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ANALYZING SOCIAL SECURITY: GAO WEIGHS
THE PRESIDENT’S COMMISSION’S PROPOSALS

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 15, 2003

U.S. SENATE,
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:33 a.m., in room
SD-562, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. John Breaux (chair-
man of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Breaux, Stabenow, Craig, and Talent.

ghe CHAIRMAN. The Senate Aging Committee will please come to
order.

Good morning, everyone. Welcome to the 108th Congress. I am
sure we will be joined by other members. I am delighted to have
my ranking member, Senator Larry Craig. I call him the crown
prince of chairs.

Senator CRAIG. Be careful with terms.

The CHAIRMAN. He is the chairman-in-waiting here, soon to be,
and we are very, very delighted to begin this year, I think, in the
same timeframe and in the same manner which we did last year,
in a cooperative fashion, which I think is so important particularly
on the questions of aging. There is really not a lot of difference in
how we approach these issues.

I also want to welcome our new member, Senator Talent. Wel-
come to the Aging Committee. We are delighted to have you on
board. A number of other members have requested to be members
of our Aging Committee and we are delighted to have them and we
will welcome them when they get to the meeting, and we look for-
ward to working with them.

The purpose of our hearing this morning is really quite simple.
It is to hear the findings of the GAO study that we requested on
plans proposed by the President’s Commission on Social Security.

I had asked the GAO and our good colleague, David Walker, to
conduct this analysis really for one reason, to sort of call a time-
out in some of the political rhetoric of the debate regarding Social
Security. We can have a number of groups come before the Aging
Committee and we will pretty much tell you what they are going
to say before they get here with regard to Social Security and what
should be done.

We wanted to try and get as much of a neutral recommendation
and review of the commission proposal as possible, and we could
think of no one better to conduct that review than the GAO. Of
course, that is the purpose of the hearing, is for them to present
this report.

(1)
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I believe we have actually taken a giant step backwards in the
Social Security reform debate in the past few years. Rather than
a discussion about the real reform that we need with the American
public, Social Security is once again becoming every politician’s fa-
vorite 30-second negative ad.

I was at a speech in Washington yesterday and mentioned that
I did not think that Social Security reform was going to happen
this year. I got folks saying, “Well, then why should we even have
a hearing this morning?” The answer is that reform, while it may
be a long way off, rhetoric on Social Security is still here; it is now
and it is red hot.

It is not that Social Security isn’t getting enough attention; it is
that it gets too much of the wrong kind of attention. The truth is
simply that politicians and interest groups can’t talk enough about
Social Security, about protecting it and about saving it for future
_ generations, or too often about the other side, trying to destroy it
for our Nation’s seniors.

So if we are going to do all this talking, I thought we should at
least have a sort of non-partisan, objective voice in the mix. I might
add that finding a non-partisan voice on Social Security is almost
impossible. We are rapidly running out of interested parties who
are not firmly in one camp or the other.

I am still a firm believer that Congress must address entitlement
reform overall. The demographic changes in this country will soon
cause an extraordinary collision of financial pressures. I referred to
it yesterday as truly the perfect political storm.

Social Security and Medicare both are facing long-term insol-
vency. Medicaid, which is having to fill in for the lack of a long-
term care system in this country, is already putting enormous pres-
sure on State and Federal budgets. We have all heard time and
time again that unless we do something, entitlement spending will
crowd out dollars for other discretionary investments such as our
national security and education, just to mention two. If I know
Dave Walker, he will speak to these issues as well.

We truly are at a crossroads of either ducking and waiting for
that perfect storm to hit or actually preparing to face it. Today’s
hearing will hopefully give the American public a realistic re-
minder about the tough choices facing our Social Security system
for millions of Americans. It is such a critical program and it de-
serves better than what we have seen in recent times.

I want to thank once again Dave Walker and the terrific staff
that he has at GAO for the enormous amount of work that has
gone into the report that he has prepared for us this morning. We
look forward to hearing that report and asking questions.

I would like to recognize now my friend and chairman soon, soon
to be, Senator Craig.



STATEMENT OF SENATOR LARRY CRAIG

Senator CRaIG. Well, Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I am
here today because this was a hearing that the chairman had
begun to work on some time ago, prior to the election. If it had not
been, I would not be here.

I think it is important for the record to show that the transition
of power in a democratic society is being flawed at this moment;
that I should be the chairman, as should others, in a majority
party.

When the transition occurred some months ago, with the change
of a single member, that transition in this committee and others
came almost immediately, and that is the way it ought to be. But
because of the cooperative nature that the chairman and I have
worked under and will continue to work under for the benefit of
this committee, I am here today.

But it is very important that the record demonstrate that what
is going on in this Senate at this moment is historic and precedent-
setting and it will be denied. I think that is fundamentally impor-
tant.

But this committee will work in a cooperative vein because, as
I think the chairman laid out, the issues before it and the chal-
lenges in Aging America are critical and it is our opportunity, both
John Breaux’ and mine and Jim Talent’s and others’, to highlight
those in this committee, to challenge authorizing committees with-
in the Congress to meet those kinds of demands.

Today before us is a GAO review about Social Security, and I too
welcome David Walker. Social Security, I think, has provided pro-
tection from financial uncertainty for generations of older Ameri-
cans. However, America has changed dramatically over the past
decades and continues to change.

The U.S. economy, for example, has evolved from an industrial-
age workforce to an economy characterized more and more by infor-
mation-age opportunities. America also faces unprecedented demo-
graphic changes, and it is in those changes that this committee has
an opportunity to highlight and bring to the forefront.

As a Nation, Americans are living longer than ever before. Birth
rates have stabilized to roughly replacement levels. The ratio of
workers paying into Social Security to those collecting Social Secu-
rity benefits has declined from 5-to-1 in 1960 to 3.4-to—1 today.
The worker-to-beneficiary ratio is projected to decline to 2-to-1 by
2040.

Let us be clear. Current retirees and those nearly retirement age
will continue to receive their promised benefits. Let me repeat that.
There is not a Member of Congress, nor does the current system
deny current retirees and those nearing retirement age being al-
lowed to continue to receive their promised benefits.

Those receiving benefits now and in the near future need not
fear losing their benefits. I think it is in that context that the
chairman challenged us this morning to be able to openly, honestly
and effectively review these programs that benefit our elderly, our
Aging in America, without the political demagoguery that has his-
torically mounted: around-it..

The challenge calling. out to this: generation of-leaders is.how to - -

sustain Social Security -beyond this generation of retirees without
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over-burdening our children and grandchildren with excessive
taxes on their labor or huge cuts in their retirement income.

We are here today to learn how best to provide a Social Security
program that is adequate and sustainable for the future. Our
charge is to develop a Social Security program that future genera-
tions can depend on.

On May 3, 2001, President Bush courageously established a So-
cial Security Commission to study the future of our national retire-
ment program. The President tasked this commission with the re-
sponsibility of developing models designed to strengthen Social Se-
curity.

The commission featured an impressive bipartisan group of ex-
perts. This group produced three models using different design fea-
tures to show how each approach might address the twin issues of
benefit adequacy and sustainability.

So, Mr. Chairman, I too look forward to listening to the GAO’s
view of how the President’s commission meets these twin goals be-
cause they are the twin goals that remain the challenge.

Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Craig, and you point out the
great challenge facing us. We are challenged to fix Social Security
and we still haven't even figured out how our committees are going
to meet. So that puts everything in perspective here.

Senator Talent, comments? Welcome to the committee. We are
glad to have you on board. :

Senator TALENT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to
be here. In the House, generally you don’t get to make opening
statements unless you are the chairman or the ranking member. So
while normally I probably wouldn’t, I think I will take advantage
of the opportunity at least on this one occasion.

The CHAIRMAN. One minute. [Laughter.]

Senator TALENT. Oh, the 1-minute rule. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. It is the first time I have ever served on a committee where
you say “Mr. Chairman” and two people turn around.

The CHAIRMAN. You should see what happens when you say “Mr.
President.” [Laughter.] :

Senator TALENT. I would like to associate myself with the com-
ments both of the chairman and the future chairman. I am also
frustrated with the slow pace of change in terms of reflecting the
last elections, and I hope that will be dealt with in the next day
or two.

I asked on this committee and am pleased to be here because I
think really what this committee is going to be dealing with today
and in the future are the most important issues that we are con-
fronting. ‘ .

If you just look at this issue on a very concrete basis today, if
you are a couple approximately my age and you are thinking about
your retirement and thinking about what kind of assets you are
going to have available and how much money you are going to need
to be able to sustain your quality of life, that $900 a month that
you ought to have a right to expect to get from Social Security is
very important.

Whether that is going to be there depends in large part on what
we do in the next few years. So I think this isn’t an issue where



we can just afford to do nothing because politically it is hard to
bring it up. I think we do have to confront it. I think we need to
strengthen this system for current recipients and future recipients.

I congratulate the chairman on scheduling this hearing and I am
looking forward very much to what Mr. Walker has to say.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Talent, and we are glad to
have you on the committee.

David, you have heard our comments and now we are very
pleased to have you report on Social Security Reform: Analysis of
Reform Models Developed by the President’s Commission to
Strengthen Social Security. We are glad to see you back at the
committee. Welcome.

STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID M. WALKER, COMPTROLLER GEN-
ERAL, U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, WASHINGTON,
DC.; ACCOMPANIED BY BARBARA BOVBJERG, DIRECTOR,
EDUCATION, WORKFORCE, AND INCOME SECURITY ISSUES,
U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Senator Breaux, Senator Craig, Sen-
ator Talent. It is a pleasure to be here.

Senator Talent, congratulations on your victory and on joining
the world’s most prestigious deliberative body.

It is a pleasure to be here to talk about Social Security reform.
This is not the first time and I am sure it won’t be the last time
that I will talk about this, but I hope I don’t have to do it every
year during the balance of my tenure. I have only 11 years left and
I am hoping that the Senate and the House might act on com-
prehensive reform well in advance of the expiration of my term.

Since there are only three of you here, and I understand I am
the only witness, what I would like to do, Senator, is to go through
some background information and then talk about the results of
our study.

You have held up the report. This is the report that we are
issuing today. But as all of you know, we have done a lot of work
in this area over the past several years, and expect to do more in
analyzing various reform proposals as they come forth.

The CHAIRMAN. We have a pending request right now on vol-
untary versus mandatory private accounts that we are working
with you on.

Mr. WALKER. I believe you are correct, and we have other ones
that we are discussing with Senator Craig and others to do as well.
So our cup runneth over and we are looking forward to trying to
help to the extent that we can.

If I can, let’s go to the first slide. There are a few important
points that I think we have to lay out in an overall framework
before we get into this particular proposal. This represents pro-
jected cash-flows for the Social Security Trust Fund starting in
2002 moving forward.

Now, we hear a lot about the Social Security Trust Fund and we
hear a lot about the issue of trust fund solvency. But as we all
know, cash is key, and Social Security’s combined trust fund,
OASIS, which is old age and survivor’s insurance and DI, disability
insurance, turns a negative cash-flow in 2017. That is really the
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key date, not just 2041 when the trust fund becomes insolvent be-
cause we have liquidated all of the bonds that are in the trust
fund. So we really need to recognize that the sense of urgency is
a lot more immediate than many people realize.

Now, if you were to add on top of this Medicare’s cash-flow prob-
lems which are greater than Social Security, you will find they
begin at about the same timeframe and we see red as far as the
eye can see with a never-ending escalation, unless something is
done.

Looking back and over time until the present time it is important
to understand that in 1962 when John F. Kennedy was President,
continuing to 1982 when Ronald Reagan was President, and until
2002, with President George W. Bush, the composition of the budg-
et has changed fundamentally.

In 1962, had you been in the Senate, you would have been able
to decide how 68 percent of the Federal budget was going to be
spent for that year. Last year, the Congress was able to decide how
37 percent of the Federal budget was going to be spent, and the
squeeze is getting tighter every year.

