution of the average
under the limited coverage program can be expected to frequently occur,
whereas, under the complete coverage progrem, even though total elapsed
time is used, the dilution would be due to periods of unemployment or
non~employment only (if during compensable unemployment, the average is
assumed to "freeze" there would be still less dilution possidle) with
years of less than a 3200 earnings thrown out altogether, It will thus
be seen that Iif a provisinn is introduced which determines the average
wage for benefit purposes only on periods in covered employment, the re~
sult would be to bolster up, far greater relatively, the average wage
in the limited coverage program, in comparison with the average derived
from total elapsed time,
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Table VII,—Components of Cost Changes Between Present Act and Study.#22 Basis

Low Assumptions

High Assumptions

Year 1960 Year 2000 Year 1960 Year 2000
\'Lig: Item (See Text) Dollar |Fer~ Dollar |Per- Dollar |Per- Dollar |Per-
~upber Costs cent Costs cent Costs cent Costs cent
Pay- Pay.. Pay- Pay-
Amount | 17~ |Foll Amount In-| Boll Amount | 12 | Boll Amountrl—; Roll
oun® | 4o x Coatsa dex|Costs dex|Costs dex|Costs
) W (@] [ e e ] @ e o] a la]ae
Transition Order A
(&) Present Act (Study #19) $1,235|100 |3.45%($3,232|100 |8.98%($1,666{100|3.00%| $6,066| 100 {10, Au%
(v) 44d Dieability (Study #19 (b)), indspendent of (e) 25| 341,18 546! 17(1.52 303| 18| .55 ko2f 71 .74
(e) A3d T at 60 and L.S. to All.(independent ?f)(b% ) (o)) 217 %s 2'16;2 ) 1;70 %g é.&g ) g;c; Jgg l.gg ; '&% ég é'ig
(q) Add for New Benefit Formula (Applying to (a), (b), and (¢ 8881 7212, . . 2 601 b.
Ee) Total (New Formulae, Prese?t)Coverage) 2,765 2‘2’1& 7.72 26.521 é_'QZI)i 28 3.366 196 5.90 10.221 129 19.08
£) Add Coverage Extension to (e 2,280(18 . » 198 0
(g) Total Study #22 (New Formulae, Pull Coverage) 45,045 |0z |6.83% $§':'gﬁ'97;' 278 [11.85% $2':FZ% 3311 5. 86%($1k, 691 Effg 12, 66%
Transition Order B
%1)) Present Act (Study #19) () $1,§35 Lg|3,45% $;,232 _gg s.gs% $é,6gg ; 3.20:% $§,2&§ _geg 10;614
ii Add Coverage Extension to (i 1,280 51| * 2+ 671 ] N
(111) |Total (Present Formulame, Fall Coverage) 2,515 1100 |3.ho ,9031100 |6,49 LOHZ|100|3,61 | 9,7081100] 8, 37
(1v) |Add Disability (Study #18), independent of (v) g17| 32(1.11 | 1,120| 23|1.49 550 14 49 g22i 9| .72
Ev)) Add ¥ at 60 and L,S, to All,(indapandent ?f (%v)( ) ) 4su| 18 ._?1 . 23’4 &% .gz . 615{ 15 123 21112 _ﬁ 2.??
vi Add for New Benefit Formulee (Applying to (iii), (iv), and (v 1,2591 501,71 ’ %l HT13. ,529 . .
{vi1) TotaIOStudy #22 (New Formulae, Full Coverage) §5,§Es 200 (5.83%|$3,948 | 183 thG% $6,563 ié% 5.865|$10, 691 {151 {12, 66%

* Transitional pay roll, percentages not meaningful,
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The illustrations of the results Just discussed may be found
the text tables which follow, Table (i) below gives the separation
costs by the two elements under examination for the complete covera
program, The table starts in column (2) with the present formula a:
the present average wage method as contalned in Actuarial Study No.:
(see Addendum Table XIV), Column (3) gives the additive dollar cos
for the new average wage method (i,e, based only on years of at lea
$200 sarnings in covered employment), Column (4) gives the corresps
ing percentage increase and it will be seen, in the upver section o:
table that this is very small, Columa (5) gives the dollar cost el.
due to the new benefit formula alone and column (&) expresses that
percentage of "present formulae" costs (Study No, 18), Finally &n
columns (7) and (8) the dollar costs of Study No, 22 are arrived at
the corresponding percentages of the starting point, that is, perce:
of the figures for Study No, 18 of colum (2),

The unper section of Table (1) deals with the aggregate cost:
that is, for all types of beneficiaries (but for purposes of manage:
excludes disability). The lower section of Table (i) gives the ‘cor:
ing figures for a class of beneficiaries for whom it would be expec
that, even in a complete coverage program, the effect of the new awve
method would be a much larger vroportion of the total change in cos?
for the other beneficiary categories, Pemale prinary beneficlaries
in many cases secure their insured status relatively early in life ¢
then leave the labor force so that when they reappear later as a cle
ant for primary benefits, a long gap exists between date last covere
the then retirement date, Qbviously, if average wages for them are
mined solely on the basis of their time in covered emmloyment, it wc
a significantly different result than if their average wages were d¢
mined over the entire elapsed veriod, Consequently, we find, as exs
in the lower vart of Table (i), a much larger proportion of the cost
crease for female primary beneficiaries arising in columns (3) and .
from the change in method of determining average wage than in the wuy
section dealing with all beneficiaries, It will also be noted that
column (8) the'combined change, average wage plus benefit formula, ¢
a considerably and increasingly larger increase for female primary t
ficiaries than does the combined chanie for the overall program (cot
with column (8) of the upner section of Table (i)),



Table (i)

(£60) Complete Coverage Program - Effect of New Benefit and Average Vage Formilae

Cost at Additive
Formla Cost for Col, (3) Additive Col, (3) Cost on
and Ave, new as Cost for as Bagis
Year  Wage of Average  Percent 40%(75) Percent of
Present Wage of Benefit of Study
Act Method Col, (2) Formila Col, (2) No, 22
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (?)
Change in Total Costs (No Disability)
LOW ASSUMPTIOQOXNS
1950  $1,183 $48 4 $347 29% $1,578
1960 2,969 146 5 868 29 3,983
1980 5,030 244 5 1,468 29 6,742
2000 5,537 322 6 1,634 25 7,493
HIGH ASSUMKPTIONS
1950 $1,901 $25 1% $469 25% $2,395
1960 4,663 59 1 1,14 24 5,863
1980 8,550 134 2 2,113 25 10,797
2000 10,653 333 3 2,660 25 13,646
Change in Costs for Female Primaries
LOYW ASSUMP TIONS
1950 $128 $13 14% $49 38% $195
1960 228 50 22 93 41 371
1980 363 115 32 159 44 637
2000 373 132 35 167 45 672
HIGH ASSULLPTIOQONS
1950 $177 $§14 8¢ 458 33 $249
1960 337 41 lg/% 114 34% 492
1980 601 122 20 218 36 941
2000 701 172 25 262 37 1,135

Col, (?)
as
Percent
of
Col, (2

(8)

133%
134
134
135

126%
125
127
128

152%
163
176
180

141%
146
156
162
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Turning now to the limited coverage program and examining the
effects of the two influences under discussisn, we find a consider-

ably different picture,

Table (ii)

A tabular displey similar to Table (i) is
given for the limited coverage program in Table (ii) below:

(f65)_Limited Coverage Progrem ~ Effect of New Benefit and Average Wage Formmlse

Year

(1)

1950
1960
1980

1950
19860
1980
2000

1950
1960
1980

1950
1560
1980
2000

Cost at
Formala

and Aye,

Wage of
Present

_Act

(2)

$587
1,235
2,626
3,232

$774
1,666
3,958
6,066

$34

81
246
290

117
388
661

Additive

Cost for Col, (3) Additive Col, (5)
nev as Cost for as

Average  Fercent 40%(75) Percent
Wage of Benefit of

Method  Col, (2) _Formuk __  Col, (2)
(2) (4) (5) (6)

Change in Total Costs (No Dissbility)

LOW ASSOMPTIONS
$86 15% $188 32%
189 15 397 32
576 22 873 33
700 22 1,074 33

HIGH ASSUMPTIONN S
$127 16% $234 30%
262 16 ‘501 30
768 19 1,240 31
1,180 19 1,807 31

Change in Costs for Female Primaries

LOW ASSUMPTIONXNS

$13 38% $8 24%
38 4 19 23
167 68 67 Pl
197 68 79 o d
HIGH ASSUMPTIONS
$10 25% $16 40%
33 28 48 41
123 32 164 42
210 32 279 42

~ 55 =

Cost on  Col, (7)
Basis as
of Percent
Study of
Mo, 22 Gol, (2)
(?) (s)
$861 147¢
1,821 147
4,074 155
5,006 155
$1,138 147¢
2,429 146
5,966 151
9,153 151
$55 162%
138 170
480 195
566 195
$66 165%
198 169
675 174
1,150 174
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The results in Table (ii) confirm, as previously mentioned, what
we would expect Dy general reasoning, namely, that the average wage msthod
has much greater significance in the limited wage program than in the con-~
plete coverage prograsm, An interesting relationship anpears in comparing
the percentage increases shown in column (&) of Tables (i) and (ii). 1In
general, as would be expected, the increase due to the new benefit farmula
is greater percentagewise for the present limited coverage plan than for
the full coverage vlan, and greater for the “low" than for the "high!
assumptions; also it i9 greater for ben=fits based on wages of female
workers than on benefits based on wages of male workers, The genersal
rule is: the lower the average wage, the greater the percentage increase
due to the new tenefit formula, However, there is an exception to this
rule, brought out strikingly in the case of female primaries under the
"low" of the limited coverage plan. For this category, the increases of
Table (ii) "low!, range around 25%, whereas they are 40% or more under
both the limited coverage "high" ard the comnlete coverage "low!" for
female primaries, The explanation of this exception lies in the fact
that if the average wage is very low--as it is in the case of females under
a limited coverage prograu—-the widening of the 40k bznd of the benefit
formula from the first $E00 to the first 3900 of average annual wage may
affect relatively fewer mersons than if the average wage were higher,
and, in addition, those benefiting from the formula change would derive
relatively less advantage,

Table (iii)

Proportion of Cost Increase Due to Benefit and Averaze ¥Wage Changes

Change in Total Costs (No Diéability)

(f65) Limited Coverage Program (£f60) Complete Coverage Prozran
Proportion Proportion
Percent Thereof Proportion Percent Thereof Proportion

Year Increase Due to Thereof Increase due to Thereof

from Average Due to from Average Due to

both Wage Benefit both Wage Benefit

Factors Method Formula Factors Method Formula
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

LOWw ASSUMPTIONS

1950 47 31% 69% 33 12% 88%
1560 47 32 68 34 14 86
1980 55 40 60 24 14 86
2000 55 39 61 35 16 84

HIGH ASSUMPTIONS

1950 47 35 65 26 5 95
1960 45 34 66 25 5 95
1980 51 38 62 o7 6 94
2000 51 28 62 B 11 89

- 56 -



ACTUARIAL STUDY MO, 22

The different effects of the two formulae between the two
tyves of programs can best be seen from a comparative swnmary of
Tables (i) and (ii) to show the proportion, for each program, of the
cost increase borne by ecach formula change, Such comparative summary
is given in Table (iii) above,

As previously mentloned, where the two changes--in averasge wage
method and in benefit formula--are made concurrently a breakdown for
the singular effect of each is not clear-cut as they are not mutually
exclusive, This is probably of little account for the complete coverage
program where the effect of the average wage method (per Table (i)
above, upper section) is so small anyway. For the limited coverage
plan, however, somewhat more significant variation might result from
singular treatment, Since, however, if there would be elements in
the comparison working in opposite directions, it is not safe to say
conclusively that the net effect of singular treatment would be more
or less than the indicated component in concurrent treatment, It
appears, however, that for all usual practical purposes, the figures
of Tables (i}, (ii) and (iii) dealing with total costs may be taken
a8 indicative of the cost elements whether the two changes are madse
concurrently or independently,.

It is necessary to voint out, in connection with the foregoing
discussion, an important effect which could significantly alter the
figures of Table (ii) dealing with the limited coverage plan, The
present Act calls for. the average monthly wage being computed from
quarterly reports of a worker's wages, In No, (€) of the Specifications,
Section II of this Study, the averasge monthly wage for the complete
coverage system was given as based on 1/12th of Yearly wage records,
In the exsmination of cost elements given =bove, 7Tables (i) end (ii)
followed the "yearly" assumption, If, for Table (ii), a shift to the
"quarterly" assumption had instend been followed, then the percentsage
increase in costs due to average wage method taken alone would have
been somewhat increased, ‘here, now in Table (ii), column (4) shows
figures of 15% and 22% under the "low", a "quarterly" reporting
assumption might result in 19% and 25% respectively; under the "high",
the figures of 18% and 19%, might change to 25% and 27% respectively,

The reason for this substantial difference lies in the fact that
on guarterly reporting for an "amverasge vage while working" method, a
person who was in covered employment only one-guarter of a year, say,
would have that yearts influence on his cumulative average monthly wage
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count as 1/3 of such quarter's wages, while on an annual revorting method
it would count only for 1/12th of such quarter's wages, In a limited
coverage program, with much "in and out" movement, it is obvious that the
choice of reporting period can make an iamportant difference in the result-
ing average wage when the cumulative average is a function of the number
of such reporting periods containing covered wages, and not total elapsed
times as at present,

VIII., SUPPLEMENTS (a), (b) AND (c)~~CHANGZS IN AGED LABOR FORCE

Barlier, in Assumption P, of Table A, the basis for determining
the number of primary beneficiaries has been taken for the "low" set
of assumptions as the lalor force situation among the aged according
to the 1940 Census; in other words, the percentages of the population
above age 65 (age 60 for women) as shown in the 1940 Census were taken,
by age groups, to represent the corresponding percentages for the
future, The excess over such percentages of the "fully insured" ver-
centages for the aged, are deemed, for any year, to have retired,
Under the "high" assumptions, however, a rather arbitrary adjustment
was made to increase the number deemed to have retired, This was on
the theory that the availability of benefits at levels produced by the
high assumptions, together with a more restrictive hiring (or continua-
tion of job) policy for the aged by employers, would cause a greater
dropoing off of employment among the aged than was the case in 1940
(and consequently then is the case in the "low" set of assumntions),
In Table III, poges 24-31 of this Study was discussed what an uncertain
element this factor may be of the extent of retirement on benefit
of those eligible thereto, For this reason, it i3 necessary to examine
what sort of a change in the cost results might come about through sub-
stantial deviations as to retirement from the assumptions vproper of
this Study. (These assumptions proper will be designated as the
"gtandard" assumptions,)

In this examination three deviating assumptions as to retirement
have been taken,

Table VIII(a)

The table called Supplement (a) is shown in some detail, It
allows for a dampened rate of retirement, saying, in effect, that if
the "standard" labor force among the aged were increased 50 percent,
then the resulting lower costs and their relationship to "standard"
costs wculd be as shown, Thus in this Table for Supplement (a), for
example, we find that if the aged labor force as a percent of the
total aged increased by 50 percent, costs for orimary benefits would
reduce, under the "low," for 1980 say, by 35 percent in the case of
males and 39 percent in the case of females, The resulting reduced
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Table VIIL (a)
(f 60) Retirement (a), Supplement to Study #22
Results Assumiag Laovor Force Above 65(m), 60{f), is Increased 50% Over #22 Proper
Viz. Aged %Workers Retire More Slowly Than Under Standard Assumptions

w Reduction lier 5 Costs Reduced co Hew 50 Costs Reduced 3asis Comparative Total Costs
in Primary ;
Benefits By Amounts By % Pay Roll
Year | — Male Female Wife Male Female Wfe -
. 3 r es | Benefit S dard | Reduced F: d | H
vales l/ Females Primaries | Primaries | Benefits | Primaries rimaries nefits t3;2 r e#gg St;;ifr ﬁei;ged
(1) (2a) {cb) () () (5) (&) {0 (&) (9] (10) (11) (12)
Low
1947.. 100% 1005 (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) $763 $320 1.10% U450
1950.. gL 65 $87 $73 $22 12% .10% 0% 1,578 908 2.21 1.24
1855.. 56 5l 426 3k 108 .57 .18 . .1b 2,807 1,993 3.85 2.6
1560, 4z 47 2807 158 2c1 1.06 .26 .26 3,983 | 3,051 5.39 4.co
1965, . 38 43 1,C45 255 259 1.26 .33 .34 4,789 a,soo 6.4 4, g4
1570, . 36 41 1,217 304 299 1.57 .39 .39 5,475 i1z 7.27 5.69
15754 36 Lo 1,352 3 330 1.73 RO U2 6,119 4,943 8.11 6,14
1680.. 35 39 1,524 388 373 1.95 .50 .48 6,742 5,471 8.93 7.00
1590.. 35 36 1,707 Lhs L27 2.23 .57 .54 7.516 6,026 5.96 1.71
2000. . 32 35 1,854 437 Y52 2.37 .56 .58 7,493 6,174 5.93 7.€9
High . ) -
1947.. 10050 79% (2) $32 (2) (2) .03p (2) $1,015 $352 ST 2335
1550.. 29 46 $786 148 3212 ) .1k .19, 2,395 1,975 2.24 1.81
1955.. 21 38 1,481 237 390 1.32 .21 .35 4,158 3,589 3.62 3,20
1960. . 17 33 2,204 331 573 1.93 .29 .50 5,863 5,133 5.2 k.50
1965.. 16 31 2,643 Lis o9l 2.28 .36 .60 7,012 6,164 6.14 5.34
1970.,. 15 30 3,133 Lgy 829 2.66 RISt .70 8,209 7,305 7.08 6.19
1975.. 15 28 3,624 586 961 3.C5 Jbg .81 g,4hg 5,411 5.15 7.C7
19%0., 15 26 4,193 693 1,136 3.52 .58 .95 16,797 9,609 9.130 8.C7
1990. . 14 2 5,150 . 837 1,394 4, 13 .7 1.17 12,952 | 11,61¢ 11.16 9.76
2000.. 13 22 5.593 889 1,9l 4.70 .75 1.26 13,646 | 12,341 11.76 10.37

l/ And benefits for wives,
g/ To increase the sged labor force 507 would mean, for 1917, that all primary oeneficiaries would be at work and hence, cost
for these benefits is zero.
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costs are shown in columns (3}, (4) and (5), and on a percentage-of-
pay-roll basis in columns (6), (7) and (8). In columns (9) and (10),
a comparison of total costs with the "standerd" is given and in
columns (11) and (12), the same comparison on a percentage-of-pay-
roll basis. It will be noted that the relative reduction in costs
due to the greater proportion of the eged remaining at work is a
decreasing one over time. These figures are summarized in the Table
for Supplement (c).

Table VIII(b)

While in Supplement (a), we substantially incressed the number
working among the aged, in Supplement (b), we zo in the opposite
direction and say if 50 percent of the labor force assumed to be work-
ing under the "standard" assumptions actually retired on benefit
instead, what would the effect be on the "standard"™ costs? We see,
in columns 2(a) and 2(b) of the table, the effect of this. For the
"low" assumptions of 1980, say, it would be percentaze increases
exactly the same as the corresponding decreases under Supplement (a),
namely, 35 percent for male primaries and 39 percent for femals pri-
maries. This symmetrical result is, of course, inherent in the
asgumed change in retirement conditions (except fer the year 1947 for
which see footnote 2 on the Table for Supplement (a)).

Table VIII{c)

This tsble summarizes the previous two; it shows in columns
(1) and (2), the "standard"™ assumptions as to the labor force and
primary beneficiaries from which the assumed deviations have been
mede. Column (4) recapitulates the total for Supplement (a); column
(5) gives the "standard" illustretive costs; column (6) recapitulates
the total for the "high" retirement of Supplement (b), and column (7)
goes the whole way and reflects what the costs might be if there were
1C0 percent receipt of benefit emong insured persons at the sarliest
possible age, namely, 65 for men and 60 for women. Columns (8), (9),
(10), and (11) give correspording figures as percentages of pay roll;
column (12) gives the dollar cost range from the lowest retjrement
situation found to the 100 percent retirement situation; in other
words, for 1980 under the "low"; the reduced retirement assumption
results in benefit costs for the year of $5.471 billions and the 100
percent retirement costs £9.284 billions, which latter is 170 percent
of the former, or a 70 percent increase over the range of retirement
deviations.

It will be noted in column (12) how the rslative increases go
down with time. In the "high" assumptions, for instance, it ultimately
gets down as low as 32 percent incrsase for the range of retirement
situations. This, of course, is due, by that time, to the greater
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Regults Assuming Labor Force Adove ES(m)

Table VIII (b)
(f 60) Retirement (b), Supplement to Study #22

60(f), is Decreased 50% from $22 Proper

Viz, Aged Workers Retire Much Faster Than Under Standard Asgumptions

% Increase

~ Yew $ Costs Increased Bagis

New ¢ Costs Increased Basis

Comparative Total Costs

in Primary -
Yoar Benefits By Amounts By % Pay Roll
Male Female Wife Male Female Wife
Primaries | Primaries | Benefits | Primaries | Primaries | Benefits | Standard | Increased | Standard | Increased
Males 1/| Females fo2 o2 $22 $22
(1) (2a) (2v) (3 (4) (5) (6) (1 (8) (9) (10) (11) 12)
Low

1947.. 1644 257% $702 $a1k $195 1.04 .324 .29% $763 $1,431 1.10% 2.12%
1950.. gh 65 1,008 Iy 258 1.U45 .50 .37 1,578 2, 336 2.21 3.37
1955.., 56 5k 1,510 309 382 2,13 ol 54 2,807 a 3. 85 k.98
1960., Ly 47 2,023 Gt 503 2,83 .76 .70 3,983 ,915 . 5. 19 6. 86
1965. . 38 L3 2,327 63 577 3. 22 .88 . 80 4,789 5,778 6,41 . 7.99
1975.. 36 4o 2,874 804 700 .2 1.10 .96 6,118 7,295 8.11 10,02
1980., 15 Q 3,166 886 715 . 35 "l.22 1,06 6,742 8,013 8,93 11.01
1990.. ‘15 36 3,627 945 887 5. 00 1. 30 1,22 7,516 8,936 3.96 12,33
2000, , 32 35 3,598 907 876 4,95 1,25 1,20 7,493 8,812 9,93 12,12

High

1047.. 149% 79% $1,086 $270 $nk 1.06% . 26% . 31% $1,01% $1,990 .97% 1,95%
1950., 3 Up 1,428 398 386 1.36 .38 .37 2,395 3,041 2. 24 2.90
1955.. a1 38 2,269 531 598 " 2.10 49 .55 4,198 4,879 3. 86 4, 52
1960.. 17 33 3,108 653 807 2.83 .59 .73 5,863 6,593 8. 21 5.99
1365.. 16 1) a,sug 781 958 3, % .70 . 86 7,012 7,830 6.1% 6.99
1970, . 15 30 +239 897 1,121 3,72 .19 .98 8,209 9,113 7.08 7.99
1975.. 15 28 4,902 1,042 1,301 L, zb .92 1.15 9,4Lg 10,485 8,15 9, 28
1980., 15 26 5,673 1,189 1,536 5.02 1.05 1.3b 10,797 11,985 Q.70 10.61
1990., 1L 24 6,826 1,373 1,848 6. 04 1.22 1,64 12,952 14, 285 11,16 12,64
2000, . 13 22 7,265 1,381 1,9%0 6,43 1.22 1.72 13,646 14,951 11,76 1%. 23

1/ And benefits for wives.
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Comvarisons of Total Costs for Varying Assumptions of Old-Age Retireument from Labor Force