Now, if we can look forward, one of the things GAO has done for
about 10 years now is we have performed various long-range budg-
et simulations. Now, this is important. This is not a projection. It
is a simulation and I will tell you what the key assumptions are.

As you know, the CBO is responsible for being the official budget
scorekeeper for the Congress. They do projections for 10 years. The
problem is that those are all based on cash-flows and the world
doesn’t end in 10 years. In fact, our biggest problems actually don’t
start until after 10 years. So, therefore, we believe it is important
to take a longer-term intergenerational view, in part not just be-
cause of Social Security, but Medicare and various other issues.

The blue line that goes horizontally across, this graphic rep-
resents Federal revenues as a percentage of the overall economy.
The left-axis is the percentage of GDP. So we assume that that
stays what it is under current law. We are not getting into the de-
tails about tax rates and tax preferences and all those issues, just
the relative share of the economy represented by Federal tax reve-
nues.

Then if you look at the bars, the bars represent the composition
of Federal spending. In the year 2000, you see there was a gap.
The gap was what we used to call a surplus. In 2015, 2030, 2050,
you see what the future may hold if certain things happen: No. 1,
if the Social Security and Medicare trustees are correct that their
best estimate assumptions of what the spending on those programs
will be will come true. Historically, they have been a little bit opti-
mistic. So in other words, it could be somewhat worse. I was a
trustee for Social Security and Medicare from 1990 to 1995, so I
have got firsthand experience dealing with these issues.

Second, if the economy grows at the rate that the CBO is expect-
ing, which at the end of 10 years is 3.1-percent real GDP growth,
although this model assumes that it is affected by deficits and so
it goes down if you just leave it on auto pilot. It starts at 3.1 per-
cent read GDP growth. If you don’t do anything, it is going to go
down. It could go up with other policies.
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Finally, if discretionary spending as a percentage of the economy
does not change; in other words, discretionary spending grows by
the rate of the economy, not by the rate of inflation, but the rate
of the economy. As you know, discretionary spending includes such
things as defense, homeland security, education programs, trans-
portation, infrastructure, the judicial system of the Nation, some
things that arguably shouldn’t be discretionary because they are in
the Constitution, but nonetheless under our current system they
are.

So let’s just say that is not a scenario anybody wants. All the
more important why we need to be talking about this. This means
several things. One, we must have Social Security and Medicare re-
form, and we need it sooner rather than later.

Second, we also need to take a look at the base of Federal spend-
ing and other policies and programs to consider what should the
Government do, how should the Government do business, and who
should do the Government’s business in the 21st century. We need
to set new priorities because the numbers don’t add up. The status
quo is unacceptable. We have got to get on with the heavy lifting.

The next figure shows what happens just to Social Security,
Medicare and Medicaid spending as a percentage of GDP, given the
escalation that is expected. That is unsustainable, Senators. There
is no way we can sustain these escalating deficits and maintain
economic growth.

This shows why it is important to act sooner rather than later.
Basically, it says that if you look at early action, let’s say 2002 ver-
sus 2017 versus 2041, if you act in 2002 and all you did was adjust
benefits, you can see there would be a 13-percent across-the-board
adjustment necessary. I am not proposing that is what you do. No-
body is for that, but it gives you a sense of the relative order of
magnitude.

If you waited until 2017, you would have to adjust them by 16
percent. If you wait until the trust fund runs out, you would have
to adjust them by 31 percent across the board, at this time.

On the other hand, if you looked on the revenue side, you could
increase payroll taxes by 15 percent now, 22 percent in 2017, or 45
percent in 2076, as compared to current payroll tax levels, and you
would get the same job done. The problem is that these actions
would balance the system for only for 75 years and at the end of
75 years, we are still facing escalating deficits. So that is why we
talk about sustainable solvency.

The point here is not that you are going only to adjust benefits,
not that you are just going to look on the revenue side, but that
early action causes the miracle of compounding to work for you.
The miracle of compounding means that if you act earlier, the
amount of change you are going to have to make is much less dra-
n}llatic and people have a lot more time to be able to adjust to that
change.

The last figure shows the three basic criteria that we used to
evaluate the proposal that I will talk about today and that we
evaluate all proposals on. First, financing sustainable solvency. It
is not just trust fund solvency; it is what percentage is this pro-
gram as a percentage of the economy. Is it solvent and sustainable
in the year 2075 and beyond? The world won’t end in 10 years and



8

it won’t end in 75, and therefore, we need to look for a longer hori-
zon.

Second, balancing adequacy and equity in the benefit structure.
Are the benefits adequate and are they equitable from a variety of
different perspectives? Third, what about the issues of implement-
ing and administering reforms? This is particularly important if
you are talking about individual accounts because that would be a
new ball game. It is more like a defined contribution plan.

By the way, I used to be Assistant Secretary of Labor for Pen-
sions and Health, and so I have a lot of experience dealing with
pension and health issues in the private sector, and there are a lot
of analogies here, I think, that could be drawn with regard to po-
teﬁtial reform proposals along the lines of the commission’s and
others.

So these are the real keys and the bottom line is that there are
tradeoffs. Every reform proposal is going to have pros and cons.
Every one is going to be able to be attacked on individual elements.
You need to look at reform proposals as a package and you need
to look at them as compared to at least two benchmarks.

First, you increase revenues. Second, you only cut benefits. Those
are the two extremes. I don’t think you are going to do either one.
I don’t think you are going to do either extreme and I wouldn’t rec-
ommend that you do either extreme, but those represent the ex-
tremes. The solution is someplace in between and may possibly in-
volve individual accounts, which would add a new element.

But you need to be able to look at it both ways. Why do I say
that? Because, for example, all promised benefits aren’t funded, as
a result it is not fair just to look at a benchmark that is based just
on promised benefits because they are not all funded.

But, Congress could decide to fund promised benefits. That is
why you all are elected. I don’t have a vote, but hopefully I can
help you get to some of this information.

Now, if I can, Senators, I will now go to the commission’s propos-
als. We have applied our criteria to the commission models and
what I would respectfully suggest is that I focus on Model 2 be-
cause when you get right down to it, I think there is a fairly broad-
based consensus that Model 2 is the one that is being discussed the
most. It is kind of like the three bears theory. One is too hard, one
is too soft, and the other one may or may not be just right. But
Model 2 is the one that I think people are focusing on as having
the most potential with regard to the commission’s proposals.

As you see, if you apply our criteria to the commission models,
especially Model 2, you are going to see there are tradeoffs. There
are tradeoffs between achieving sustainable solvency and maintain-
ing adequate retirement income for current and future retirees.
Ehfy illustrate these tradeoffs that have to be part of this national

ebate.

Now, as far as financing sustainable solvency, a few key points.
Overall, Model 2 would provide for sustainable solvency not just
during the 75 years, but also beyond the 75 years, and it would re-
duce the share of the Federal budget and the economy that are pro-
jected to be devoted to Social Security as compared to currently
scheduled benefits, regardless of how many individuals selected the
accounts.
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The CHAIRMAN. Could you give us sort of a synopsis of what
Model 2 does? I know you are talking about the effects. Could you
just structurally say what that recommendation is?

Mr. WALKER. I sure can, Mr. Chairman. I think that is impor-
tant.

Senator TALENT. Mr. Chairman, if I could, I wonder since I am
new, if I just don’t understand a term he is using, would it be all
right if I just asked him to explain that so I can follow?

The CHAIRMAN. Sure.

Senator TALENT. Again, explain sustainable solvency. Do you
mean something that corrects the cash-flow problem? Is that what
you mean?

Mr. WALKER. We mean something that not only causes the trust
fund to be in actuarial balance for 75 years. It is in balance in year
75 and beyond, and it is sustainable as a percentage of the econ-
omy. That is basically it.

Senator TALENT. OK, so by “imbalance” you mean the money
pon&i?ng in will be enough to pay the money going out that we prom-
ised?

Mr. WALKER. Through the end of 75, at the end of 75, and our
analysis also considers beyond 75.

Senator TALENT. The total volume of it is economically sustain-
able, in your judgment?

Mr. WALKER. Correct.

Senator TALENT. Those are the two things you mean by that?

Mr. WALKER. Right, and we have a more technical and detailed
definition in the material. I would be happy to speak with you sep-
arately, Senator, on these issues if you would like.

Senator TALENT. I follow what you are saying.

Mr. WALKER. In Model 2, there are several key elements. It pro-
vides for a defined benefit base, which is the form of the current
system. It does not propose to change benefits for anybody who is
55 or older today. That is something that Senator Craig talked
about. In other words, for people who are 55 and older today, it
does not propose to change their benefits.

For individuals who are younger than that, it proposes that
starting in the year 2009 they would have an opportunity to elect,
choose, if they so desire, to have a voluntary individual account of
up to 4 percent of taxable payroll, or $1,000 annually. If they
choose that, they are agreeing to certain benefit adjustments, as
compared to what they would otherwise get under the current de-
fined benefit system. Namely, a benefit offset amount.

So they can choose the individual account in exchange for agree-
ing to certain benefit offset adjustments. In addition, the primary
general benefit adjustment would be that right now under Social
Security, in calculating your initial benefit when you retire, in
order to calculate that benefit, in indexing the amounts that you
earned during your working life, right now those amounts are in-
dexed to real wage growth; in other words, not just inflation to
make the dollars comparable, but also increases in productivity, in-
creases in standard of living.

So what this would propose is that rather than indexing the ini-
tial benefit that you get to real wage growth, which would include
again productivity increases and improvements in the standard of
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living, you would index to inflation. So you would calculate benefits
to maintain purchasing power, not for overall changes in the stand-
ard of living.

Now, as you know, right now the way that it works is once you
retire, benefits are indexed to inflation to maintain purchasing
power. There would be an enhanced benefit for low wage workers.
In addition, there would be a requirement for general fund trans-
fers for about three decades to fund the transition obligation, which
is to fund the benefits already payable under the old system, along
with the individual accounts.

The CHAIRMAN. How much?

Mr. WALKER. About $2.2 trillion, but the unfunded obligation for
Social Security today for 75 years alone is about $3.4 trillion. So
one of the things we always have to keep in mind is you have to
start with where we are and how do things compare to where we
will be if we do nothing.

I know, Senator Craig, one of the things we are looking at is the
possibility of, what would happen if we waited until the trust fund
ran out of money. That is something that we can look at from an
analytical standpoint, but that raises major intergenerational and
timing issues. But you may want to consider that and debate it.

Senator CRAIG. David, in analyzing these models, though, did
you not in your evaluation make a couple of assumptions on base-
line activity?

Mr. WALKER. On the baseline?

Senator CRrAIG. Yes, as it relates to these are not analyses from
the status quo, the current status quo.

Mr. WALKER. Well, let me clarify. Basically, what they are is if
you look—Ilet’s go back to the figure right before this one. We use
two benchmarks.

Senator CRAIG. Right.

Mr. WALKER. We believe you ought to have at least two. You
could add others, but for simplicity we just start with two. The left
one is a tax adjustment benchmark which says you increase payroll
taxes, and we are not recommending that, but increase payroll
taxes, or otherwise generate revenues of an equivalent amount,
starting in 2000 necessary to try to be able to deal with the fund-
ing over the next 75 years.

The tax adjustment is the blue and the benefit adjustment is the
yellow. Under the benefit adjustment, you would change benefits
across the board effective immediately. You are not going to do
that. So those are our two baseline assumptions.

Senator CRAIG. But I mean in going forward in analyzing these
models, those assumptions are built in there that action would
have taken place, are they not?

Mr. WALKER. That is correct.

e S;enator CrAIG. That Congress would raise taxes and cut bene-
ts?

Mr. WALKER. These are two extremes. The solution is likely to
be somewhere in between. These are the two extreme benchmark.

fSﬁnator CRAIG. Politically, don’t assume we are going to do either
of those.

Mr. WALKER. No, I don’t, but on the other hand I think it is im-
portant to recognize that is what many people debate. Many people
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say, “Well, gee, we need to deliver on our promised benefits.” Well,
if you are going to deliver on your promised benefits, that means
you have got to come up with the revenues. There are some other
people who say, “Well, you know, we need to live within our means
and we need to make sure we only pay what we have revenues for.”
Well, OK, that is what this would do.