Teble VIII (c)
(f 60) Retirement (c), Supplement to Actuarial Study #22

¥umber of
Aged Insured

Comparisons in Millions of Dollars

Comparisons in Percentages of Pay Roll

Perscns by #22 Total Potel Totel Totel Total D Total Total c Incre;sced
Stendard Yesr | Coste 1T | 2O Costs 1f | Costs if | Costs if | (oL | Costs if | Coste if (°ﬁf °;§5°fg
& Primaries , osts Prinaries | Priraries | Primaries osts Primaries | Primaries RT 88 °
Reduced With 22 Increased | Increased Reduced With $22 Increased | Increased educed Cost
Laver | Primery . Stendsrd o p f Stendard " of Col. (4)
Yorce | Benef by 50% of Pri .| by 50% of | by 100% of | by 50% of Pri by 50% of |by 100% of
’ std, L,F, [FTimeries | oql 1.F, | std. L.F. | std, L.F, [FTimeries| a7 1 v, | std, L.F. ‘
(1) (2) (3) M 1 (6) (1) (8) (9) (10) (11) (x2)
. Low Assumptions
2,550 | 1,000 |19hy $320 $763 $1,U31 $2,099 5% 1,10% 2.1.2% 3.19% 656%
2,750 | 1,750 11950 908 1,578 2,336 3,094 1.24 2.21 2.37 k.58 341
2,100 | 2,800 |1955 1,993 2,807 3,526 4, 245 2,66 3.85 4,98 £.18 212
2.350 | 3,830 |1960 7,051 7,983 4,915 5,847 4,00 5,39 6486 8. 4k 192
3,400 | b5 11965 | 3,800 789 5,778 6,767 4. gk 6.1 7.99 9.67 - 178
3,550°1 4,860 11970 L3 5, 475 6,537 74599 569 T.27 8.98 10.79 172
31,800 | 5,225 {1975 4, guz 6,118 7,295 8,471 6,34 8,11 10,02 12,07 . 171
L,000 | 5,620 |1980 5,471 6,742 £,01% 9,284 7.00 8.93 11,01 13,24 170
4,350 | 6,315 [1990 6,096 7,516 8,936 10, 356 777 9.96 12,33 1k.90 170
&.100‘ 6,280 {2000 6,174 7,493 8,812 10,131 7.89 9.93 12,12 14,49 164 -
e High Assuuptions
2,750 | 1,540 |19U7 §352 $1,015 $1,990 $2,965 33% «97% 1.95% 2,99% ghap
2,450 | 2,855 (1950 1,975 2,395 3,0l 3, 687 1,81 2.24 2,90 3,58 187
2,50 | 4,ug5 11955 3,589 4,198 L8719 5, 52U 3420 3.82 k52 5.21° 154
2,400 | 6,015 [1960 | 5,133 5,863 6,593 7,323 k.50 5e23 5499 6.78 143
2,500 | 6,920 {1965 [ 6,194 7,012 7,830 g, 648 5434 6.1h 6.99 7.86 140
2,700 | 7,780 |1970 7,305 8,209 9,112 10,017 6.19 7.08 7.99 g.ol - 137
3,000 | 8,690 {1975 8,411 9, g 10, kg5 11,522 7.07 8.15 9.28 10,47 137
2,700 | 9,710 |1980 | 9,609 10, 797 11,985 17,173 8,07 .30 10,61 11,98 137
3,750 [11,630 |1990 | 11,619 12,952 14,285 1%, 618 9,76 11.16 12,64 14,20 134
3,600 |12,190 [2000 | 12,341 13,645 14,951 16,256 10,37 11.76 1%,23 14,78 172
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number of individuals oun the bensfit rolls ot the ex.rsms ages where
the deviation, irn any labor force assumption as to them, must e
small in relation to the number already in recaint of benzfiks. The
index of cos% change given by column {12) derives frowm a comparison
of columns {4) and (7). A similar comparison of psrcentaze costs of
columns {8) and {11) will give somewhat different results. Ffor
exemple, the 1980 figzure for column (11) in the "low” assumptions is
13.24 percent and in column (8) is 7.00 psrcent or a 30 percent
increase compared to a 70 percvent increase when based on amounts as
in column {12). The reason for this greater increase by the per-
centage measuremant lies in the fact that an increese or decrease in
the retirement of the aged labor force, reduces or increases the pay-
roll base by the amount of the wages for the persons affected; this
has quite a significant influence on costs as measured against the
new pay-roll base.

The possibility of variations in the retirement habits of the
future under a program of extended coverage must be recognized in any
consideration of long-range costs and is another example of the neces-
sity for stating these costs in terms of an illustrative range rather
than as any single line of projected cost estinates.

IX. SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES ON VARYING WAGE ASSUMPTIONS

In Assumption C of Table A, an average annual rate of wage
while in employment was taken et $1,500 for men and $900 for women
under the "low," and $2,000 and $1,200, respectively, under the
"high." As has been pointed out previously im this Study, the com-
bination of these wage assumptions with the other respective "low"
and "high" elements has resulted in & good illustrative range in
dollar costs but (and as previously mentioned in discussing Table IV,
perhaps, tzpicallz) in a rather narrow range of percentage cosgts.
In order to snow how both dollar and percentage costs would behave
if wage assumptions other than those just mentioned, which we may call
the "standard," were adopted, supplementary tadbles containing this
wage variability have been prepared.

In Table IX A, the results of varying the wage part of the
assumptions, which otherwise remain on ths basis of the present
Study No. 22, are set forth. In the upper section of the table for
tha "low," columns (2) and (7) represent the "stendard" results,
i.s., those which have been shown on previous tables in this study;
in the lower section for the "high," columns (4) and (9) represent
the "standard." It will be noticed that with any increase in wages,
dollar costs, as would be expected, go up but maturally percentags
costs go down. The percentage costs go down because the increase in
wages becomes a proportionately greater part of the pay-roll denomi-
nator than does the increase in the benefits entering the numsrator.



TABLE IX A

Supplement to Actuarial Study #22
Cost Comparisons for Varying Assumptions of Averaze Wage 1/

Benefit Payments in Millions of Dollars ! Benefit Payments as Percentage of Pay Roll

Tear $1,200m 1 $1,500m | $1,%00m | $2,000m | $2,%00m | $1,200m | $1,500m | $1,%00m |$2,000m | $2,400m

720f 1 900f 1,080f | 1,200f | 1,k40f i 720 | 900f | 1,080f 1,%OfJ 1,kuo0f
(1) (2) » | @ | (5) (6) n (& 1 @ | Qo

Low Assumptions {Other Than VWages)
[

1T, 695 763 } g15 851 919 1.25% 1,10% 0,98% 0.92% 0.%83%
1950, uthn. | 1,43€ 1,578 1,686 1,758 1,901 2.&2 2,21 1.97 | 1.%5 1.67
1955 veeninnn i 2,589 2,207 l 3,025 1,156 3,117 4 by 3,45 3.6 ¢ 3,25 2,93
1960........ R I N A S ST T =Lt M.hﬁe b b,g10 6.17 5,39 L0 1 Ls 4,07
196500 vu.n. eee 4 L,386 4,783 | 5,118 5,342 5,782 | 7.35 6,01 5,72 | 5,37 L, sh
1970ucenrenes | 5,013 | 5475 | 5,852 | 6106 | 6611 L gL33 7.21 5.9 | 6udg 5.50
19750 e ... . | 5.602 6,119 | 6,541 6,225 7,388 '9.2§ 211 7. 2% 6.79 6.13
1980, ...... ver 1 B,172 6,782 | 7,206 | 7,519 8,179 10,22 £.93 1.95 .47 6.7
1990........ | GEEs 4 7516 4 8035 ) #1383 | 9075 11,10 9.96 .87 | 833 | T8
20004 uunnn. . L_!s,sas 1,493 | &,009 g,358 9,0l9 11.37 9.93 B.FL 1 831 | 7.k9

L‘ High Assumptions (Other Than Wagzes)
r . I 1 ¥

1947....... cee $830 2911 | 3977 ' 31,015 $1,00% 1,32% 1.16% 1.03% 0.97% 0.%7%
19506 tecennn. | 1,953 2,19 i 2,296 2,395 2,593 3.06 2,08 2.7%8 2,24 2.02
1955...... ceen o 3,077 3.797 | h087 L 18R L sgh 5.27 L, 60 k.10 3,72 | 3,47
196 vl owles 0 sleen | glem 5,863 6. 309 7.12 6.22 5.54 | 5,23 k.69
156651 ninn, ol si722 1 Bk | BB | 7012 | 7i8M3 7,37 7031 6250 g1k ‘ 551
1870....... i.. ) B,701 ) 7.%13 | 7.%1k4 7,209 8,832 9,63 7,1 7.bg 7.0% A3
19750 0u.. .. . 7,708 g1k 1 g 9 q,klg 10,161 11.07 9.h7 %, 61 F.1s 0 L%
1980........ . %, 80k 9,614 I 10,271 | 10,797 | 11,608 12,65 11,05 9, =k 30 | Ak
1990, ....... e 10,856, 11,52k | 12,7k 12,952 1 13,017 15,17 v 13,25 | 11,40 11.16 | 10,00
2000.. ... .. eee 1 ML,121 | 12,137 | 12,965 13,546 | 1L,658 | 15,9% | 13,95 l 12,42 11,76 | 10.53

1/ v¥ages of $1,500 for males and $900 for women (columns (2) and (7)) are the Ystandard" assumptions for the "low"

ﬁosts'and $2,000 for males and $1,200 for women (columns (&) and (9)) are the "standard" assumptions for the
high" costs,
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These change: for the varying wage illusirations are not quits unifornm
between the changing effect as to dollar costs and that (in the opposits
direction) for percentage costs. Between the lowest wage assumption

of $1,200 for males and $720 for females and the highest wage assump-
tion of $2,400 for males and $1,440 for females, there is a 32 percent
increase in the dollar costs with a 34 percent decrease in percentage
costs. This again is due to the point just mentioned of the non-
homogeneous effect on the numerator and denominator of the fraction
making up the percentage cost measurement.

For comparative purposes in this Study, and to stand as a supple-
ment to Actuarial Study No. 19 on the present program, Teble IX B is
included. This table carries through for the limited coverage program,
the same sort of varying wage illustrations as had just been described
for the extended coverage program. The characteristics of the changes
of cost figures sre substantially ths same.

A summary camparison is given in the following tabls wherein
the percentage costs are rounded approximately to the nearest 1/4 or
1/2 percent.

VARYING WAGE ASSUMPTIONS (From Tables IX A and B)
Percentage Costs For Lowest and Highest Wage Illustrations

LOW HIGH
» L
Year 1200 m 1500 m 2400 m 1200 m 2000 m 2400 m
720 f 900 £ 1440 f 720 £ 1200 £ 1440 ¢

For Study No, 22 (Expanded Program)

1950 227 z%% 2% 3% 23 27

1960 6 55 4 7 5 45

1980 10 9 6% 123 9% 8

2000 113 10 5 16 12 10%
For Study No. 19 (Present Act)

1950 2 13/4 1% 2 1% 1%

1960 4 3% 2z 4 3 25

1980 83 75 55 9 7 63

2000 10 9 7 14 103 9%

* "Standard" wage assumptions for comparison.

The above set of figures indicates the effect on percentage of
pay-roll costs if the usual low and high wage assumptions are replaced,
with other assumed conditions unchanged, by rather substantially dif-
ferent long-range wage trends.
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Cost Comparisons for Varying Assumptions of Average Wage 1/

TABLZ IX B

Supplement to Actuarial Study #19

Benefit Payments in 1lillions of Dollars

Benefit Payments as Percentage of Payroll

Year $1,200m | 31,500m | $1,800m | 32,000m | $2,400m $1,200m | $1,500m .| $1,800m | $2,000m | $2,4%00m
720f 900% 1,C80f 1,200f 1,4or 720f 900f 1,080f 1,200¢ 14407
(1) (2) (3) (W) (5) (6) (7 (8) (9) (10)
Low Assumptions (Other Than Wages)
1945, 0...n.. $213 $233 $251 $265 $290 .80 .70 .62 .60 .55
19504u e uses 536 587 632 667 732 1,94 1,70 1,52 1.5 1,32
19550 crencas g1k 893 962 1,014 1,112 2,86 2,51 2.26 2,14 1,96
1960.....0 .0 1,125 1,235 1,333 1,40k 1,537 3,93 3,45 3,10 2.215 2,68
19700 e ennnns 1,698 1,863 2,021 2,127 2,325 5491 5.19 L, 69 y Ly 4,05
1980, ..0sn . 2,390 2,625 2,854 3,016 3,289 g,30 7.29 6,61 6,28 5. 71
200040 eses 2,943 3,232 3,512 3,713 4,0l9 10.23 8,98 g.1k4 7.73 7.03
High Assumptions (Other Than Wages)
1945,...... . 260 286 309 325 355 .84 i .66 63 .58
19%0....... . 620 684 137 774 gh7 1.95 1,72 1,55 1,46 1,33
19550 cunn.. . 938 1,034 1,115 1,171 1,282 2,86 2,52 2,26 2,14 1,95
1960,...... . 1,3%0 1,469 1,587 1,666 1,821 3,99 3453 3,18 3,00 2,73
197000 eennan 2,129 2,3&5 2,541 2,670 2,910 6,21 5.8 4, 96 L, 68 4,25
19804 0e.... 3,146 3,462 3,756 3,958 4,31 9,19 8,09 7.32 6,94 6.30
20004 0ennnn. L g18 5,303 5,756 6,065 6,604 14,08 12,41 11,22 10,64 9,65

1/ Yages of %1,500 for males and 5900 for women (columns (2) and (7) are the "standard" assumptions for the “low" costs,

and $2,000 for males and $1,200 for omen (colwms (4) and (9) are the "standard" assumptions for the "high" costs,
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X, EPFFECT OF AGE 60 ELIGIBILITY FOR MEN

The basic Study Na. 22, in the figures heretofore given, has
used an eligibility condition for primary benefits of ege 85 for men
and age 60 for women. The effect of reducing the age for women from
age 65 of the present act to age 60 runs at about a 15 percent over-
all inoreass in costs. It m2y be useful to give sore indication of
the cost effect in reducing the eligibility of male lives similarly
from age 65 to age 60. This is given in Table X wherein also are given
the above-mentioned figures for women. Table X contains, as the sole
modification of the present program, the reduction in eligibility ages
from 65 to age 60. A cost increase index is given for this in columns
(8) and (9) as measured against the present act; it should not change
too significantly if applied to a different coverage. 1/ Column (8)
gives the effect for women alone, column (9) gives the effect for both
soxes; hence to get the effect for male primaries alone would mean sub-
tracting column (8) from column (9) which results in the following
fizures for men alone (this, of course, would be anomalous as females,
including wives, would have to wait until age 65)

Effect on Present Act of Age 60 Eligibility For Male Primary Benefits
Percentage Increase in Total Dollar Costs

Low Assumptions Hizh Assumptions
1950 30% 43%
1960 24 30
1980 23 27
2000 17 , 17

The increase in costs as percentages of pay roll may be ssen by
the appropriate comparisons between columns (5), (6) and (7). Over
time, it will be noted that the relative increasse in costs is a reduc-
ing one; this is due to the fact that as a fuller and fuller bene- ‘
ficiery age roll develops, the effect of changes in just one age group
thereof becomes smaller.

XI. DISTKIBUTICN OF CLAIMS BY TYPE OF BENEFICIARY
It frequently is useful in appreising the extent and interrela-

tionships within & socisl insurance system to consider the composition
of the payees by type, to view the change in such composition as to the

1/
See Table VII, component Items (c¢) and (v) which, however, also
include a modification in lump-sum payments.

- 867 -



TABLE X

Comparative Benefit Costs for Present Plan (Actuarial Study #19), Reduction to 4ge b0
for Women only, and Reduction to Age 60 for Men and Vomen

—89—

Total Benefit Costs in Total Benefit Costs as R;a,tis O}f lInc.reas:d
‘Millions of Jollars Percentages of Pay Roll ;::s:nteP;;;v?#lg)
Calendar . N
. . With Age
Year i With Age 4 With Age | With Age
Present Plan ghfﬁge 50 for Pregent Plan Wééhfhfe 60 for 60 for M6 0 fo:('i
(Study #19) omen Men and | -(Study #19) o ° Men and Vomen “en an
, omen Women
Women Women (3)s(2) L)e
(k)z2(2)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) - (8) (9)
Low
1947.... $liol 5455 $599 1.19% 1, 34 1,76% 113% 1L4g%
1950,... 587 650 811 1,70 1,91 2.4 112 142
1955.... 8973 1,029 1,265 2.51 2.89 3.56 115 142
1960. ., -. 1,235 1,420 1,715 3,45 3,97 .79 115 139
1970.... 1,863 2,190 2,66 5.19 6.10 7.u2 118 143
19%80.... 2,625 3,050 .67 ‘ 1.29 850 10.21 117 140
2000e .+ 3,232 3,641 ,207 8.98 10.12 11,59 113 130
Righ
1947.... $515 $583 37C1 C.99% 1,12% 1,55% 113% 156%
1950.. .. 774 873 1,205 1,66 1.65 2,30 11% 156
195500 1,171 1,3U8 1,802 2.14 e,y 3.35 118 154
1960, ... 1,666 1,801 e g.oo 3,13 L38 11k 10y
1970.... 2,670 3,076 3,838 LE8 5L 6,84 115 1hk
1960,4 4. ,958 L, %0 5,570 6.0k 7.90 9,96 11L 141
zooo....M& 6,066 6,71 7,747 10,64 11,78 13,86 111 128
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fusure and to compare such composition between two or more systeis,
The four tatles numbered XI furnish percentage distributibns by number
of beneficisries and by the amounts payeble to such beneficiaries, all
by type of beneficiary category.

The tables marked (224) and (22B) deal with thes compesition
under the extended coverage and specifications of Study No. 22. The
tables marked (16A) and (19B) deal similerly with the present limited
coverage and the existing specifications. Among the many comparisons
which these tebles permit, perhaps the most significant one is that
for the amount of benefit payments among the aged, column (7) in
Table XI (22B) end irn Table XI (19B). Here we find that the effect
of changes from the present act result in & significantly higher pro-
portionete outlay going to the aged in the earlier years then under
the present plan, while in the later yesars of the period, the propor-
tions are very close to those of the present act. One reason for this
lies in the reduction of elizgibility for women from 65 to 60 in the
case of Study No. 22, which has its largest effect in the earlier yeears
after such change.

CONCLUSION
' This Study has dealt mainly with an extended coverage program
based on the benefits and conditions outlined in the specifications
on page 1 and developed on the assumptions of Teble A. Ths Study has
also brought in certain supplemental analyses to the limited coverage
program~-the main figures for which appeared in the pamphlet on Study
No. 19, 19(a), and 19(b). The present Study No. 22, together with the
No. 19 series, should be taken together as indicative of costs under
the present act and under a plan of wide coverage extension and liber-
alization of benefits and other conditions; such changes are along the
lines that have been discussed in various quarters and are similar or
parallel in meny instances to the proposals contained in the Wagner- -
Murray-Dingell bills.

Study No. 22 casnnot be taken as s definite cost exemination of
the old-age, survivors and disability features of the latest Wagner-
Murray-Dingell bill (S.1050 or HR.3293) since, for one thing, the
proposed coverage in that bill is not as extensive as that assumed
herein. However, the benefit formula is the same, the inclusion of
disability is similar, the reduction of women to age 60 is the same,
the payment of lump sums in all cases of insured deaths is the same
and the requirements for insured status are much the same. Consequently,
the cost results in this Study No. 22 should not be radically different
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T4BLE XI(22a)

(f 60) 0.A,S.I. Percentzge Distribution of Claims
A: By Number of Beneficiaries (#22, revised, Table I)

Total M B 7 Wig Total
Beneficiaries 1/ | Year ale emale Wives | Widows | Parents Ot?l Childs 1aows Iump-Sum 1/ CeA. S 1.
(thousands) Primary | FPrimary Old-age Current Benéficiaries
(o) (1) (2) (3) ) " (5) (6) (n (8) (9) (10) (11)
Low
3,243 1947 18,5% 9,3% | 10.0% | 12.3% . 6% 50,75 7 . 8% 5.1% 15.8% 100, 5%
5,435 1950 | 22,2 10,0 11.0 14,0 W6 57.8 25.6 5.1 11.5 100,90
8,597 1955 24,0 8.6 11.8 19,5 .5 64,4 22,4 L, 5 2,7 100,0
11,530 1960 | 25,2 19 12,4 22,5 .6 68.5 19.1 ! 8,2 100,0
14,750 1970 2,7 g,1 12.1 27.1 .5 72.58 16.3 3.6 7.6 19C,0
17,000 1980 24,7 Ba 12,0 29,5 W 75.2 R 3.2 7.2 100.0
18,595 2000 | 5.7 8.0 12,5 el Lo - 76,7 13.2 2.¢ 7.3 100.0
—_—te
High
4,119 1947 26,7 9,0 14,9 12,1 .5 63,2 22,1 2,2 12,5 100.0
7,288 1950 20.2 9,0 15.8 13,0 5 68,5 18.9 Z.0 9,6 100.0
11,167 1955 32,1 8.0 16.6 16,6 .6 73.9 15,1 2.9 Te1 _100.0
14,601 195 | 33,6 7.6 17.1 14,8 .6 11,7 13.3 2.6 Sult 10C.0
18,370 1970 33,4 7.8 17.4 23,0 6 g2,? 10,1 1,0 5ol 12,0
23,115 1989 33.8 8.3 13.2 2u, 2 .6 35,1 2,0 1.4 5.5 100.0
28,700 2000 3,5 8.0 12,8 2,6 .6 86,5 6,6 1,1 B8 100,0

1/ Lung sume are for mmber of deaths in vear,
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TABLE XI{22B)

(f 60) 0.A.5.I. Percentage Distribution of Claims
B: By amount of Benefit Payments (#22, revised, Table 1I1I)

Total Total
Male Female Total ¥Widows
Benefits Year Wives | Widows | Parents Childs Lump-Sum 0.A.8.1,
(millions) Primary Primary Old--Agze Current Beneficiaries
(0) (1) (2) (3) (%) (5) (6) (n (8) (9) (19) (11)
Low

3763 1947 36, 7% 11.%% | 10.0% | 10.3% 3% 6. 7% 15,0% 1.1% 9,2% 100,0%
1,578 1950 33,1 12,4 8.5 15.7 i 70.2 16.¢ 5.9 7.1 100.0
2,307 1955 .0 10,2 8.6 20,0 L 13.2 15, 2 b g 6.2 100.0
3,983 1969 35.6 9.3 8.8 22,6 LU 76.7 13.3 b3 5.7 107.0
5,475 1970 3,2 9.k 2.5 26,9 .3 79.9 11,1 3.7 5.3 150,0
6,742 1980 3L, oM £.5 29.5 .3 £2.5 9.4 |, 3.0 5.1 100.0
7,493 2000 36,3 9.0 .9 29,4 .2 83,8 2.5 2.7 5.0 100.0

High

1,015 1947 L, 0% 12.7% 11.80 7.8% 2% 76,5% 11, 3% 5.3% 6.9% 100,0%
2,395 1950 43,3 10,4 11,7 13,7 3 79.4 11.7 3.7 5,2 100,90
4,198 1955 | Lb,o 9.0 11.5 16,3 RE £1.2 11.0 3.0 L.e 100.0
5,803 1960 | 45,3 8.4 11.¢ 17,2 A 2.1 9.9 2.6 L3 100,0
&,209 1970 | Lk,0 8.U 11.9 21.9 b £7.5 6.7 1.9 3.9 100.0
10,797 1980 45,7 g2.7 12,4 22.8 Rt 90.9 5.9 1.3 3.7 100.0
13,648 2000 L7.1 2.3 12.6 22.1 b 81,1 b 1.0 3.8 100,90




TABLE XI(194)

{(r RR) CLAL G, I, Percentage Distrihution of Cleims
: By Number of Beneficiaries (#19 Tatle I)

(79

A .
Total Total
Borcefi- . Male Female v Tovel . Widors . L.a. 8.1,
claries 2/\ Year Primory | Priwcry Viveg | Widows | Parents 01d-kzo Childs | Slvent | LWip-Sum 2/ Benafie
(thousznda) claries
(0) (1) () (2) (4 (5) (o) (1) (8) () (1c) (117
LO‘:I
1258 154% (sctual) 1/ 31.0% 5.3% 10.7% " e ol 52.8p9 o8, 5 9.7 12.9% 1CC.0;0
3000 - | 1950 24.5 b0 8.€ 8.2 1.7 53.5 31,8 7.1 7s2 100.0
Lo9s 1955, 70,6 5.0 9.2 10.5 2,0 ET.4 29.4 6.9 6.3 100.0
55973 1960 30.7 €.2 2.5 13.5 2.0 62.0 25.9 5e3 5.8 100.0
g1ho 1970 31.Y 9.2 9.8 17,5 1.5 69.4 20,1 k.9 5.2 100,0
110L3 1980 33.1 10,4 10.3 20.9 1.2 755 15.6 Z46 k.9 1C0.C
13337 2000 234 10,1 0.4 okl 1.0 79.3 13.0 3.0 L7 160.0
High
1268 198k {fctual) 1/ | 31.C 5a2 10.7 5okt ol 52, & 25,5 9.7 12,0 1C0.0
3457 1650 4.5 4.7 11.1 9.1 2.4 6l.8 26,¢ 4.0 6.E 100.0
Los1 1955 35.0 5.5 11.9 3.6 2.9 65. ¢ 2.0 4.8 5.0 100.0
&70U 1960 6.7 7.0 12.6 12.2 3,1 1. 19.5 L2 4,7 160.0
10020 1970 37.5 9.1 13,7 16,1 2.7 79.1 12,6 3.0 I,z 100.0
1hls 1980 3945 10.2 14,7 18.2 2.0 - 8L, e 9.7 1.8 3.0 100.0
21507 2000 39,2 11.7 15.6 20.7 1,3 83,5 6.7 1.2 3.4 100.C
PRI —_— _— — [P ES S,

1/ In force 12/31/LkL.