The scenario you are talking about, Senator Craig, I believe, the
so-called status quo scenario, would be theoretically as follows.
Once you starting turning negative cash-flow in 2017, you start
drawing on these Government bonds which are basically an unse-
cured promise to pay. They represent a first claim on future gen-
eral revenues. They are not readily marketable.

You have got to either raise taxes, cut benefits, or do additional
public debt financing to pay them off, to turn them into cash. So
you do that until 2041, and in 2041 you are faced with either cut-
ting benefits 31 percent or raising payroll tax revenues 45 percent.

Now, theoretically, you could say, “Well, we could slow down pay-
ments and pay everybody a hundred percent.” But, realistically,
that is a kiting scheme. I mean, you are not going to do that, and
so that is theoretically what the status quo 1s. I don’t think any-
body would want that.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, give us your summary of Model 2, then, as
to what that recommendation consists of.

Mr. WALKER. As I mentioned Model 2 would provide for sustain-
able solvency not only for the 75 years, but beyond the 75. It would
require significant general fund transfers, but quite frankly vir-
tually every proposal requires significant general fund transfers.

In addition, viewed from the perspective of the economy, the total
payments—Social Security is defined benefits, plus income from in-
dividual accounts as a percentage of GDP—would fall under Model
2 with universal account participation relative to both the baseline
extended and the tax increase benchmark. In 2075, the share of the
economy absorbed by payments to retirees from the Social Security
of the system as a whole would be roughly 20 percent lower than
the baseline extended or tax increase benchmark and roughly the
same as the benefit reduction benchmark.

As far as balancing adequacy and equity, the commission’s pro-
posal illustrates that there are tradeoffs here in order to try to
achieve a plausible solution. Both models 2 and 3 protect benefits
for current and near-term retirees, and the shift to advanced fund-
ing could improve intergenerational equity.

However, under each of the models, some future retirees could
face potentially significant benefit reductions over the long term be-
cause of how you change the benefit formula. In Model 2, the initial
benefit is based upon earnings indexed to the cost of living rather
than by real wage growth.

Median benefits for those choosing individual accounts are al-
ways higher than those who do not choose the account, and that
gap grows over time. In other words, what this says for younger
people, in other words for people that are under 55, is take the deal
if it is offered. I mean, that is basically what it says based on our
probability analysis. As you know, you don’t know for certain be-
cause you don’t know exactly what investment returns are going to
do, but the probability analysis says you take the deal.
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However, median monthly benefits received by those without ac-
counts would fall below the benefit reduction benchmark. In other
words, those who don’t choose the accounts could end up being
worse off over the long term.

For the 20 percent of beneficiaries with the lowest income, the
median monthly benefits with universal participation in the ac-
counts tend to be higher than benefits under the benefit reduction
benchmark. This is likely due to the enhanced benefit for low wage
workers. In other words, there is a minimum benefit provided in
here that is enhanced over current law, and so that is the primary
reason why that lowest 20 percent is in the aggregate better off.

Senator CRAIG. Both in Models 2 and 3, low-income and low-in-
come disabled actually benefit.

Mr. WALKER. From this enhanced benefit. From my understand-
ing, that is correct. Both Models 2 and 3 have that.

Senator CRAIG. More than under the current situation, is that
not correct, making these assumptions and this kind of reform?

Mr. WALKER. For median benefits, the answer is yes. For every-
body, the answer is no. But most, yes.

Senator CRAIG. Correct.

Mr. WALKER. Regardless of whether an account is chosen under
Model 2, many people could receive monthly benefits that are high-
er than the benefit reduction benchmark. However, some could fare
worse. Some people could also receive a greater benefit than if you
just essentially raise payroll taxes or otherwise generate other rev-
enues, general revenues, to meet today’s promise. Some could actu-
ally be better off than that.

Now, as far as implementing and administering reforms, there
would be a governing board that would be established in order to
administer the individual accounts that would decide which invest-
ment options would be available to individuals and that would pro-
vide various financial information to individuals.

The commission didn’t spend a whole lot of time trying to work
out the details. This would be a significant undertaking because
there is nothing of this size and magnitude anywhere in the world,
but intellectually and technologically it is possible to accomplish
with time and resources to get this done.

We do, however, believe that making the accounts voluntary ends
up increasing the complexity, and that furthermore even if you end
up having individual account options and can do it in an adminis-
tratively feasible manner, which you can, it is going to be incred-
ibly important to have a significant education campaign for individ-
uals who would be involved in having to, one, make a choice, and
two, after having made a choice, if they decide to go with individual
accounts, how they should invest and what they should do once
they do that. The fact of the matter is that the dynamics of who
is bearing the risk are changed fundamentally, and therefore this
has to be recognized.

So in summary, Senators, I think it is important to know that
Social Security reform is part of a broader fiscal and economic chal-
lenge, that focusing on trust fund solvency alone is not sufficient.
In fact, it can be misleading to focus on trust fund solvency alone.
We need to put the program on a path of sustainable solvency.
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Solving Social Security’s long-term financing problem is more im-
portant and complex than simply making the numbers add up. It
1s a balancing of all these interests. Given the current projected fi-
nancial shortfall in the program, it is important to compare propos-
als to at least two benchmarks, the two that we have used and pos-
sibly others, and we are obviously looking for continuous improve-
ment on this.

The reform proposals should be evaluated as packages because if
you try to look at them on each individual element, you will get
ripped apart. Every individual element will get ripped apart. You
have to look at a proposal as a package and you need to look at
it as compared to these two benchmarks in order to put it in per-
spective. Acting sooner rather than later will clearly help you be
able to be successful here.

Last, let me just say—and I have said this for years, probably
10 years or more, since I was a trustee of Social Security and Medi-
care—it is possible to exceed the expectations of all generations of
Americans in connection with Social Security reform if you decide
to act.

Why? Because from a practical standpoint, current retirees and
near-term retirees aren’t going to be affected. They are going to get
what they have been promised. They fear they won’t. It wouldn’t
be fair not to deliver on the promise, and I would argue it wouldn’t
be politically feasible not to deliver on the promise.

But on the other hand, individuals such as myself, baby-boomers,
and my kids, generations X and Y, are already discounting what
they think they are going to get from Social Security because they
know that all the promises aren’t funded. Every survey and poll
will tell you that, and I have gone around the country as part of
public education campaigns over the last 10 years and you see that.

So, therefore, if you structure a reform proposal that leaves cur-
rent and near-term retirees alone and that restructures the pro-
gram with or without individual accounts—we can debate that, but
with or without them, that provides for more adjustments to
younger people, you can end up giving them more than they think
they are going to get and yet achieve all these objectives. I call that
win-win.

The bad news is the longer you wait, the tougher it is going to
be, and this is easy lifting compared to Medicare. This is real easy
lifting compared to Medicare. So it is important that we deal with
the easy lifting so we can get on with the tough work.

Thank you, Senators.

The CHAIRMAN. David, thank you very, very much for a very
clear and I think a very concise presentation.

I would say to our colleague, Senator Stabenow, we had asked
GAO to conduct this assessment of the various proposals of the
President’s commission. We have had a lot of the political groups
make their presentations on both sides of the issue. Guess what?
There were no surprises in what they said. So we were trying to
get someone from GAO who would be more neutral on this issue.

I think one thing is clear from the presentation and the graphics
that you have, David, that to me the twin problems of Social Secu-
rity and Medicare are a greater threat to the economy of the
United States than the twin threats of Iraq and North Korea be-
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cause these threats affect not just this generation, but these affect
the next generation and the next generation and all Americans into
the future.

I mean, this is a huge threat to the economic security of the
United States, the twin problems of Medicare and Social Security.
The urgency of us beginning to address this, I think, is so graphi-
cally presented by your testimony that I would hope very much
that when the President presents the State of Union Address that
he addresses both of these, that he says what needs to be done on
Medicare and prescription drugs, and also Social Security reform
that is desperately needed.

Without leadership from all of us, this will not happen. I mean,
it is going to take the President, it is going to take Republicans,
it is going to take Democrats trying for just a moment to set aside
the harsh political rhetoric of these issues and the 30-second sound
bites which we have seen time and time again and try and work
for resolution. I really do hope that the White House addresses this
in the State of the Union. We are trying to buildup the record,
pointing out the urgency of this, and I think it is going to take that
leadership.

Let me ask, if I could, how close is Model 2 that you have dis-
cussed today to the type of program that I as a member of the Sen-
ate and the Thrift Savings Plan, and all of us here, all of these peo-
ple behind me and 9 million other Federal workers have with re-
gard to our retirement in terms of the voluntary nature of the pri-
vate accounts that we have a chance to invest in, with regard to
how those accounts are managed? Can you give some discussion?

It seems that Model 2 is not so novel that it has never been tried
before. It seems very similar to what I have as a member of the
U.S. Senate.

Mr. WALKER. There are some similarities and some differences.
No. 1, Federal workers that were hired after 1983 had to come in
under the new Federal Employee Retirement System, which in-
cludes the Thrift Savings Plan.

There are some similarities to individuals who were hired before
that as well. They were given an option. They could elect whether
or not to stay under the old CSRS system or whether to go to the
new system. So there is a direct comparison, I think, that could be
made in that regard. It was a one-time election to make at that
point in time.

I will be able to provide more information for the record if you
would like. What we are talking about here is something very simi-
lar. Under Model 2, Individuals would be able to make a one-time
election whether or not they are going to do this or not, although
the relative amount of defined benefit under Model 2 is greater
than the relative amount of defined benefit under FERS. In addi-
tion, there is a minimum benefit guaranteed under Model 2.

The CHAIRMAN. We also can, I think, put up to 12 percent in.

Mr. WALKER. Yes, you can put a lot more money in TSP as a per-
cent of pay.

The CHAIRMAN. Three times more.

Senator CRAIG. There is a difference, also. The base amount that
comes out for the retirement plan is fixed and the percentage that
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we put into our 401(k) is voluntary above that as a percentage of
our retirement amount that goes into the retirement fund.

Mr. WALKER. That is correct. You can put a lot more money in.
That is correct.

Senator CRAIG. I assume in Model 2, when you say “4 percent
of,” you are talking about 4 percent of the payroll tax.

Mr. WALKER. Four percent of taxable payroll, correct, up to
$1,000, as I recall. So it is less money on a relative basis than you
can do in the Federal TSP.

Sgnagor CRraIG. Taxable payroll or percentage of the tax that is
paid in?

Mr. WALKER. It is 4 percent of that person’s taxable payroll. If
I was making $40,000 a year, it is 4 percent of that, up to $1,000.

Senator CRAIG. I was wrong in that assumption, then. I thought
it was a percentage of the total already coming in.

Mr. WALKER. That is not my understanding; 4 percentage points
of the 12.4, with a maximum of $1,000.

Senator CRAIG. Then I was right, OK, thank you.

Mr. WALKER. So, therefore, we are saying the same thing. The
fact is it is very similar, but the amounts involved are different.
For Social Security, under Model 2, you would continue to have
much more of a defined benefit element than defined contribution.
The Federal Thrift Savings Plan provides much more of a defined
contribution.

Another similarity, and then I will respond to any more ques-
tions, is under the Federal Thrift Savings Plan you have a board
that oversees it. They provide several mutual fund options that are
managed by the private sector, which shares are voted not by Gov-
ernment employees but by private sector investment managers.
They maintain individual accounts, and so there are a lot of analo-
gies.

The CHAIRMAN. Those accounts would be inheritable?

Mr. WALKER. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The children and grandchildren of the employee?

Mr. WALKER. Yes, so you could have a sizeable pre-retirement
benefit which you don’t have now under Social Security.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me wind up my questions with this. I have
seen the rhetoric on both sides on this issue and I have seen some
that have argued, look, if we compare the idea of an individual ac-
count to the Enron debacle and scandal, how would that type of ca-
lamity be protected against in Model 27

I mean, I think the obvious way is you don’t put your money in
one single account and one single company. It is diversified. But
can you elaborate on how that type of calamity could be prevented
under the structure that they are recommending?