2 up-gums are for number of deaths in year.



TABLE XI(19B)

(f 65) 0.A.S.I. Percentage Distribution of Ulzims
B: By Amount of Benefit Payments (#19 Table III)

Total . Total
Benefits Year P I\Ifle PFe;nale Wives | VWidows | Parents OT?l_:il Childs 5{1 Gows Iump—-Sum | 0.A.S.I.
(millions) rimery | Primary Lé~Age urrent Benefits

(0) (1) (2) (3) () (5) (6) (7 - (8) (9) (10) (11)
Low
$218 194 (Actual) 1/ | i0.9% 5.55 | .30 6.9% ol 61.0% 19. 3k 9.6% 10.1% 100.C%

587 1950 39.4 5e & 6.1 8.9 1.4 61l.6 23.9 9.2 5a3 100.0

893 1955 Lo,s 5.6 6.2 11.6 1.5 65.7 21,6 8,2 k.5 100.0
1,235 1960 41,1 6.6 6. 14,7 1.5 70.3 18.5 7.2 4.0 10C.0
1,863 1970 4o.5 9.0 6.5 15,5 1.1 76.6 1.5 5.5 3.4 100.0 -
2,625 198 La.1 9.u €.9 22.9 .8 5241 10.8 k.o 3.1 100.0
3,232 2000 Le,2 9.0 6.8 26.6 5 85.1 8.8 3.2 2.9 100.0

High B
$218 1944 (Actunl) 1f | L0.9% 555 | Te3m 6.9% Rt 61.03 15.3% 9.6p 10.1% 100,035

174 19% L5 52 7.5 10.1 1.8 69.1 20,0 641 L.g 10C.0
1,171 1955 h6.b 5.7 7.9 10.% 2.2 73.0 17.5 5.6 3.8 10C.0
1,666 1960 47.2 7.0 8.3 13,2 2.3 78.0 14,0 4.3 3.2 10049
2,670 1970 47.5 €.7 8.9 17.8 1.9 gl 8§ 9.2 3.2 2.8 100.0
3,958 198 42,9 9.8 2.3 19. 1.4 9.0 6.5 2.0 2.5 100.0
6,066 2000 Lg,l 10.9 9.9 22,2 .8 g2.2 L.y 1.3 2.1 100.0

1/ hmounts certified in 194k,
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from a similar study carried through on the exact specifications of
the above-mentioned bill. For this latter, the magnitude of the
dollar costs would probebly be some 10 percent to 15 percent less, but
such somewhat reduced dellar costs, when expressed as percentages of
pay roll, would be closer to, or about the same as, for Study No. 22
in the earlier years but, in the later years, somewhat more than in
Study No. 22 since the pay roll base would take a larger relative
reduction than would the benefit outgo.l/ The interrelationship by
benefit categories, the high and the low, etc., would not be unduly
affected.

The Study contains, as before mentioned, variocus side exhibits
such as those wherein the standard assumptions as to wages have been
varied, or where the number of aged retired from the labor force has
been varied or relationships in and with the present act examined. No
special study has been carried through under an assumption of & secu-
ler increase in averamge wages; in Study No. 19(a) this was done for
the present program and the relstionships given there, between the level
wage assumption and the increasing wage assumption, may be referred to
for indicating 1llustrative effects and the limitations thereof.

In the Addendum, three additional sets of tables are given. Two
of these further studies apply only to the coverage of the present act
and show in some detail the effect of two modifications to Study No. 19,
viz., utilizing the benefit formula and average wage method of No. 22
and, secondly, the reduction in eligibility for women to age 6C.

Y
~ For a given "bent formula," that is, where benefits are based. on one
percentage of pay up to a certain point (e.g., 40 % on the first $75
of monthly wage) plus a lower percentege on pay in excess of such
point (e.g., 107 on the excess over $75 of monthly wage), a general
increase in average pay would result in higher dollar costs but
lower percentage costs. This is also the tendency when moving from
a limited coverage system to a more expanded coverage, since aver-
age covered weges are apt to be maintained at a higher level. How-
ever, this is not a categorical rule since, (i) if the added cover-
age is granted fairly immediate benefit eligibility, the impact of
those early benefits can cause a higher early percentage cost; or
since, (ii) if the extension of coverage becomes fairly complete,
say 80% to 90% as in the Tagner bill, there can be enough "free"
(i.e., continued) insured status and claims thereunder while out of
covered employment, to cause a higher percentage cost of taxable

pay roll to emerge. In both cases of (i) and (ii), any higher per-
centage costs would tend downward with time and become "lower"
percentage costs in the later years.
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The third Addendum Study constitutes summary taebles for Actuarial
study No. 18 (which was never duplicated for distribution). That Study
dealt with a complete coverage assumption without changing the benefits
or average wage formulae from those of the present act, althcugh women
were assumed to be eligible at age 60 and lump~sum death benefits wers
payable at all insured deaths.

The tables presented in this Study and Addendum run to consider-
able comprehensiveness; to some,they may seem too much a welter of
figures. However, each of the tables deals with matter concerning
which questions have been raised previously by students of the subject--
in fact, meany where criticism has been voiced that figures and date were
unavailable., Nor will these tables be sufficient. In point of benefit
modification and changes in other specifications, other figures and
combinations thereof will be sought and in point of time, better popu-
lation, family data, experience of the program itself, etc., will
become available.for improvement of these results which, at best, are
-not forecasts but illustrations based on a wide tolerance of range
in what an actual emerging experience could show.
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ADDENDUM
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XII. NEV BEWEFIT FORMJULA FOR PRESENT ACT

In Section II of this report, Specifications (8) and (6), set
forth the assumed benefit and average wsge fcrrulae for the plan there
teing investigated, These diff:sr from the present act in two major
respects: first, the 40 percent rate zoplies up to 375 of monthly
vage acainst the existing 350 of monthly wage and, secondly, the
assumed average wvage is determined as, in effect, the "average wsge
while working in covered employment," whereas the existing bese is
the true average covered wages over the entire elapsed tire,

It is pertinent therefore to consider what effect suchk new
formulas would have if the other svecifications of the existing act
remained unchanged, The Table XII series supolies figures in some de-
‘tail for exemining this question,

The arrangement of these itables parallels that of Actuarial
Study No, 19 so that ready comparison st detalled points is possiltile,
On Tables XII(5) and (€), a summary comparison of theé resuits by the
two sets of formulae is gziven, Column (13) of these tables shows
thet thoe increase in dollar costs runs about 50 percent higher threough-
cut, with the increas2s under the "high! assumptions not guite as great
as under the "low" assumptions; feor the percentage costs, the increarse
is similarly in the magnitude of 50 percent but more of a definite
trend over time occurs such that the increase runs for the "low!
assumptions from about 40 percent up to about 60 percent for the year
2000, with a slightly less steep trend of increases under the "high"
sssumptions, .

Hence it appears that the effect of the two changes mentioned,
without the other modifications such as reducing women to age 60, the
addition of disability, etc,, would indicate some 50 percent higher
dollar and percentage costs than may be considered illustrative for
the exlsting program, (For the effect sevarately of the benefit for-
mula change compared with change in averasge wage formula, see Section
VII egrlier in this Study.)
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TABLE XII (1)
Application of No, 22 Formula and Average Wage to Coverage of No. 19
(f 65) 0,A,5.1. Beneficlaries in Force

Monthly Old-Age Beneficiarilesg

Monthly Survivor Benpeficiaries Total
Calendar 0.A.5.I,| Lump-Sum
Primary
Tear . Total Widows Total Monthly Deaths
Wives 2/ | Widows 2/ | Parents Childe 3/ v
Male | Female 1/ Old-age Current 3/ 4/ | Survivors 3/ 4/ giggiés
(1) (2) (3) (&) (5) (6) N (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
- Low
1947,... 620 95 | 191 157 o) 1,088 627 178 805 1,893 19¢
1950. ... 836 147 26k 246 50 1,603 958 221 1,179 2,782 218
1955.... | 1,319 213 Lol 4hg 84 r_,l¢66 1,265 295 1,560 4,025 270
1960.... {1,722 352 533 753 111 3,471 1,449 350 1,799 5,270 23
1970¢... | 2,555 752 795 1,425 125 5,652 1,662 398 2,060 7,712 30
1980,... | 3,662 1,14k 1,139 2,310 127 8,382 1,722 397 2,119 10,501 542
2000.... | 4,468 1,350 1,390 3,253 127 10,588 1,729 397 2,126 12,714 623
High
1947.... 806 | 106 256 178 lq 1,393 664 116 780 2,173 199
1950,... | 1,201 164 387 319 2,153 936 171 1,107 3,260 227
1955.... | 1,761 271 589 473 1l+5 3,259 1,188 236 1,42k 4,683 268
1960.... | 2,466 472 843 818 208 L, 807 1,704 2P 1,583 6,390 14
1970.... | 3,769 908 1,369 1,621 269 7,936 1,358 298 1.656 9,592 28
1980.... | 5,706 1,475 2,11¢ 2,629 292 12,220 1.2 262 1,656 13,876 - 569
2000.... | 8,438| 2,513 3,355 4,450 2n 19,027 1,45 262 1,707 20,73 713

1/ Those entitled to primary benefits only; includes wives whoge husbands have not yet retired.

2/ Includes women who are also insured in their own right.