Also, I remember the numbers say that we have never had a neg-
ative 20-year period of market returns in the history of this coun-
try. Most people not just one year for their retirement, but prob-
ablyhan average of 20 years, plus. Give me a little bit of discussion
on that.

Mr. WALKER. Well, first, it is envisioned that there would be sev-
eral investment choices and that each of those investment choices
would be collective investment pools. In other words, you would
have an investment in a mutual fund where you own a piece of a
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broadly diversified fund. That is what the Federal Thrift Savings
Plan——

The CHAIRMAN. We have five accounts we can choose from.

Mr. WALKER. Right. It is not anticipated that you would be able
to buy the stock of any particular company, nor would you be able
to buy the bonds of any particular company. So therefore you man-
age risk through diversification between asset classes, and diver-
sification within asset classes.

Then, second, obviously you have an investment horizon that cov-
ers a number of different years. Depending upon what your age is,
you may want to change what your investment strategy is in order
to reduce the potential volatility or variation in return the closer
you get to retirement or once you are in retirement.

So you have broad-based diversification between classes, within
classes, and that should help to moderate risk. It doesn’t eliminate
it, but it helps to moderate it.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Craig, then Senator Stabenow.

Senator CRrAIG. Well, David, I have already asked several of the
questions that I had planned to ask. But in your testimony, you do
make a couple of assumptions and I want to make sure those are
clear for the record.

You talk about general fund contributions or participation in all
of this. You make that statement under what assumptions? No. 1,
that there would not be a tax increase to fund current promises
and bencfits, a Social Security tax, or is it an offset to the 4 percent
that would be coming out to the individual accounts?

Explain general fund contribution because right now I am under
the assumption that the payroll tax is taking care of Social Secu-
rity and there is no general fund contribution.

Mr. WALKER. There is a very small amount of general fund con-
tribution right now. As you know, there are certain Social Security
benefits that are subject to individual income tax. The income tax
associated with that goes into the Social Security Trust Fund. That
is a general revenue fund.

Senator CRAIG. I see.

Mr. WALKER. But it is not significant.

Senator CRAIG. But that is not what you were meaning here?

Mr. WALKER. No, it is not. Let me clarify what I was meaning.
What I was meaning is in order to make this program sustainable
and solvent over the long term, and yet try to have a program that
has reasonable adequacy and equity, you are going to have to come
up with money somehow.

Now, how you come up with the money—you could increase the
payroll tax, you could use general revenue, or whatever. Every pro-
posal that I am aware of but one provides for general revenue
funding. The question is how much and when you get general reve-
nue funding.

Model 2 assumes about $2.2 trillion in general revenue funding
over about three decades.

The CHAIRMAN. How much over ten?

S Mr. WALKER. I will have to find out and provide it for the record,
enator.

The CHAIRMAN. It was about $1 trillion. Is it still about that?
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Mr. WALKER. I think that is correct, but I would be happy to pro-
vide it for the record. I wouldn’t want to shoot from the hip on that.

But again I think it is important to look beyond ten. I think one
of the problems we have is that we look at ten, but our real prob-
lems don’t start until after ten because the baby-boomers don’t
really start retiring in big numbers until after ten. So we are de-
luding ourselves, I think, if we just look at ten.

It is kind of like the flat earth theory. In our budget, we have
a flat earth theory. It is like everything is going to end in ten. Well,
Columbus showed us the earth isn’t flat, it is round, and so we
have got this huge tidal wave right beyond the 10 years that we
have got to deal with.

Senator CRAIG. Columbus did it on deficit, too, remember.
[Laughter.]

Mr. WALKER. Right. I know you are big on trying to keep the def-
icit under control and eventually eliminating the deficit.

The CHAIRMAN. A new Republican theory, keeping it under con-
trol.

Senator CRAIG. Well, we are just following our leader.

Mr. WALKER. We are talking about how do you end up financing
whatever gap, and most people are not proposing a payroll tax in-
crease because that is the most regressive tax that we have. So
most people don’t believe that that makes a lot of sense. If you are
not going to do a payroll tax, well, then what else are you going
to do?

Now, some people are proposing to eliminate the payroll tax cap
for Social Security. In other words, right now you only pay 12.4
percent, the combined employer and individual total up to a certain
level. Some people are proposing that everybody should have to pay
Social Security payroll taxes that on every dime of earned income.
That obviously would be somewhat controversial. That is the only
proposal that I know of that does not require general revenue
transfers. Every other one does.

Senator CRAIG. Again, in examining the models, I still don’t quite
understand. I know you have not put the figures to it in the sense
of just a broad analysis, but you are not assuming status quo?

Mr. WALKER. No.

Senator CRAIG. You are assuming some adjustments in benefits
and revenue?

Mr. WALKER. Yes. Our two benchmarks are, simply stated, in
2002 you either adjust income to meet benefit payments as pro-
jected or you adjust benefits to meet income availability. But you
do it up front; you don’t wait until the trust fund is out of money.
We are going to do an analysis of that for you.

Senator CralG. In 2002, by this analysis, it is an either/or or
both, 15 and 13?

Mr. WALKER. No. It is either/or. So if all you did was just adjust
benefits in 2002, that is what it would be, and that would be for
everybody. You could decide, for example, let’s leave persons 55
and over alone. So it would be zero for them, but you would have
to adjust a lot more than 13 percent, obviously, for people under
55. Then you get another notch, maybe, situation for some people.



18

Senator CRAIG. That begins to resolve that original chart where,
at 2017, you went from surplus to deficit, is that not correct? That
is what you are saying?

1 Mr. WALKER. That is correct. That was the negative cash-flow
ate.

Senator CrAIG. That shoves that back, then?

Mr. WALKER. It does, it does. As I said, “We have got one that
adds Medicare.” That will get your attention.

Senator CRAIG. Do you have it with you?

Mr. WALKER. We have one that adds Medlcare to that and, be-
lieve me, it is a sobering chart.

Do we have it with us? We will provide it to you this afternoon,
Senator.

Senator CRAIG. We would like to see that.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stabenow, and then Senator Talent.

Senator STABENOW. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you
for holding this hearing on this very important topic.

Mr. Walker, thank you for joining us. I have deep concerns about
this proposal, and your comments it just reemphasize the concerns
that I have.

First of all, when we look at these charts, it is one of the reasons
that many of us on the Budget Committee last year at a time when
we were projecting $5.6 trillion in surpluses, suggested that one of
the most responsible things that we could do for ourselves and for
our children, grandchildren and on to the future would be to pre-
fund Social Security, put dollars into that rather than doing the tax
cut that was proposed, the supply side tax cut over a 10-year pe-
riod reducing revenue.

So I share your concern about these numbers, and understand
what happens with Social Security and Medicare as we go, and
think we have a very important challenge in being responsible.

Given that, though, when I look at these numbers, I am con-
cerned that the commission at this point has not identified exactly
how to come up with the dollars that you are talking about. We are
talking about the need for more dollars to go in the system, and
this is the transitional cost if we are going to a system that in-
volves private accounts

You were saying, “Over a 30-year period, $2.2 trillion, or over a
75-year period, $3.4 trillion.” Then your comments just a moment
ago, it sounds like you are assuming that in 2002 all of this would
be predicated on a payroll tax increase or benefit cuts. It seems to
me that is what you are suggesting at this point in time, or some
other general fund transfer. Would that be correct?

Mr. WALKER. Well, we are not suggesting a payroll tax increase
or benefit cut. We are doing that for illustrative purposes just to
give you a sense of the magnitude of the charges that are needed.

Senator STABENOW. I understand.

Mr. WALKER. But every proposal that I am aware of, Senator
Stabenow, other than the one that comes from the House that pro-
posed eliminating the cap on payroll taxes—in other words, what
wages are subject to payroll taxes—every one assumes general rev-
enue transfers.
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I would argue that if you want to deliver on the promises that
have been made right now, and if you don’t want to raise the pay-
roll tax, then ultimately you are going to have to do general reve-
nue transfers under the status quo.

Senator STABENOW. So just to put it in perspective—and this is
where we are now when we look at the numbers on deficits, and
50 on, based on decisions that we have made to this point—now we
have in front of us another proposal for somewhere between $600
billion and $1 trillion, depending on how you figure the interest
costs, of additional tax cuts.

Again, we could argue fairness on who receives those, but looking
at the overall numbers, we are looking at deficits as far as the eye
can see. We are looking at another round of tax cuts, and yet at
the same time you are warning us, and I believe correctly, that the
biggest challenge that we have to the economy and to the Federal
budget is Social Security and Medicare, and that it, in fact, will re-
quire, as you have said, “Significant general fund transfers wheth-
er we go with the current system or with a new system.” Certainly,
with a new system, as I understand it, it is even greater transfers
because of the costs of going to a new system.

Mr. WALKER. I am not recommending any proposal. I am trying
tg be an honest broker here and there are a lot of proposals out
there.

Under current law, if you were just to let the trust fund run out
of money and then fill up the gap between 2041 and 2075, the dis-
counted present value of that today is $3.4 trillion. You wouldn’t
have to start paying it until the trust fund runs out, but you would
h}.?ve to have %3.4 trillion today invested at Treasury rates to close
the gap. ’

Senator STABENOW. I understand.

Mr. WALKER. Under Model 2, it is $2.2 trillion. So both of them
cost money. It is a matter of how much and when, and then to the
extent there is a difference, then how did you make up that dif-
ference. Did you adjust benefits? Did you get additional rate of re-
turn on investments? That is really what it comes down to.

Senator STABENOW. So Model 2, if I understand correctly, then,
would involve some changing of revenue coming in—i.e. payroll tax
increase—or benefit cuts to offset some of that cost?

Mr. WALKER. Model 2 would leave everybody who is 55 today, as
I understand it, alone. For people who are under 55 today who
chose to go with the individual account—they don’t have to go with
the individual account. If they chose to go with the individual ac-
count, their defined benefit would be reduced by an offset amount
because they are getting part of their payroll taxes for this individ-
ual account, and so that is part of what they are paying. In other
v;'lorcésé that is part of making up the difference between the 3.4 and
the 2.2.

Now, one of the differences is if you went with Model 2, it means
that the money that you are going to have to raise is going to have
to come quicker because right now under the status quo, let the
trust fund run out, you don’t have to raise it until further on out.

On the other hand, if you go with Model 2 or anything like Model
2 that has individual accounts, you are going to have to raise the
money quicker because you have to pay the promised benefits to
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current retirees and near-term retirees and start funding these in-
dividual accounts.

Senator STABENOW. So the pressure, in other words, under Model
2 with individual accounts is dollars sooner in some way, decisions
having to be made, general fund transfer, payroll tax increase, ben-
efit cuts, or some kind of combination of those, then?

Mr. WALKER. That is correct. It is the timing and the magnitude.
Let me say for the record to clarify one thing that I may have
misspoke on, everybody’s defined benefit formula changes under
Model 2. There is just an additional offset for the ones that choose
the individual accounts. Model 2 also proposes an across-the-board
benefit formula change, to set the record straight.

Senator STABENOW. Mr. Chairman, just one more point, if I
might.

The other concern that I have—and I am very concerned about
what we are talking about in terms of the dollars and how we
would pay for this in the context of the current budget and the
economy, and so on. The second issue, though, that I think is im-
portant for all of us to understand—and you have said this; you
said the dynamics of who is bearing the risk are fundamentally
changed.

So in the current system, Social Security is a base, a foundation.
We then add to our accounts on top of that, 401(k)s or other kinds
of investments that we all do, and that is on top of that. I know
that the folks, for instance, at Enron that had come in said thank
goodness for Social Security because it at least was there as a foun-
dation for them when everything else went bad.

One of my major concerns relates to that, that we are changing
the fundamental risk, fundamentally changing a policy that has
been in place in this country now for many, many years.

I had one example brought to my attention from a grandmother
of a young woman who is a junior at Michigan State University,
my alma mater, who had invested in what is called the Michigan
Educational Trust, which is an investment program that accepts
tax-deductible contributions, and so on.

In Michigan, she was lucky because the Michigan trust fund in-
vests primarily in bonds and so it was not affected by the latest
stock market situation. But she indicated that in looking at other
States that had up to 60 percent of their fund revenue in the stock
market, they lost a great deal of money and their ability to send
their children to college.

So it has a direct relationship when we are investing and what
happens in terms of the ability to send our children to college if it
is a college fund, or the ability to prepare for retirement, and so
on. Fundamentally, under the proposal that includes private ac-
counts, that risk is shifted to the individual as opposed to a fun-
damentally defined benefit program that serves as a floor or a
foundation for retirement for individuals.

, ‘}Vh' WALKER. That is correct, Senator. Can I respond real quick-
y?

First, the risk is shifted, you are correct, between a defined bene-
fit plan and a defined contribution plan. By definition, individual
accounts are defined contribution arrangements. I think it is im-
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portant to note that right now the investment risk is borne to some
extent by the taxpayers of the United States broadly.

The nature of the investment risk would be that it would shift
from the taxpayers broadly to individuals involved. Not all the ben-
efit because let’s keep in mind that under every proposal that I
have seen here there would be a base defined benefit, just as you
have in many cases in the private sector.

A portion of the risk would be shifted to the individual, but the
individual would make a choice as to whether or not they want to
assume that risk. It would not be thrust upon them. They could
say, “Yes, I want to assume that risk or, no, I don’t want to assume
that risk, and that would be their choice.”

Furthermore, as I understand Model 2—and again I am not a
proponent for any plan—as I understand Model 2, there is also a
minimum benefit guarantee which is not there under current law;
that for the bottom 20 percent, the lowest income 20 percent, it is
obviously helpful because it is not there right now. )

Senator STABENOW. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

I was just noticing, having the discussion with you on the various
rates of return, over the period 1992 to 2001, looking at what we
have as Senators, the G Fund, which is the bond fund only, as I
understand it—the rate of return has been about plus 6.5 percent.

The C Fund, which is basically the market, even with the bad
years of 2000 and 2001—over that 10-year period, our rate of re-
turn for those who chose voluntarily to go into the market, has
been almost a 13-percent return, 12.9 percent. So that is an aver-
age-out, so that is really significant.

Senator TALENT.

Senator TALENT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Walker, I want to make certain what I understood to be a
predicate, what you said at the beginning. Did I understand you to
be saying that the current system, at the current tax and benefit
levels, is actuarily mathematically impossible? Is that correct?

Mr. WALKER. It is not in actuarial balance. It is not solvent in
the long term, it is not sustainable in the long term. The difference
between the projected revenues and the projected expenditures
over 75 years alone, not beyond that—the discounted present value
of that difference is $3.4 trillion as of the end of fiscal 2001. That
gives credit to the bonds that are in the trust fund which don’t
have economic significance.

Senator TALENT. It is actuarily impossible, it is mathematical im-
possible?

Mr. WALKER. Well, the numbers don’t add up.

Senator TALENT. It is not sustainable. It is like a Ponzi game is
not sustainable, right?

Mr. WALKER. Ponzi schemes aren’t sustainable. I am not equat-
ing this to a Ponzi scheme.

Senator TALENT. Well, I understand, but I mean in the sense
that it is not sustainable, right, long term?

Mr. WALKER. It is not sustainable, correct.

Senator TALENT. Are you certain about that? Couldn’t you make
different assumptions about the productivity of the American econ-
omy? Let’s say there was another information revolution, maybe,
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that came along and all of a sudden workers became ten times
more—I mean, is that the kind of thing it would take to make the
current system safe for our people?

Mr. WALKER. Well, in fact, having been a trustee myself for 5
years, the trustees every year do 75-year projections and they as-
sume three sets of assumptions: high-cost, low-cost, best estimate
or the so-called intermediate assumption. Qurs are based upon the
best estimate, or intermediate set of assumptions.

Under the low-cost assumptions, which assumes very positive as-
sumptions across the board not just with regard to economic
growth, but also with regard to immigration, also with regard to
birth rates, also with regard to a whole variety of things—under
that, it says we don’t really have a problem. Now, I don’t know
anybody who believes that.

Senator TALENT. OK.

Mr. WALKER. I think the other thing is that even if we were to
have a new paradigm shift with regard to economic growth and be
able to grow which would really help the situation, to grow faster
than this has assumed—that would clearly help. I would, however,
respectfully suggest that when you look at our aggregate fiscal
i:hallenge, you are not going to grow your way out of that chal-
enge.

The imbalance, when you look at Social Security, Medicare, Med-
icaid—you are not going to grow your way out of that problem. Ad-
ditional growth that can help, but you are going to have to make
some tough choices.

Senator TALENT. I am pushing you on this because this is an im-
portant predicate for even taking this issue on for me. I have no
ideological axe to grind in this. I have no desire to change the sys-
tem unless we need to, but what I hear you telling me is we are
like in the position of somebody who is standing in the middle of
a highway and a big truck is coming down the highway and if we
don’t move, the truck is going to hit us.

I would just say, Senator Stabenow, that is how I view this. I
know there are risks to moving. I mean, maybe you will sprain
your ankle in the ditch if you move. But if you are correct, there
1s no chance about what is going to happen if you stay there; you
are going to get run over.

h{z ghat your perception essentially of where we are at with this
thing?

Mr. WALKER. You have got to act. You don’t have a choice. The
question is when are you going to act and how are you going to act.
This is a truck, but Medicare is a much bigger truck. Medicare is
a freight train coming.

Senator TALENT. It is a train.

The CHAIRMAN. You could jump in a ditch full of alligators,
which may not be a good idea.

Senator STABENOW. Would my colleague yield for just a moment?

Senator TALENT. Yes, sure, I would be happy.

Senator STABENOW. There is no question that we have a big hole.
I think the first thing is to stop digging, which is a major issue
around here because we just keep digging the hole bigger by the
tazlz). proposals that come forward, and so on. So we are just making
it bigger.
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But there is a significant difference between shoring up Social
Security, the current system, and transferring to another system
that involves keeping the current system and transferring to pri-
vate accounts. My concern is, for instance, when we look at what
Mr. Walker has indicated, the :$2.2 trillion in transfer costs, that,
as I understand it, includes a benefit cut. So I think we just need
to be clear on that, that there are major tradeoffs here.

Senator TALENT. If I could just reclaim my time, I understand
that. There is an area here where it just seems to me, regardless
of what we think of tax cuts versus tax increases or this or that
or the other thing, there is a quite appealing, perhaps narrow area
where we may all be able to agree.

For example, you were mentioning before that we are going to
have to have general fund transfers under Model 2. But if indeed
it is true that no matter what we do, we are going to have to have
general fund transfers and if we don’t do Model 2 the general fund
transfers are going to have to be even greater, then while we can
all concede we don’t like the idea of general fund transfers, let's at
}east do the model that lets us have the lowest general fund trans-
ers.

Do you see what I am getting at?

Senator STABENOW. I might just say that Model 2, though, in-
cludes a benefit cut. So I think that is important.

Senator TALENT. Reclaiming my time again, if we don’t do Model
2, I mean what I hear Mr. Walker saying is we are going to have
to have either much bigger benefit cuts or very substantial tax in-
creases on everybody. I don’t think anybody here really wants ei-
ther one of those two things.

I really would like to get with the chairman to talk about some
kind of common ground so we can agree. You know, we are going
to disagree about things like how we create prosperity, but regard-
less of what we feel about that, there may be some proposals that
we can all agree on, and that is kind of what I would like to get
at and I hear you maybe trying to move us a little bit in that direc-
tion.

Let me ask one other thing, though, about Model 2. As I under-
stand it, because of the floors that we establish, low-income work-
ers and disabled workers, the neediest, are better off.under your
assumptions about Model 2. Is that correct?

Mr. WALKER. Low-income, the bottom 20 percent, most are better
off, not all, than the——

The CHAIRMAN. Why don’t you just pull her up to the table and
she can help you explain?

Mr. WALKER. We are drilling down deep now.

The CHAIRMAN. Go ahead, and just mention your name.

Ms. BOVBJERG. I am sorry to interrupt. I am Barbara Bovbjerg.
I am Director of Education, Workforce——

The CHAIRMAN. You are not interrupting. Mr. Walker is happy
to have you.

Ms. BOVBJERG. I am Barbara Bovbjerg. I am Director of Edu-
cation, Workforce, and Income Security.

We did look at these two polar benchmark and when we com-
pared those, most of the lower earners and the lower-earner dis-
abled come out better than under the benefit reduction benchmark.
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Some, not a lot, not the majority—some will come out better than
the tax increase benchmark which is essentially equivalent to cur-
rently scheduled benefits.

Senator TALENT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me go ahead. I have a couple of questions
and then I will recognize everybody again for a second round.

On page 26, David, you are talking about your analysis of Model
2 shows that median monthly benefits for those choosing individual
accounts are always higher than for those who do not choose the
accounts, and the gap grows over time.

Then in the next paragraph you say for the lowest quintile of
beneficiaries, median monthly benefits with universal participation
in accounts tend to be higher than the benefits received under the
benefit reduction benchmark.

Tell me what that means so that I can perhaps understand it a
little bit better. Are you saying that the median monthly benefits
for people choosing individual accounts are always going to be
higher? I mean, that is what I read it as saying. It is on page 26
in my earlier copy. I don’t know if it is the same in the book.

Ms. BOVBJERG. That is true because the people who do not select
the accounts only have the benefits that are being reduced by the
change from wage to price indexing. The people who select the ac-
counts, while the account income is offset with the defined benefit
portion, still will generally do better. That increases over time with
the different cohorts.

We looked at three different cohorts, those born in 1955, 1970
and 1985, and because the 1985 cohort would have the longer time
with both the defined benefit reduction and the individual account,
you can see that that disparity widens.

Mr. WALKER. It is because of compounding, basically.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of the projection on whether individual
accounts work is a projection on what the markets are going to be
doing, which is sort of anybody’s guess, but we have a track record.
I mean, we have a track record ever since we have had a market,
and we had a track record which I just read over the last 10 years
for the Thrift Savings Plan that we have showing what the com-
bination of investment in stocks have done over the last 10 years.

So tell us a little bit about how GAO went about creating a
model that gave us some idea of what these individual accounts
would generate because people always use the argument, well, if
the market collapses, you are not going to have any retirement left.

So how did you project this? Give me a little bit more about the
protections involved.

Mr. WALKER. What we tried to do in order to assure consistency,
and also in order to be able to assure that we weren’t in the busi-
ness of coming up with new assumptions that are, GAO assump-
tions, is we used the same assumptions that the Social Security ac-
tuaries use for the different analysis that they do.

If you look at page 66 of the report, 6.3 percent for Treasuries,
6.8 percent for corporate bonds, and 10 percent for equities over
time. Those are the assumptions, and that is consistent with the
Social Security actuaries.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Craig, do you have any follow-up, or
Senator Stabenow after Senator Craig?
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Senator CRAIG. Well, I don’t have any additional questions. A
couple of observations.

First of all, David, thank you very much, and your troupe, for
being here and the work you are doing. As we thrust these things
Epon you to analyze, we are all going to work to build a record

ere.

But I am sitting here looking at that chart and I refer, Senator
Stabenow, to it because that is what David went through before we
began to look at different models. The reality is right there. We
should cut benefits 13 percent this year or raise taxes 15 percent
to sustain outward, or by 2017 we should a 16-percent benefit cut
or a 22-percent increase in payroll tax, or by 2041 we should do a
31-percent benefit cut or a 45-percent payroll increase.

That is the reality upon us based on current assumptions, cur-
rent projections. That is what we have all been looking at for a
time. I am not one that is going to saddle my grandchildren in a
huge payroll tax increase. At the same time, I am going to want
them, because they are very dynamic people, to go to their com-
puter and pull up their account and. make some assumptions and
know what they are dealing with, as other countries have taught
or educated their people into doing.