{5‘] Includes the few children of primary beneficiaries.
L/ Widows under age 65.
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TABLE XII (2)
22 Formula and Average Wage of Coverage to No. 19

(f 65) Average Annual Benefits for 0.A.S.I.
Annuel Old-Age Benefits Young Survivors )eaths-_
Year Frimary Widows
Wives 2 Widows 2 Parent Child L
e romis 1) s 2/ ws 2/ arents C s 3/ Current 4/ ump Sum
(1) (2) (3) (%) (5) (6) N (8) (9)
Low
1947, 4. $429 $321 $219 $352 g1y $225 §3k41 $195
1950.... Y16 327 223 361 220 230 348 206
1955004 Lsh a7 231 372 226 236 354 215
1960.... L67 34¢€ 2 380 233 243 366 223
19704. .. 496 363 254 402 242 25l 380 230
18804, .. 513 370 26k L1z 243 257 184 232
2000,. .. 513 370 26k 413 243 257 384 231
High

194700 U477 $ﬁgl $oko $392 $al2 $250 $378 $231
19504. .. 488 0 249 koo 2L6 255 385 238
1955000 501 412 257 11 o254 264 395 243
1960.... 501 419 266 U5 257 270 Los 252
197045 .. 555 4Lz 286 453 266 279 420 266
1980, ... 573 LY 292 467 272 28 429 267
2000,. .. 573 L58 292 Le7 212 285 L2g 262
l/ Those entitled to primary benefits only; includes wives whose husbands have not yet retired,

2/ Includes women who dre also insured in their own right.
3/ Includes the children of primary beneficiaries,
4/ Widows under age 65 with children,
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TABLE XII (3)
Application of No, 22 Formula and Average Wage of Coverage to No, 19
(f 65) 0.A.S.I, Benefit Payments - Millions of Dollars

Monthly Old-Age Benefits Monthly Survivors Benefits Other Total
Yeer Frimary Total Widows Total Total
- W W 2 '
Male | Female 1/ ives 2/ | Uidows 2/ | Parente Old~Age “nilds 3/ Current 4/ | Survivors 3/ 4/ Luzp Sun Benefits
(1) (2) (3) (%) (5) (6) (1) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
Low
194700 00ess | $212 $31 $34 48 $6 $331 $128 $48 $176 437 $544
195000 0ee- 334 48 51 71 11 521 210 17 287 45 853
1955000 . 521 72 82 1k9 18 842 291 104 95 58 1,285
156000 cea.s 133 122 112 261 26 1,254 Eug 128 11 72 1,803
1970evass.. |1,122 272 178 533 30 2,135 21 150 571 g9 2,805
198040 0s-ae |1,672 423 268 399 0 3,292 Ly3 152 595 126 4,013
20004 ..cann 2,058 499 329 1,282 2L 4,192 4hs 152 597 144 4,933
High
19470 eeeens | §329 g3 5k $62 $11 $499 §155 $u3 $19€ $46 $743
1950uc .0 n.. HOL 66 8l 112 20 786 229 66 295 54 1,135
195500 anen 776 112 132 178 27 1,23 309 9 hoo 65 1,702
1960.c.40.s [1,12Y4 198 136 312 5l 1,88 252 11 466 79 2,429
1970¢.vun. . {1,851 Lol 345 686 72 3,355 379 125 504 11k 3,273
158040 0cs.. 2,867 675 540 1,143 79 5,304 97 113 510 152 5,966
200040 seeas | U, 3040 1,150 873 1,987 13 g, o7 11 113 5ok 202 9,153

;/ Those entitled to primary benefits only; includes wives whose husbands have not yet retired,
2/ Includes women who are alec insured in thelir owa right.
3/ includes the children of primary beneficiaries.
L/ Widowa under age 65 witk children,
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© TABLE XII (W)
Application of No, 22 Formula and Average Wage to Coverege of No. 19
(£ 65) 0.A.S.I., Benefit Payments -~ Percent of Payroll

Monthly Olé-Age Benefits Monthly Survivors Benefits Other Total Payroll
Year Primary Aggumed
Total Widows Total Total
Wi 2/ |Yidows 2/|Parents| ., Childs 3 Sum Payroll
1| Fomnte 1/ ves 2/ ws 2/ |Parents 1d~bge s 3 Current i/ |Survivors 3/ 4/ Lamp Benefits (‘bi]?fions)
(1) (2) (3) (W) (5) (6) (7 (8) (97 (10) (11) (12) (13)
Iow
. - +
19470 .n. J W61 .08 .10 J1b .01 .94 37 W1l 51 .10 1,60 $3k.C
15500, cesnes| 96 .14 J1h .22 .03 1.49 . .23 .83 13 2.47 3.6
19550 sasso] LHT .20 .23 2 .06 2,38 .82 .30 1.12 .16 3.64 35,6
1960 ee. e .| 2.04 .34 .31 W73 07 3.49 .08 » 26 1.2k .20 5,04 35.8
197Ce0easee.} 3.13 .76 <50 1.9 .09 5,97 1.17 .h2 1.5 .28 7.79 36.C
198000 anven L.&e| 1l.17 .75 2.50 .09 9.16 1.23 U2 1.65 .34 11.15 36,0
20004.......|5s72] 1.39 201 3.57 .07 |11.66 1,23 2 1.65 - 40 13.70 36.0
High '
1947.....s. .62 .08 10 W11 01 .22 W20 .08 «38 .09 1,13 $52.1
19500 eess.as| 495 o132 .16 .21 LOb | 1.h9 .ﬁ} W13 «56 J1 214 5340
19550 e ssnns| Lok2|  o20 oou .33 .07 | 2.26 .57 17 o T4 12 5'12 K46
19604......4] 2,03 35 .35 .56 .10 3439 .63 .20 <83 .15 ie28 55«5
197040 cevos.] 2024 + 70 .61 1.20 .13 5. 88 .66 .22 . 28 .20 6.97 57.0
1G80aeaseess]5.03] 1,18 .95 2.00 . 9.30 .69 .20 .89 27 10,147 574C
2000+, . uuvf 7262 2,02 1.53 3.h9 .13 14,79 .72 »20 .02 36 16.06 57.0

y Those entitled to primary benefits only; includes wives whose husbands have not yet retired,
2/ Includes women who are also insured in their own right.
3/ Includes the children of primary beneficiaries.
4/ Widows under age 65 with ckildren.
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No. 19 Modified
TABLE XII (5) June 1945
Comparison of #1Q and #22 Formlae
As Applied t0 Coverage of #19
(f 65) Average Anrual Benefits by Certain Beneficilary Classes
Male Primaries Female Primariles Aged Widows Lump Sum
fear Average | Average | p .y 1 Average | Averagce Ratio ~ | Average | Average | pai4o 2 Average | Average Ratio
by #13 | dy se2 by #19 | by 422 y by #19 | by #22 by #19 | by #22
Basis Basis (3) to (2) Basgls Basgis () o (5) Basig Bagis (9) to 8)_ Basgis Basis (12) to (11)
(1) (2) (3) () (5) (6) (N (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Low
1947..., $295 $L29 1.45 $22¢ $321 1.41 $235 $352 1.50 1Ll $195 1 1.35
1950,... 303 436 1.k 232 327 1,41 236 361 1,53 146 206 1.41
15554 ... 315 Y5k 1.U4 236 337 1.42 24¢ 372 1.50 150 215 1.43
196040 .. 324 L67 .44 231 346 1.50 253 380 1.5”0 151 223 1,48
1970444 333 kgg 1.49 2ph 263 1,62 261 hpo 1.54 151 230 1.52
19804... 3L0 513 1.51 215 370 1.72 265 433 1.56 151 232 1,54
20004, .. 340 513 1.51 215 370 1.72 265 413 1.56 150 23l 1,54
High
1847,,.. $302 Su77 1.8 $ezh $391 ] 1.67 $265 $192 1.ug $161 $231 1.43
19504, 334 4gg 1.46 241 Loo 1.66 267 0 1.50 164 238 1.45
1955,... 350 501 1,43 247 L1z 1,67 278 411 1.48 167 243 1.46
19604, .. 364 521 1.43 248 419 1,59 287 Los 1.48 170 252 1.8
1y70.... 380 555 1.L6 256 43 1.73 300 L53 1.51 174 266 1.53
1980.... 387 573 1.48 263 Lsg 1,74 303 467 1,54 170 267 1.57
2000, ... 387 573 1.he 263 458 1. 74 303 467 1.54 166 262 1.58

1/ Yor wife benefits thesc ratios would also be close.
2/ These ratlos are close to those for pareats, childs and widows current,
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TABLE XII (6)

Comparison of #19 and #22 Formulae
As Applied to Coverage of #19
(£ 65) Dollar Costs® by Beneficiary Categories

Ola~Age Benefits 1/ Young Survivors Benefits 2/ Lump Sum Benefits Total Benefits
Year Cost Cost Ratio Cosnt Cost Ratio Cost Cout Ratio Cost Cost Batio
by #19 | by #22 by ¥19 | by #22 by #19 | by #22 by #19 | by #22
Bagig | Basis (3) to (2) Basls | Basis (6) to (5) Bagls | Basis (9) to (8) Bagls | Baslsg (12) to (1)
(1) (2) (3) (u) (5) (6) n (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Low
19470 eee.eer | $226 $331 f 1.46 | $1:a $176 1.5 $28 837 1.32 | $375 $544 1.45
19500 asesss . 362 521 1,44 194 287 1.8 31 45 1,45 587 [ 853 1.45
1955 e0acnsa . 587 842 1,43 266 395 1,48 Lo 58 1,45 893 | 1,295 1.45
1560¢0sess- . 89 |1,254 | 1.44 317 477 1.5 g | 72 1,47 1,235 | 1,803 1.46
19700sacasss 1,426 (2,135 | 1.850 373 571 1,53 an 99 1.55 }1,863 | 2,805 1.51
19&...»:--- 2'156 3,292 1.53 388 595 1'53 81 l 126 1.56 2.625 4l013 1.53
20004 0uss. » | 2,50 | 4,182 1.52 389 597 1,53 93 [ 144 1.55 3,232 | 4,933 1.53
High
19%70aveesss | $336 | $U499 1.49 $137 | 98 145 $32 $46 1ohk $50 $743 1.47
19500 ss0eses 535 786 .47 202 295 1.46 7 54 1.46 74 11,135 1,47
19550 s0necss g55 | 1,235 1.hl 272 Lo2 1,48 b 65 1.48 1,171 | 1,702 1.5
1960¢ee.v.se | 1,300 | 1,884 1.45 313 466 1.h9 53 19 1.9 1,666 | 2,429 1.46
19700ess.0es [ 2,263 | 3,355 1.48 332 504 1.52 75 11k 1.52 2,670 |3,973 1,49
19804 eveves | 3,525 | 5,304 1.50 336 510 1.52 97 152 1.57 3,958 | 5,966 1.51
20004 eseens . | 5,593 | 8,427 1.51 5 5oh 1.52 128 202 1.58 6,065 | 9,153 1.51

1/ Primaries, wives, widows and parents.
2/ Childs and widows current,
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XIII, AGE 60 FOR WOMEN UNDER THE PEESENT ACT

Sectinn XII, above, gave the effect of two formulse changes
on the present act, A change in the benefit conditions such that
women could retire at age 60 zs primary, wife, widow or parent bene-
ficiaries would also have an increasing effect on costs under the
existing act, An examination of this last change, without any other
modification in the present act, is given in some detail in the
Table XIII series., Table XIII(7) summarizes the results of this age
60 modification alone by giving percentage changes in cost from those
of the present act, As would be expected the greatest effect is on
female primary bencficiaries, with next, the increase in wife's bene-
fits and, thirdly, except in the early years, in widow benefits,
Payments for widow's current benefits, naturally, decline slightly
since more of them would be recelving the benefits as aged widows,
Also, the payment of lump-sum benefits has a significant reduction
beceuse monthly benefits would be payable to a larger number of sur-
viving women, which would thereby preclude the payment ¢f the lump
sum,

In summary, column (12) of Table XIII{7) indicates that the
effect of this change in eligibility for women would constitute
apsroximately a 15 percent ircrease in both dollar and percentage of
pay-roll costs, If this change in eligibility age were combined with
the formula changes of Section XII, above, the increase would take a
compound characteristic, so that combined, we might roughly say, it
would be 115 percent of 150 percent, or a total of 70 to 75 percent
increase as a cost index of the changes, In addition, if lump sums
become paysble to all, as prescribed in the Specifications for Study
No, 22, there would be a further small increase over the present act,
Therefore, it could be said that,without contemplating disability, the
application to the present act of the specifications given in Section
II, would result roughly in cost increases of some 75 percent over
those of the present act as given in Actuarial Study No, 19,

- B4 -
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Table XIII(1)

Reduction to Age 60 for VWomen as it Affects Actuarial Study #19
Number of Beneficiaries (thousands)