I think there is a phenomenal assumption that I have always
found totally faulty. When you give the American public adequate
information, they respond in a phenomenal way.

You had said very early, David, in your comments that there is
one thing that is obvious in all of this, that if we make these
changes, there needs to be driving it a major educational program
that allows people to make certain assumptions and understand
where they are and what their opportunities might be, and cer-
tainly for younger people a great deal more opportunity in the long
term, compounding, if you will, than those of an older age and of
no benefit to me at my age, but certainly I think the opportunity
for my children and grandchildren to have something that is worth
their money, or they are going to aggressively depart from it or find
alternative ways because the law will demand they can’t depart.

I have always said in this debate I am not going to be part of
creating a generational rift in this country of the magnitude that
will occur by 2075 if we don’t make the adjustments now. I still
want kids to be willing to help their grandparents out just a bit.
At the same time, obviously the grandparents of that day are going
to be a much more sophisticated American from the standpoint of
understanding and making decisions and having information avail-
able to them than probably the grandparents of today.

That is our challenge, to be able to be forward-looking in this in-
stead of reactionary as it relates to current circumstances. It is
critical that we view long-term projections and we look at historic
averages because we are talking about actuarily thinking down the
road and that is a phenomenal challenge for all of us.

Thank you.

Mr. WALKER. Senator, if I can quickly respond, you actually are
going to need to do more than this.

Senator CRAIG. You didn’t need to say that. [Laughter.]

Mr. WALKER. But I am just trying to keep the record straight
here, and the reason I say that is this would achieve solvency and
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actuarial balance for 75 years. But at the end of 75 years, you still
have a big imbalance, and every year we take off a good year and
we add a bad year. Now, in our analysis we think you need to
achieve sustainable solvency, which means not just for 75, but be-
yond. So you really need to do more than that.

The last thing is, coming back to what Senator Breaux said——

Senator CRAIG. Excuse me for interrupting. This does also as-
sume there are some unpaid promised benefits in there now, are
there not?

Mr. WALKER. Yes.

Senator CRAIG. This assumes that? '

Mr. WALKER. This assumes that for 75 years, but it doesn’t deal
with perpetuity. We think you need to do something that not only
works for 75 years, but isn’t pre-programmed to not work beyond
75 years. That is our current system. I mean, even if you can make
i% work for 75, it is pre-programmed that it doesn’t work beyond
that.

The last thing on this and then I think Senator Stabenow has
a point. Senator Breaux said at the outset—and I think it is impor-
tant to say this—this will require Presidential leadership.

Senator CRAIG. No question.

Mr. WALKER. I know that President Bush is dedicated to do
something in this area, and I also know that President Clinton
was, too.

Senator Breaux, you and I and others were involved in at least
one commission in the past, and we were also involved in a mas-
sive national education campaign that included going around the
country, including the President and the Vice President, to try to
educate Americans as to the nature, extent, timing and magnitude
of our problem. They get it.

The CHAIRMAN. Oh, yes.

Mr. WALKER. They understand it. Realistically, that has got to
happen because you get elected and you can’t get too far ahead of
the people. So something has to happen that will cause the Amer-
ican people to understand the nature, extent timimg and the mag-
nitude of the problem. Believe me, they get it, and that will enable
you to act in a way that is not only prudent, but in a way that can
exceed the expectations of all generations of Americans.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stabenow, any comments?

Senator STABENOW. Yes, thank you. I do have a comment.

I do, Senator Craig, understand these numbers very, very well
and what we have right here. In the last Budget Committee last
year as we were debating what to do, as we at that time thought
we had substantial surpluses, there were many of us arguing ex-
actly these points and why we should be looking to the future.

If I remember the budget numbers from the hearings, the second
10 years of just the current tax cut is a $4 trillion loss, which is
more than the liability totally of Social Security during that time
period. It was something like $3.8 trillion.

We have made decisions—“we” meaning the Congress—that have
substantially dug the hole deeper by decisions made last year. I
fear, in all seriousness, that the hole will get even deeper based on
what is being proposed right now. So I have grave concerns about
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that, understanding that, in fact, we have to make decisions either
way regarding Social Security. It is a question of what.

The point I would just make in conclusion is I want to make a
pitch for Social Security and just tell you as somebody who has
watched over the years—I wasn’t here when it was passed, but we
have substantially brought people out of poverty, seniors out of
poverty. This is a system that has about a 1-percent administrative
cost, much cheaper than anybody, if we are out managing our own
accounts, will be paying.

This is a system also that is not only retirement; it is a disability
policy and a life insurance policy. We haven't talked about that
today and I am wondering, as we look at all of this, we are looking
only at the retirement piece of this. Yet if you are a worker that
becomes fully disabled, your dependent children know that they
have a safety net. If you die on the job, your family knows that
there is a safety net there. So this is broader; Social Security is
broader than just retirement.

I guess I would just ask, in conclusion, for your comments and
analysis as to how the system is affected, the broader system of So-
cial Security, with the disability provisions and life insurance pro-
visions of changes that are made as it relates to individual ac-
counts, and so on.

Mr. WALKER. Well, you are correct that Social Security is much
more than retirement income. That is the primary part of Social
Security, but disability income and certain survivor benefits, et
cetera, are part of it.

My understanding is that this proposal really is focused pri-
marily on the retirement income portion. In other words, it envi-
sions that there will still be a disability program. I know there is
a proposed change in here that in the case of certain low-income
individuals, there are actually some potential enhancements to dis-
ability income for low-income people, the bottom 20 percent.

So I think it is very important that we recognize exactly what
you said. This isn’t just the monthly payments. It is also disability,
which could be in monthly form. It is also these other factors. But
at the same time, I think we also have to recognize that right now
you don’t get a pre-retirement death benefit out of Social Security,
and that under this option if you chose to have an individual ac-
count, you would get a pre-retirement death benefit. So there are
tradeoffs. There is no free lunch, there is no perfect solution.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you very, very much. While there is
not a perfect solution, we may be in the middle of a perfect storm
when you have all of these things colliding at the same time, with
Medicare and Social Security all coming due in approximately the
same timeframe because of the baby-boom generation and other
factors.

It was difficult when we had a $200 billion surplus. It is going
to be a lot more difficult with a $200 billion deficit. But the prob-
lem doesn’t go away and political rhetoric is not enough to solve it.
We have to find ways to work together to get something done.

David, thank you very much. We look forward to future reports
in this area for the Aging Committee and for our new chairman
when he takes over next time.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Walker follows:]
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Mr. Chat and Members of the C:

Thank you for inviting me here to talk about our nation’s Social Security
program and how to address the challeng d in ensuring the

long-term viability of this system. Socizl S ity not vnly rep the
foundation of our reti t income system,; it also p: des millions of

" Americans with disability insurance and survivors’ benefits, As a result,
Social Security provides benefits that are critical to the current and fature
well-being of tens of millions of Americans. However, as | have said in
congressional testimanies over the past several years,' the system faces
both solvency and sustainability challenges in the longer terin. In their
2002 report, the Trustees emphasized that while the program's near-term
financial condition has tmproved slightly, Social Security faces a

b ] financal chall in the not-too-distant future that needs to
be addressed soon. In essence, the program’s long-term outlook remains
unchanged. Without reform, Social Security, Medicare, and Medicaid are
mnsustainable, end the long-term impact of these entitlement programs on
the federal budget and the economy will be dramatic.

Ovetﬂlepastfewyeus,awidea.rrayofpmposalshasbeenputfurﬂnw
restore Social Security’s long-term solvency, and a coramission established
by the President has p d three models for modifying the current
program. The Commission’s final report? called for a period of discussion
lasting at least a year before legislative action is taken to strengthen and
restore sustamability to Social Security. Today we are issuing the GAC
Teport you requested on the Commission's options.* At your request, we
have also done a qualitative review of three other proposals introduced in
the 107th Congress. In my testimony today I will discuss not only our

. Teport but also the broader issue of Social Security. I hope my testimony
will help clarify some of the key issues in the debate about how to
restructure this critically important program.

WWMMWM WﬂlﬂubrAaAn;ﬁmu(Doe. 2,
2001; rev. Mar. 18, 2002), . A

'smuwwmqrwmmmsuwmwmmy(@mm
Jan. 15, 2003).

GAO-03-878T
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First, let rae highlight a number of important points in connecﬁon wiﬂ\ the
Social Security challenge.

Social Security reform is part of a broader fiscal and economic
challenge. ¥f you look ahead in the federal budget, the combined Social
Security or Old-Age and Survivers Insurance and Disability Insurance -
(OASDI) program together with the rapidly growing health programs
(Medicare and Medicaid) will dominate the federal gov ’s future
fiscal outlook. Undex our longaterm sunulaﬁons, it continues to be the case
that these p federal budgetary flexibility
over the next few decadu. Absent reform, the nation will ultimately have
to choose b Jating federal deficits, significant tax
increases, and/or dramahc budget cuts. ’ :

Foc\mng on trust fand solvency a.lone ls not sufficient. We need to
put the program on a pa.th lvency. Trust fund
solvency is an Tt t, bt g on trust fu:nd solvency
alone can lead to a false senseofsecuntyaboutthe overall condition of
the Social Security program. The size of the trust fund does not tell us
whether the program is sustainable—that is, whether the government will
have the capacity to pay future claims or what else will have to be
squeezed to pay those clalms. Alming for sustainable solvency would
increase the chance that future policymakers would not have to face these
difficult questions on a recurring basis. Estimates of what it would take to
achieve 75-year trust fund solvency understate the extent of the problem
b the program'’s fin i gets worse in the 76\‘:h and
subsequent years.

Solving Social Security’s long-term financing problem is more
important and complex than simply making the nambers add up.
Social Security is an important and successful social program that affects
virtually every American family. It currently pays benefits to more than 45
million people, including retired workers, disabled workers, the spouses
and children of retired and disabled workexs, and the survivors of
deceased workers, The ber of individ dving benefits is
expected to grow to almost 69 million by 2020. The program has been
highly effective at reducing the incidence of poverty among the eldexly,

and the disability and survivor benefits have been cnhcal to the financial
well-being of millions of others.

Given the current projected financial shortfall of the program, it is
important to compare proposals to at least two fanded
benchmarks—one that funds currently scheduled benefits and one
that adjusts to current tax financing Comparing the beneficiary

GAO-03-376T
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impact of reform proposals solely to currently scheduled Social Secarity -
beneﬁtsisinappmpﬂaresirweallcmentsdmeduledbmeﬂmamnot'
funded over the longer term. As a result, comparisons to currently

- . scheduled benefits after the point of trust fund insolvency assume a

payroll tax in or 1| inft that have not been
enacted and may not occur. Likewise, comparisons of reform proposals

-+ solely to funded benefits after the point of trust fund insclvency are

inappropriate since that assures a future sudden and sharp reduction in
benefits that is not likely to occur. The key point is that there is a
significant gap between scheduled benefits and projected revenues. In
fact, a primary purpose of most Social Security refarm proposals is to
close or eliminate this gap. .

Refe 1a ahanld o b a

pr as pack The el of
any package interact; every package will have pluses and minuses, and no
plan will satisfy everyone on all dimensions. Hwefocmonmepmsand:
cons of each element of reform, it may prove impossible to build the
bridges y to ach

Acting sooner rather than Iater helps to ease the difficulty of

h AsInoted pr usly, the challenge of facing the inuminent and
daunting budget pressure from Medicare, Medicaid, and OASDI increases
over time. Social Security will begin to constrain the budget fong before
the trust funds* are exhausted in 2041. The program’s annual cash flow {s
projected to be negative beginning in 2017. Social Security’s annual cash
deficit will place increasing pressure on the rest of the budget to raise the
resources necessary {0 meet the program’s costs. Waiting until Soctal
Security faces an immediate solvency crisis will limit the scope of feasible
solutions and could reduce the options to only those choices that are the
most difficult. it could also contribute to further delay the really tough
decisions on health p (eg., Medi end Medicaid). Acting sooner
rather than later would allow changes to be phased in so that future and
near retirees have time to adjust their retirement planning. It would also
help to ensure that the “miracle of compounding” works for us rather than
against us.

Our Soctal Security challenge s more urgent than it may appear. Ww
take remedial action will, in combination with other entitlement spending,
lead to a situation unsustainable both for the federal government and,

“In this testimony, the term “Trust Funds” refers to the Old-Age and Survivers Inswance
snd Disability Insurance Trust Funds: .
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ultimately, the mmy. This problem is about more than finances. It is
aboabanmnxamhumadequmsafetynetforAanworhm
agamstlossofmcomefromrememmt,disabﬂi:y, or iteath; Social Security

a for millions of Americans and
hasmvenwdmnyfamerworkusandﬂ\ar&mhaﬁmnhvmgthek

" retirement years in poverty. As the Congress considers

proposals to
restore the lang-term financial stability and vialbility of the SodalSeclmty
system, it also needs to consider the impact of the potential changes on
different types of beneficiaries. Moreover, while addressing Social
Security reform is important z2nd will not be easy, Medicare presents a-
much greater, more complex, and even more urgent fiscal challenge.

To assist the Gongress in 1ts deliberations, we have developed criteria for

h Socisl Security reform proposals. These criteria aim to balance
financial and economic considerations with benefit adequacy and equity
jssues and the administrative challenges associated with various
proposals. The use of these criteria can help facilitate fair consideration
and informed debate of Social Security reform proposals.

Social Security’s
Long-Term Financing
Problem Is More
Urgent Than It May
Appear

Todwﬂ:eSoaalSemmtypmgramfaownotanimmedmmbmraﬂxer

" along-range and ware fund blem driven largely by

lmowndemogaphicm&ﬂ\elackofmmmediammlvmcyuws
affects the nature of the challenge, but it does not eliminate the need far -
action. Acting soon reduces the likelihood that the Congress will have to
choose between fmposing severe benefit cuts and unfairly burdéning
future g 't wirhthe, 's rising costs. Acting soon would

allow ch to be phased in so the individuals who are most likely to be -

affected,nmne!yymmgermdfnnmwmkers,wmhaveﬂmetoadiwtheir

while helping to avoid related “expectation gaps.
SimemerelsagmatdealoiconfusionaboutSodalSecunty'scunent
financing arrangements and the nature of its long-term financing problem,
1 would like to spend some time describing the nature, timing, and extent
of the financing problem.

Demographic ‘Trénds Drive
Social Security’s Long-
Term Financing Problem

As you all know, Social Security has always been largely a pay-as-you-go
system. This means that current workers’ taxes pay current retirces’
benefits. As a result, the relative numbers of workers and beneficiaries has
& major tmpact on the program’s finaneial condition. This ratio, however,
is changing. In 1850, before the Social Security system was mature, the

ratio was 16.5. In the 1060s, the ratio averaged 4.2:1. Today it is 3.4:1 and it

is expected to drop to around 2:1 by 2030. The retirement of the baby

. GAO08-376T
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boom generation is not the only & phic chall facing the syst:
People are retiring early and living longer. A falling fertility rate is the
other principal factor undertying the growth in the elderly’s share of the
.popu!aﬁan,h:thelQG(h,mefexﬁlitynnewasanaverageof3dnﬂdmnpet
woman. Today it is a Httle over 2, and by 2080 it is expected to fall to

1.95—a rate that is below repl Taken together, these trends
* threaten the financial solvency and inability of this fmportant
program. (See fig. 1.}

et o ST YO TR T oS TP ————
Fig\frn!:Sochl rity per y

[] mmuww

1560 1450 2000 2020 2040 2080 200
Source: The 2002 Annual Report of the Board of Trustees of the Fedar Old-Age and Survivors
Insurmnoe and Disabity insurance Trust Fundg, .

Note: F oni of the 2002 Trustses’ Report.

Thecmnhhmﬁmofﬂwsemdsmeansdwtlabwfmcegmwmﬁnbegm
to slow after 2010 and by 2025 is expected o be less than a third of what it
is today. (See fig. 2.) Relatively fewer workers will be available to produce
the goods and services that all will consume. Without a major increase tn
Pproductivity, low labor force growth will lead to slower growth in the
econaray and to slower growth of federal revenues. This in tiarn will only
accentuate the overall pressure on the federal budget.

GAD-03-376T
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Figure 2: Labor Force Growth Is Expectad to be Negligible by 2050

T 3 Perosnt change {3-yess moving sversge)

s 2000 s 2% =78

mmmmdmmumuuwm Sﬂdﬁ&aﬂym
Note: based on » at tha 2002 Trustees’ Raport.

This slowing labor force growth is not always recognized as part of the
Social Security debate. Social Security’s retirement eligibility dates are
often the subject of discussion and debate and can have a direct effect on
boﬁ\laborfmcegmw&nandmecondjﬂonofﬂxeSodalSecmty

H , it is also appropriate to consider wheth
.and how changa in pension and/oer other government policies conld
encourage longer workforce participation. To the extent that people
choase to work longer as they live longer, the increase in the share of life
spent in retirement would be slowed. This could improve the finances of
wmﬂwmdmummewmnmmmm
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Social Security’s Cash
Flow Is Expected to Turn
Negative in 2017

Today, the Social Security Trust Funds take in more in taxes than they
spend. Largely because of the known demographic trends I have .
described, this situation will ch Under the Tru s’ intermedi:

ptions, combined Jays begin to d dedicated tax
receipts in 2017 (see fig. 8), a year after Medicare's Hospital I ;)]
Trust Fund outlays are first expected to exceed program tax revenues. At

- that time, both programs will become net claimants on the rest of the

federal budget.

I
Figure 3: Soclal Security’s Trust Funds Fsce Cash Deficits as Baby Boomers Ratire

200 BXSons of 2002 dollars

“ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂnnnn- ul

L200
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400 -

2002 M08 W W14 OIS 201 S WD 094 2038
[ cahsoms

I ot cens
Source: GAO . cﬂy&mmmhm«mww Securily Adminisgation,
besed on the intermediate aasumptions of the 2002 Annual Report of the Board of Trustees of the
mmmmm and Disabiilty insurance Trest Furds.

Ahhoughthe'l‘  intermedi stin show that the combined
Social Security Trust Funds will be solvent until 2041, program spending
will constitute a rapidly growing share of the budget and the economy well
before that date. Ultimately, the critical question is not how much a trust
fund has in assets, but whether the govemment as a whole can afford the
benefits in the future and st what cost to other claims on scarce resources.

s the Disahility In Fund is tobe tn 2028 and the Oid-
Age nd Survivors Insurance Fund in 2043. . :
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As 1 have said before, the future sustainability of programs is the key issue

poli kers should add i.e., the capacity of the economy and
budgel to afford the i Fund solvency can help, but.only if
promoting solvency impr the future bility of the progr:

Beginning in 2017, the Trust Funds will begin drawmgon Lhe'l‘nasuryw
cover the cash shortfall, first relying on and
drawi lated trust fund assets. The Treasury willneed to .
obmn cash ior those redeemed seumua either through increased tazes,
db g fram the public, or correspondingly
ldebtredmnonﬂmnwonldhavebeen:hecasehadSodalSecuﬂtys
cash flow remained positive.* Neither the decline in the cash surpl nor
the cash deficit will affect the payment of benefits. The shift will, however,
affect the rest of the budget. The negative cash flow will place increased
pressure on the federal budget to raise the resotirces necessary to meet
the program’s ongoing ¢osts.

- ~Jecline in Budgetary
Flexibility Disappears
Absent Entitlement
Reform ’

From the perspective of the federal budget and the economy, the
challenge posed by the growth in Social Security spending becomes even
more significant in combination with the more rapid expected growth in.
Medicare and Medicaid spending. This growth in spending on federal
entitlements for redzves will become increasingly unsustainable over the

longer terma, cormp g an decline in budgetary flexibility.
Over the past few decada, spending on mandatory programs has .
[ d an g share of the federal budget. In 1962, prior to

the creation of the Medicam and Medicaid progrars, spending for
mandatory prograxs plus net interest accounted for about 32 percent of
total federal spending. By 2002, this share had almost doubled to
approximately 63 percent of the budget. (See fig. 4.)

‘lfmamﬂnedbudgttbmsumlusatmism mmmch\gﬂwexcabmtnswﬂl

require less debt

GAO.03-876T
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‘Figure 4: Wsmmmmmmwmmﬁmmwvﬂmsmnm,wm

FY 1082 Y1982 . Y 2002

m:mmd&aﬁmnomnmmwmww
“Otfice of Managomsnt and Budget current services estmato.

In much of the last decade; reductions in def ding helped L
accormnmodate the growth in these entitlement programs. Even before the
events of Sep 11,2001, h ,dﬁscasedtobeaviableopﬂm
Indeed, spending on def and homel secnntywﬂ.lgmwasweseek

tocombatnewd\mtstoomnaﬁonssectmty

We prepared long-term budget slmu]anms ﬂ\atseekr.omwtraze the likely
fiscal of the ing hic tidal wave and rising
health care costs, These simulations continue to show that to move into
the future with no ch. in federal reti t and health p isto
.envision a very different role for the federal government. Assuming, for
example, that the tax reductions enacted in 2001 do not sunset and
discretionary spending keeps pace with the economy, by mid-century
IedualnvenuwmayonlybendequmewpaySodalSemmtyandmm
on the federal debL’Spend!ng for the current Medicare program—without

meonmmmmmmmmwmmummm
h the 75-year period.
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the addition of a drug benefit—is projected to account for more than one-
quaner of all federal revenues. To obtain balance, massive spending cuts,

, or same bination of the two would be necessary. (See
ﬁg 5) Neit.her slowing the growt.h of disc:euomry spending nor allowmg
the tax reductions to sunset elimi the i

Flguns WMmMSpendlnguastnndGm-Wc Product
y Sp | Grows with GDP, the Tax Cuts Do Not Sunset,
and Soclal

y

40 Percont of GDP

Soure: GAO's August 2002 analyeis.

Although this figure assumes payment of currently scheduled Soctal
Security benefits, the long-term fiscal imbalance would not be eliminated
evmfoodalSecmitybeneﬂmweretobelhnitedtoamnﬂypmieded
trust fund Thisisb Medi (and Medicaid)—sp

for which BMenbyboﬂ:danogaphiwmdrlsinghealﬂxcancos!s—
present an even greater problem. Absent a change in design, these two
health programs together are projected to nearly triple as a share of gross
domestic product (GDP) over the next half-century.

GAO-03-3T6T"
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This testimony Is not about the lexities of Medi butitis
important to note that Medicare presents a much greater, more complex,
and more urgent fiscal challenge than does Social Security. Unlike Social
Security, Medicaze growth rates reflect not only a burgeoning beneficiary
mﬂmbmabomemhﬂmdhwﬂlmmamweu

rates of inflation. 1 inthe ber and quality of
hea.lﬂ\eamservica have been fueled by the explosive growth of medical
technology. Moreover, the actuat costs of health care conswumption are not
transparent. Third-party payers Ity i e from the cost
ofheanhearededsions,ﬂ:esetacmmdothexscmmbnwbmakmg
Medicare a much greater and more complex fiscal challenge than even
Social Security. We are developing a health care framework to help focus
additional attention on this important area and to help educate key
policymakers on the current system and related chalienges.