Honthly Cld-Age Beneficiaries

Monthly Young Survivors

Beneficiaries Total
Calendar )
Totel |U.A.S.1.7 .
Year Children .
Hale Female , . Total | . Widow's | Young | Monthly | Lump—Sum
Vife's 1/ of Vidow's | Parent's Child's . C
Primary 1/ | Primary 2/ Primrles Old-Age Current sz 2::4;11‘28 Deaths 3/
(1) (2) (3) (%) (5) (6) (7 (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Low
1945.... 136 105 237 22 174 10 9ak 383 146 529 1,513 151
1550444, 896 233 416 46 407 €3 2,061 912 217 1,129/ 3,190 196
1955, .4 1,319 Loy 611 61 718 105 ,218 | 1,20L 288 1,492 L,710 olg
1960.... 1,722 632 794 11 1,090 131 L6 1 1,372 341 1,712 6,159 290
197044 2,555 1,257 1,172 110 2,005 1L5 T.244 1 1,552 383 1,935 9.179 85
19804+, 3,662 1,77 1,682 159 3,065 1k3 10,485 *.525 377 1,950 12,425 83
2000444 IR IS 1,854 1,950 165 2,981 112 12,570 | 1,5 377 1,941] 1k,m11 560
High

1945, ... 5l 118 271 28 148 32 1,141 L5l 17 531l  1,€72 161
195Ce .. 1,201 261 802 0 Li2 98 2,714 276 169 1,0l 3,759 203
1555.... | 1,76l ko8 90 86 728 | 17l W67y 1,102 4 232 ) L.adh o 5.00h ) 23T
1960.... | 2,465 797 1,26 112 1,122 23 6,000 | 1,192 27h 1,L86| 7,066 279
" 1970.... 3,769 1,506 1,977 158 2,109 301 9,820 | 1,200 291 1,401 11,711 78l
1980.... %, 706 2,252 3,062 239 3,230 321 1k, 810 1'158 255 1,410 16.2;0 510
2000.. ., 8,138 3,511 4,563 291 5,0l5 285 22,133 | 1,15 255 1,h09 23,K%2 705

y Unadjusted for suspensions; for all other categories of monthly beneficlaries, figures represent number actually receiving
terefits at end of yeer,

2/ Includes only those not entitled to wife'as or widow'!s benefits.
3/ Represents number of deaths regulting in lump-sum awards during year.
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Tuble XIII(®)
Reduction to Age 60 for Women as it Affects Actuarial Study ¥19

Addendum to Study No. 22

Bstimated Average Benefit,1/ by Type 2/

Calendar Primary Widow'
- Wife'ls “idow'y }/ Parent's Cnilats 4/ Ve -Sum
yeRT Male Fenale }_/ J Ourreat e
(1) (2) (3) ) (5) (€) (n (8) (9)
Low
1945, ... $251 §227 $152 $23h $154 $150 $240 $143
155044, .. 303 232 158 237 157 153 aks 146
1955.. ... 315 238 164 250 160 156 249 150
196040 .e 324 235 169 255 164 159 254 151
1970,.... 333 237 17k 261 167 163 260 151
1Y8Ce 0 ss 340 230 177 266 169 165 263 151
200000sss 340 230 177 266 169 165 263 150
High

1945, 0 . 314 239 162 263 171 167 267 15
1950. 400 334 253 173 267 176 172 275 16
1955.. ... 350 256 181 278 180 176 280 167
19604400 364 254 189 287 182 179 285 170
19704 0. .. 380 262 197 300 185 181 290 17k
1980..... 387 26L 200 303 189 185 296 170
20004... 387 2eh 200 303 189 185 296 166

lj For monthly benefits, average represents annual amount per beneficiary in force at end of year; for lump-sums, average
represents amount per death claim on which award is made during year,

2/ Averages do not differ from those of Actuarisl Study No. 19, except ac indicated.
gi\-verages differ from those of Actuarial Study No. 19.

Includes the relatively few children of primary beneficiaries.
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Reduction to Age 60 for Women as it Affects Actuarial Study #19
Amounts (in millions)

Benefit Psyments:

Addendum to Study No., 22
Table XIII(3)

wonthly Cld~Age Bernefits Monthly Young Survivore Benefits Total
ota
Calendar L Sum
Primery Total amp-~ 0.A.S.T.
Tear Wife's | Widow's | Parent's O;E_zﬁile ghild's 2/ gidow': Young Deaths | penerits
Male | Fousle 1/ € Wrent | survivors
(1) (2) (3) (1) (5) (6) n (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
Low
1945....0.. . $88 $20 $26 $36 $1 $171 $Eg $21 $71 $o2 $o6l
19500 - -u.an 232 5L 57 g6 10 439 1 53 193 28 660
19550 c0enass 362 96 gg 167 16 729 193 71 26 EE 1,029
1960.000nses 509 148 118 265 21 1,061 228 87 315 1,420
1970ucencsns 753 298 180 509 24 1,764 270 99 369 57 2,130
1980.0ssvens 1,107 108 266 &1 2u 2,606 28k 99 33& fal 3,060
200Ceeessees | 1,363 435 310 1,051 19 3,178 285 99 3 g2 3, 6Ll
High
1945, cheenns 140 29 37 37 5 olg 72 21 93% 25 366
190 cessvees 345 72 90 115 17 639 155 L6 201 33 873
19550 0ecenn, 543 128 143 194 al 1,039 206 65 271 8 1,348
1960e0sess . 786 202 208 302 L 1,542 233 79 312 7 1,901
197000 saesns 1,268 394 34k 618 56 2,680 246 8l 330 66 3,076
19804.00veaas | 1,937 59k 535 959 60 4,085 258 76 33k 86 4,505
200040 c00n- . 12,935 925 813 1,529 54 6,256 267 76 343 115 6,71k

1/ Includes only those not entitled to wife's or widow's benefits.
_2_/ Includes the relatively few children of primary heneficiaries,



Reduction to Age 60 for Women as it Affects Actuarial Study #19

Benefit Payments!

Percent of Payroll

Monthly Young Survivors
Monthly Qld-Age Benefits Benefits Potal
Calendar T L;?;,—tlsxm 0.A.S5.1. (Paf‘rfll )
Year Primary Total 8 | Benefit billions
Wife's | Widow's | Parent's Oi:::l Child's 2/ g:g::;: Young ' saeite
Hale | Female 1f &8 Survivors
(1) (2) (3) (1) (5) (6) &) (8) (9) - (10) (11) (12) (13)
Low
1545.. ... [D.26 | 0,06 0.08 0.11 — 0.51 0.15 0.06 0.21 0.07 0.79 $33.4
19506essss | 67 .16 .16 «25 .03 1.27 10 «15 56 208 1.91 34,6
1955es. .00 | 1402 .27 5 A7 Ob 2.05 5l .20 oTH .10 2.89 . 35.6
1960as.... | 142 L1 .33 T4 .06 2.96 A4 o2l .88 .12 3.97 35.8
1970ss.»es | 2410 «83 -50 1.b2 07 4,91 75 .28 1.03 .16 6.10 35.9
1980¢.se.. 3.07 1.13 LT 2.22 .07 7.24 .79 27 1.06 «20 8,50 36.0
2000s-cs.. 3.79 1,21 .86 2.92 05 8,83 19 .27 1.07 .23 10.12 36,0
High
194500eue, | 27 .06 .07 07 .01 RIT: o1k Lol .18 .05 oTL 515
195080 cees | «65 o1k 17 .22 .03 1,21 »29 .09 .38 .06 1.65 5340
19550, ... «99 .23 .26 .36 .06 1.90 38 212 +50 07 2,47 5.6
1960c..... 1.h2 .36 .37 54 .08 2.78 A2 4 .56 .09 3.43 5525
1970...... 2.22 .69 .60 1.08 .10 4.70 43 .15 58 .12 5.40 57.0
1980...... 3.40 1.0k o4 1.68 W11 7.17 L5 .13 +59 »15 7.90 57.0
2000...... 5.15 1.62 1,43 2.68 .09 10.98 M7 .13 . «20 11.78 57.0

1/ Includes only thoge not entitled to wife's or widow's benefits,

2/ Includes the relatively few children of primary beneficiaries.

Addendum to Study No. 22
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Table XIII(5)

Reduction to Age 60 for Women as it Affects Actuarial Study #19

- Summery: Benefits Taxes, Progress of Reserve 1/

Tax 0.k,.5.1. Benefit Level cost of benefits,
Calenda Coversd Income Bensfit Cost for 1945 to year shown as Amountmc;i(‘i
endar Pay-Roll for Year Payments for Tear Shown percent of payroll Trust
Year - End of Year
(billions) Shown Year Shown as Percent Yo 5 parcent (billions)
(millions) (millions) of Payroll fnterest Interest
(1) (2) (3 (%) (5) (6) (N (8)
Low
195,00 $3i.l+ $1,336 4264 0.79% 0.79% 0.79% $8.2
19500000 esns 34,6 2,07 660 1,91 1.39 1.38 16.1
1955 0 encnce 35.6 2,136 1,029 2,89 1.91 1.87 24,2
1960.0000res 35,8 2,148 1,420 3.9 2.l 2,2 E}.}
19704 evasesrs 5.9 2,154 2,190 6.10 E.so .27 1.6
1980.u0nesrse 36,0 2,160 3,060 8,50 .60 .15 u5,.3
20004, 0a0ses 36.0 2,160 3,64% 10,12 6,13 5.47 35.3
High
1945, .. ..... 51,5 2,060 366 0.71 0.71 0.71 8.9
1950.ssnenns 53. 3,180 873 1.65 1.21 1.20 21,0
1955 cenane 54,6 3,276 1,348 2.47 1.65 1.61 .2
1960, 0000ee 55.5 3,370 1,901 3,43 2,10 2,02 6.2
19700'-ll.l‘ 5710 3!1420 3.076 5-)40 i'ou 2.8”‘ 6602
1980bv0..--o 57-0 3)“20 L"0505 7'90 '11 3\'69 75-9
20004c0seaoss 57.0 3,420 6,714 11,78 6.35 5.27 55.1

}_/ No allowance made for administrative expenses, or for "tax freeze" in calendar years 1944 and 1945, in order to be on
comperable besis to study #19.
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Table XIII(6)

Reduction to Age 60 for Women as it Affects Actuarial Study #19
Number of Beneficiaries, as Percentages of Corresponding Figures under Actuarial Study #19

Monthly 0ld-Age Beneficiaries

Monthly Survivors

Beneficiaries Total
Calendar Cnilde ‘I"t N 0.A.5.1.
Tear Male Female . en Total Widow's oua Monthly | Lump-Sum
W ! ' Child?’ Survi-
Primary | Primsry Wife's Prn::riea, idow's | Parent's Old~hge hild's Gurrent :1;:8 2;::1,:: Deaths
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) N (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Low
1945, ... 100% 178% 1668 100% 180% 140% 129% 100% 99% 100% 117 89%
195044 e 100 158 158 100 165 125 125 100 98 100 115 90
1955.... 100 190 152 100 140 125 127 100 98 100 117 90
1960 n. 100 120 1k9 100 145 118 125 100 a7 100 117 90
197040+ 100 167 147 100 141 116 126 100 96 95 119 90
1980.... 100 165 148 100 133 113 123 100 95 99 118 89
20004+ . 100 1 140 100 122 110 17 100 a5 99 11h 90
High

1985.... 100 173 159 100 176 130 12k 100 99 100 115 90
19504, 100 171 156 100 148 120 123 100 99 100 115 89
1955,.., 100 184 153 100 154 118 125 100 98 100 118 88
19604, 100 169 150 100 137 115 122 100 98 100 117 89
1970.... 100 166 il 100 130 112 121 100 98 100 1138 90
19804.4s 100 153 115 100 124 110 119 100 97 99 117 90
2000.... 100 120 126 100 113 105 15 100 97 39 114 91
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XIV, REVISION AND SUMIARY OF ACTUARIAL STUDY O, 18

Heretofore in this report, examinations have been conducted
as to illustirative changes in cosis involving changes in benefit for-
mula or eligibility conditions, Actuarial Study Yo, 18, prepared in
1943, did not assume any change in benefit formula, Since it was
never duplicated for distribution, slight revisions in that Study have
been made and the summary tables are given herein as the Table XIV
series,

Briefly, the specifications entering Study No, 18 are; a com-
plete extension of coverage identical to that of Study No, 22 proper,
a continuation of the seme benefit formula as in the present act,
eligibility of benefits among women at age 60 instead of €5, and the
payment of lump-sum benefits in the case of all insured deaths,

Since the main difference (excluding the question of disability)
between Actuarial Study No, 18 and Actuarial Study Mo, 22 proper, lies
in the benefit formula and the method of determining average wage, and
since both are on a complete coverage assumption, it is instructive to
compare the resulting cost illustrations between the two Studies, A
comparison of this nature is given below:

Low Assumptions High Assumptions
Costg 7 Costs

Year $ Millions Cost $ Millions Gost

No, 18 No, 22 Mo, 18 No, 22 No. 18 W¥o, 22 No. 18 ¥o, 22
1950 $1,183 $1,578  1,66% 2,21%  $1,901 $2,395 1.,77% 2.24)
1960 2,969 3,983 4,02 5,39 4,663 5,863 4,17 5,23
1980 5,030 6,742 6,67 8,93 8,550 10,797 7.38 9,30
2000 5,537 7,493 7.32 9,93 10,653 13,646 9,18 11,76

It is interesting to compare the increases between the No, 22
costs and the No, 18 costs in the above table in relation to the increases
In No. 19 costs given in Section XII, above, Both asets of lncreases are
due to the application of a liberalized benefit formula, In the case of
thie aoplication to the limited coverage progrem of Study No, 19, cost
increases, due to the new formula, come to about 50 percent, For ths
extended coverage situation, however, as given in the above table, the
increass in costs, due to the new formula, only amount tc about one-third
increase in the case of the "low" assumptions and one-fourth increase in
the case of the "high" jssumptions,

- 91 -
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Thia comparison shows that the effect of a method of computing
average wage taking into account only the time during which such cov-
ered wages were being earned, results in a substantial 1y higher cost
increase when apvlied under a limited coverage program than the sanme
change in gverange wage computation when applied to z complete coverage
progran, The reason is obvious, that in the limited coverage program
the present average wage method dilutes the average for periods of both
unemployment and noncovered employment, whereas in the full coverage
program only unemployment would dilute such average wage, Thus, when we
move to an average based on covered work time only, the largest increase
is in respect to the system with the most diluted average wages,

- g2 -
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(f 60) ¢.A.S.1I.

Table XIV(1)

Humber of Benefici-ries - Thousands of Persons

_26_

Monthly Cld-Age Beneficiaries Monthly Survivor Beneficiaries Total
0.A.8.1
Calendar Primary vt :
Year Wives 2/ | Widows 2/ | Parents Total Childs 1/ fidove L - Total Y gonthly Lgtpzzim
Male | Female 1/ Old-Age Current 3/ L4/ | Survivors 3/Y4/ cfﬁjfis a
(1) (2) (3) D) (5) (6) §)) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
Low
1947.... 732 282 399 279 10 1,702 588 § 172 760 2,462 335
1950.... | 1,205 545 600 760 0 3,140 1,210 275 1,485 4,625 508
1955.... | 2,060 740 1,015 1,675 7 5,537 1,925 90 2,315 7,852 745
1960.... | 2,915 915 1,425 2,595 65 1,915 2, 200 70 2,670 10,585 glis
1965.... | 3,350 1,065 1,640 3,305 68 9,428 e,ggg 510 2,860 12,288 1,030
1970.... | 3,660 1,200 1,780 3,995 70 10,705 2, 530 2,930 1&.635 1,115
1575.... | 3,920 1.305 1,905 4,570 70 11,770 2,435 530 2,965 14,735 1,180
1980.... [ h,205 | 1,5 2,045 5,060 70 112,795 2,khs 525 2,970 15,765 1,235
1990.... [ 4,780 | © 1,535 2,325 5,690 70 14,400 2,450 525 2,975 17,375 1,380
2000.... | 4,800 1,480 2,325 5,590 70 1Y, 265 2,455 525 2,980 17,25 1,350
. High .

1947.. 1,127 410 600 279 10 2,426 588 172 760 3,186 335
1950.... | 2,200 655 1,150 950G 33 4,088 1,210 244 1,454 6,442 540
1955.... | 3,600 895 1,850 1, &50 62 8,257 1, 800 320 2,120 10, 377 730
1960. ... | 4,900 1,115 2,500 2,750 91 11,356 1,935 380 2,315 13,671 930
1965.... | 5,600 1,320 2,900 3,550 107 13,577 1,930 370 2,300 15,777 1,015
1270.... | 6,300 1,480 3,200 , 350 120 15,550 1,920 360 2,280 17,830 1,100
1975.... | 7,000 1,690 3,700 5,000 135 17,525 1,200 340 2,2b0 18,765 1,190
1980.... | 7,800 1,910 , 200 5,600 1h5 19,655 1,860 320 2,180 21,835 1,280
1990.... | ¢,k400 2,230 5,100 6,850 160 23,740 1, 880 320 2,200 25,9 1,570
2000.... | 9,90C 2,290 5,100 7,050 170 24,810 1,900 320 2,220 27,030 1,670

}/ Thoee entitled to primary benefits only; includes wives whose husbands have not yet retired,
2/ Includes women who are slso insured in their own right.

g/ Includes the few children of primary beneficiaries.
_/ Widowe under age 60.
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Table XIV(2)

(f 60) Average Annual Benefits for 0.A.S.I.

Annual 0ld-Age Benufits Young Survivoers Deaths
Prim R
Year = Wives 2/ Widows 2/ Parents Childs 3/ Widows Lump Sum
Male Temale 1/ . : Current 4f
(1) (2) (3) ) | (5) (6) n (8) (9}
Low
1947.... 3315 218 T $167 $251 $160 $155 3266 $159
1950.... 334 235 173 253 170 160 267 187
1955. ... 354 249 182 256 180 169 270 177
19%0. ... 371 249 189 265 188 177 282 179
1965. ... 383 249 194 272 196 184 294 184
1970.... 396 251 200 281 198 186 287 191
1975.... 412 254 207 293 199 187 293 198
1980.... 429 257 216 303 201 189 302 205
1990, ... 429 253 218 303 201 189 302 205
2000.... 429 252 216 303 201 189 302 206
High
1

1947.... $341 $242 $181 $259 l §167 $163 $277 $158
1950.... 381 270 197 o7g 188 181 293 182
1955.... 415 296 212 300 207 201 312 198
1960.... 438 302 203 314 219 214 328 214
1965. ... 454 305 270 303 228 226 342 222
1970.... 473 308 239 334 230 228 345 229
1975.... 492 311 247 247 232 230 348 237
1980.... 511 316 257 256 234 232 351 244
1990.... 511 308 257 356 234 232 351 242
2000.... 511 306 257 356 234 232 381 24l

}_/ Those entitled to primary benefits only; ircludes wives whose husbands have not yet retired.

_2_/ Includes women who are also insured in their own right.

Includes the few children of primary beneficlaries.
/ Widows under age 60.

5] Approximate,
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Table XIV(3)

(f €0) 0.A.S.1. Benefit rayments - Millione $

Monthly Old-Age Benefits Monthly Survivors Benefits Other Total
Year Primary Total Widows Total To tal
Nale | Female 1) | 'Tvof | Midows 2 | Parente | )4 4pe | Coilds 3/ | Giient U/ | Survivors | VP SUB | pltiig
(1) (2) (3) &) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
Low .
SCLY R - Y $61 $67 $70 $2 $431 $91 $46 $137 $53 $621
1950.... 402 128 104 192 5 831 194 73 267 85 1,183
1955. ... 729 134 185 429 8 1,535 325 105 430 132 2,097
1960.... | 1,081 228 269 688 12 2,278 589 133 o 169 2,969
1965..., | 1,283 265 318 899 1? 2,778 Eg 150 582 190 , 550
1970.... | 1,l4kg 301 356 1,123 1h 3,243 Y 157 603 21 ,059
1975.... | 1,615 331 394 1,339 g ,693 455 158 613 23 4,540
1280, , 1,804 363 o 1,53 14 ,156 Ty 159 621 253 5,030
1990.... | 2,051 388 502 1,72 1l L.679 L6 159 622 283 5,584
2000.... | 2,059 373 502 1,694 14 u,euz 46 153 617 278 5,537
High

1947....| $384 $99 4109 $72 32 $e6e $96 $48 $144 $53 $863
1950.... 838 177 227 265 - 6 1,513 218 71 290 98 1,901
1955...0 | 1,494 265 392 555 13 2,719 362 100 462 156 3,337
1960.... | 2,146 337 558 86U 20 ,925 41k 125 539 199 W 663
1965.... | 2,542 2 667 1,147 24 ,782 436 127 563 225 5,570
1970.... 2,880 456 78 1,453 28 5,706 L3g 124 562 252 6,520
1975.... | 3,Lub 526 91 1,735 31 6,650 37 118 555 282 7,487
1980. ... 3,936 601 1,079 1,89u 3 7,694 Uz2 112 sl 312 8,550
1990,.... | 4,803 687 1,311 2,b39 ag 9,277 uae 112 548 ggo 10,205
2000.... | 5,059 701 1,388 2,510 9,698 | Ly 112 553 2 10,653

l/ Those entitled to primary benefits only; includes wives whose husbands have not yet retired,
g/ Includes women who are also insured in their own right.

/ Includes the few children of primary beneficiaries.
E] Widows under age 60,



Addendum to Study No. 22

Teble XIV(H)
(f 60) 0.A.5.1. Benefit Payments - Payroll %

Monthly Old-Age Benefits Monthly Survivors Benefits Other Total Payroll
Year Primary Total Widows Total Total | podumed
Matle| Femate 1/ Vives _2/ Widows _?_/ Parents 0ld-Age Childs }_/ Current 1_*_/ Survivors 1/ l_;/ Tump Sum Benefits (bfff;ons)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (N (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Low
1947..... .33 .09 .10 .10 » 7 62 A3 .07 .20 .08 .90 $69.3
1950..... .56 .18 .15 .27 .01 1,17 o7 .10 .37 .12 1.66 71.3
1955..... 1,00 .25 .25 .59 .01 2.10 .44 L1k .58 .18 2,86 72.9
19€0..,.. 1.6 .31 .3b .93 .02 3.08 .53 .18 .71 .23 4,02 713.9
1965..... 1.72 .36 i3 1.21 .02 374 Y .20 .78 .25 W, 77 74,6
1970..... 1.93 .ho L4y 1,49 .02 4,31 .59 .21 . 80 .28 5.39 75.2
19750 .. xs 2.1 Lk .52 1.78 .02 | %90 .60 .21 .81 .31 6.02 75.4
1980..... 2,39 L8 .h9 2,03 .02 5.51 .61 .21 .82 L34 6.67 75.5
1990..... 2.72 .51 .66 2,28 .02 6.19 .61 .a .82 .37 7.38 75.5
2000..... 2.73 .9 .66 2. 24 .02 6.14 .61 .20 .81 .37 7.32 75.5
High

1947..... .36 .09 .10 .07 » ( .62 | .o .04 .13 .05 .80 $105
1950..... .78 .16 .21 .25 01 |14 © .20 .07 .27 .09 1.77 107
195540000 1,36 24 .36 .50 .01 2,47 .33 .09 .42 .14 3,03 110
1960..... 1.92 .30 .50 77 .02 .51 .37 211 U8 L1B 4,17 112
1965..... 2.23 .35 .59 1.01 .02 .20 .38 L1l Jug .20 Y4, 89 114
1970..... 2.57 .39 .68 1.25 .02 4,91 .38 L1l Lhg .22 5,62 116
1975..... 2.31 L5 .79 1.50 .03 5. T4 .38 .10 .hg .ol 6.U46 116
1980..... {3‘ .52 .93 1.72 .03 6.64 .37 .10 a7 .27 7.38 | 116
1990..... 14 .59 1.13 2,10 .03 1 7.99 .38 .10 .hg .33 8. 80 116
2000, .... L.36| .60 1.20 2.16 .03 8.35 .38 .10 RIS .35 9.18 116

1/ These entitled

2/ Includes women who are also insured in their own right.

%_é Widows under age 60.
* TLeas than ,005%.

Includes the few children of primary beneficlaries.

to. primary benefits only; includes wlves whose husbands have not yet

rebired.,