Indeed, long-term budget flexibility is about more than Social Security and
Medicare. While these programs dominate the long-term ontlook, they are
not the only federal programs or activities that bind the future. The federal
governmeent undertakes a wide range of prograins, responsibilities, and
activities that oblj it to future din 1g or create an expectation for
spending We have w work lmderwqy regarding how to desctibe the range
and memuremem ol such fiscal exposures—from explid.t liabilities such

ts to the more implicit obligations
pmsa:ted bylife-cydecwisofcuphalmnsmonordisastermmw
Making government fit the challenges of the future will require not only
dealing with the drivers—entitlements for the elderly—but also looking at
the range of federal activities. A fundamental review of what the federal
government does and how it does it will be needed

At the same time it is important to loak beyond the federal budget to the
econormy as a whole, Figure 6 shows the total future draw on the econamy
represented by Sodal Security, Medicare, and Medicaid. Under the 2002
Tny  inter stim and the Congmmoml Budget Office’s
most recent long-term Medicaid esth pending for these entitlement”
programs combined will grow to laﬂperoentofGDPinzwotrum today’s
8.3 percent. Taken together, Soclal Security, Medicare, and Medicaid
represent an unsustainable burden on future generations.
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[ T T
Figure 6: Soclal Secutity, Medicare, amd Medicald Spending as a Percent of GDP
25 Percant of GDP

B soce securty

saawmﬂoldhcmdmuy s«:dsas‘amunwwm Office of the Actuary, Centars for
Modicare end Madicaid Services;

Nots: -mmmmmmcwom )
mmmwmmm R

WhenSodalSecuﬁtyredeemaasetswpawbeneﬁts,mepmgmmwﬂl.
constitute a claim on real resources in the future. As a result, taking action
now to increase the future pool of resources is important. To echo Federal
Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan, the crucial issue of saving in our ’
economy relates to our ability to build an adequate capital stock to .
produce enough goods and services in the future to accommodate both
retirees and workers in the future.’ The most direct way the federal
government can raise national saving is by increasing government saving,
that is, as the economy retums to a higher growth path, a balanced fiscal
policy that recognizes our long-term chall can help provide a strong
-roundsuonforfuhueeconomlcgmwﬂ\mdmemmneemmrebudgemry
flexibility. .

Mestimony before the Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, end Urban Affatrs, July 24,
2001

GAO-03-876T
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Taking action now on Social Security would not only promote increased
budgetary flexibility in the futare and stronger economic growth but
would also make less dramatic action necessary than if we wait. Some of
. the benefits of early action—and the costs of delay—can be seen in figure
7. This compares what it would take to achieve actuarial balance at
different points in time by either raising payroll taxes or reducing
benefits.’ Figure 7sh0wsﬂmlfwed1dnoﬂ\mgunﬂl 2041—theyeert.he
Trust Funds are esti d to be exh d \g actuarial b
woulquuiredmgesinbmeﬁtsofmpemmtorchmgammxsof%
percent. As figare 7 shows, earlier action shrinks the size of the necessary
adjustment. _

et BT T oY .G Ry ~S—————— ]

Figure 7: Sizs of Action to Saclal

Yy Y

50 Porcent

2003-2076 wIT2078 20412078

] Booct scstment
—Je .
M;wmdwmmmdhwm,wwmm

Note: The bonsft In this graph rep a one-time, change to af] existing
end future bensfits baginning in the first year indicated.

*Sotvency could also be ackieved through a combinstion of tax and benefit actions. This
mmmmmdmmedmmuawmmm
ouking changes exclusively to taxes or benefits as shown in figure 7.
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Thus, both sustainability and solvency considerations drive us to
act sooner rather than later. Trust Fund exhaustion may be nearly 40 years
away, but the squeeze on the federal budget will begin as the baby boom
generwmsmmwmmmmkmtodavmusebuhmm
pressures and the patn of fature actions. Acting sooner rather than later
also provides a more ble p horizon for future retireea.

Evaluating Social
Security Reform

Proposals

As important as financia) stability may be for Social Security, it cannot be
the only consideration. As a former public trustee of Social Security and
Medme]amwdlawmdd\ecam-alroleﬂ\wepmgansphyinm
Hves of millions of A i Social S Y of
thenaﬂmsmmanemsystem.SodalSecumyisalsomnchmmﬂ\mm
areﬂmmmtprogrami:ﬂownbeneﬁtsmd!mbledwm’kexsmdd\eh

ises and children of retired workers, and survivors of
deeeasedwmmlmmrSodalSewnxypddalmostmbmlonm
benefits to more than 45 million people. Since its inception, the program
has successfully reduced poverty amang the elderly. In 1069, S5 percent of
the elderly were poor. In 2000, about 8 percent of beneficiaries aged 65 or
olderwezepoor,mdmpememwomdlnvebempoorwithoumoclal
Security. It is precisely b the program is so deeply woven into the
tabﬂco!mrmﬂsnﬂmwpmposedmt‘ommustcomder&hepmam
mltsexmmynﬁuermAnoneaspectalme.'ﬂms.weMvedeve!opeds
broad fr i for reform prop that ders not only
solvency but other aspects of the program as well.

The analytic fr 'wehayed., ‘., d to assess prop ] cmﬁpﬂm
three basic criteria: :

the extent to which 2 ptoposal achieves sustainable solvency and how it
would affect the economy and the federal budget;

the relative balance struck b the goals ofmmvxdmxe@m'md‘
income adequacy; and . -

‘how readily a prop al could be imp d, administered, and
-explained to 'he public. -

meweighmmdiﬂ‘eremponcymakexsmayplweondxﬁmnmmm
vary, depending on how they value different attributes. For example, if
offering individual choice and control is less important than maintaining
replacement rates for low-income workers, then a reform proposal
exnp}msizlngadequacyeomidmaﬂmsnw;btbepmfemmmeyfashim

GAO-03-376T
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a comprehensive proposal, however, pol X will ulti ly have to
balance the relative importance they place on each of these criteria.

' Financing Sustainable
Solvency

Our sustainable solvency standard encamg eral different ways of
looking at the Social Security program’s financing needs. While 76-year
actuarial bal is lly used in evalnating the long-term financial
ouﬂookoftheSocmlSecuﬂwpmgra:nm\dmmnnpmposaJs,nlsnot

suﬁﬁcienun ging the p 's salvency after the 76th year. For

ple,mdermehusteesmtemedxmmnmpﬁmeuhywﬂ\e's-
yexmmlpmodchmmandaywwm\amhmbmpwdbya
new 75th year that has a significant deficit. As a result, changes made to
restorehustﬁmdsdvemyonbforthe?&yearpﬂ[odcmmsultlnfum
actaarial f 1} almost immediately. Refc plans that lesd to

.sustainable solvency would be those that consider the broader issues of

fiscal sustainability and affordability over the long term. Specifically, a
standard of sustainable solvency also involves looking at (1) the bal
betweenpmgmmlnemneandcombeyondme%myearand(z)ﬂleslm
of the budget and y d by Social S

LY 5P

As ] have already di d, reds the rel fuature burdens of Social -
Seanityandhealﬂapmgmmisessenﬂalmasusmimblebud@tpohcyfor
the longer term. It is also critical if we are to avoid putting unsupportable
financial pressures on future workers. Reforming Soctal Security and

federal health progr is tial to reclaiming our future fiscal
ﬂenhﬂitymaddrmothermﬁonalpdoﬂﬂes. .

Balancing Adequacy and
Equity- .

mecumntSodalSeamwsystexnabemﬂtstrumemaba!ance
between the goals of and individual
Mnthebeghmhag,bme.ﬂuweresetmawayﬂmtfocusedmpedﬂlyun
replacing some portion of workers’ pre-retirement earnings. Over time
other wemmadet.hatwere ded to enh thep
role in helping ensure ad Retl e
therefore, is addn ’lnpatt ‘themogamspmgxesﬁvebaxeﬂt'
structure, providing proportionately larger benefits to lower earners and
certain household types, such as those with dependents. Individual equity

,
sram 3

refers to the relationship between , made and benefi
received. This can be thought of as the rate of return on individual
contributions. Balancing these ingly conflicting ohjecti

ﬂ\epohﬂmlpmsh&smﬂtedmmedsl@o{themw .
Security program and shoald still be taken into account in any proposed
reforms.

GAO-08-376T
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Policymakers could assess income adequacy, for example, by considering
the extent to which proposals ensure benefit Jevels that are adequate to
protect beneficiaries from poverty and ensure higher replacement rates for
low-income workers. In addition, policymakers could consider the impact
of proposed changes on various subpopulations, such as low-income
workers, women, minorities, and people with disabilities. Policymakers
could assess equity by considering the extent to which there are
reasonable returns on contributions at a reasonable level of risk to the .
individual, & d inter ional equity, and increased individual
choice and ooncrol. Differences in how various proposals balance each of
these goals will help deterrine which proposals will be acceptable to
policymakers and the public.

Implementing and
Administering Proposed
.Reforms -

Program ¢ lexity makes impl tion and admini ion both more
difficult and harder to explain to the public. Some degree of -
implementation and administrative complexity arises in virtually all
proposed changes to Social Security, even those that make incremental
changes in the already existing structure. However, the greatest potential
implementation and administrative challenges are associated with
proposals that would create individual accounts. These include, for
example, issues concerning the of the information and
money flow needed to maintain such a system, the degree of choice and
flexibility individuals would have ove: investment options and access to.

their accounts, t ed on and itional efforts, and the
mechanisms that would be used w pay out beneﬂm upon retirement.
Har jzing a that i ts with the

regulatory framework that governs our nation’s private pension system
would also be & complicated endeavor. However, the complexity of
meshing these systems should be weighed against the potential benefits of
extending participation in individual accounts to milons of workers who
currently lack private pension coverage.

Continued public acceptance and confidence in the Social Security
program require that any reforms and their implications for benefits be
well understood. This means that the American people must understand
why change is necessary, what the reforms are, why they are needed, how
they are to be impl d and admini d, and how they will affect
their own retirement income. All reform proposals will require some
additional outreach to the public so that future beneficiaries can adjust
their retirement planning accordingly. Yet the more transparent the
implementation and administration of reform, and the more carefully such

GAO-08-S76T
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reform is phased in, the more likely it will be understood and accepted by
the American people. .

Range of Proposals’
Hlustrates Options for
Reform and Choices to
be Made

Ovewmeeoumeormelastsevemlyems,vanousmfompmposalshzve
been crafted. Many proposals involve restructuring the Social Security
program to include individual reti accounts. These individual
accounts are similar to defined contribution pension plans in that benefits
are based on contributions to and investment returns (gains and losses) on
the accounts. This approach offers the potential for increased investment
retums, but, depending on the design of the reform, may expose rétirees
and/or the government to investment risk. Increasing rates of return
through investment in private securities, whether through individual

s or collective government i nt, cannot achieve sustainable
solvency without additional changes to the current system.

There has been considerable variation in the individ account proposal
introduced in the past couple of years. For exarple, some earlier
proposals required that individuals participate in the while more

recent proposals provide individuals with the choice of whether or not to
Pparticipate. As you know, Mr. Chairman, we are currently working on a
repart to be released next month that examines the unique issues .
surrounding voluntary individual accounts. Individual account proposals
also differ in other areas, such as the manner in which accounts are

fi ed, how the interact with the existing Social Security
program, the extent of choice and flexibility concerning investment
options, and the way In which benefits are paid from the account balances.

A number of Social Security reform proposals were introduced in the
107th Congress. At your request, we have done a qualitative review of the
proposals introduced last year by Rep es Shaw, De Mint, and
DeFuzio. These three proposals il different app hes to reform.
Rep ive Shaw i duced a new reform proposal last weck—which
'weliavenothadachaneetolookaz—andwerealiuthazomerpmposals
may undergo some revisions ag well, Like the Commission models, the
proposals by Representatives DeMint and Shaw included voluntary
individual Al three proposals included significant
enhancements, and two of them (Rep. DeMint and Rep. Shaw) included a
g\manteeoffumriebeneﬂlsatleastaslargeascumnﬂysd\eduledlevals.
Some of these plans inchud d transfers, collective .
investment of sorme portion of trust fund assets in private securities, and
elhnhmﬁngﬂlecnpoumemaximmamoumofeammgsmmmmme
payroll tax. In addition, some include provisions that would reduce future

GAO-03-876T
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expenditures, such as an individual account offset against Social Security
retirement and aged strvivor benefits and an increase in the number of
benefit coraputation years in the benefit formula.

As 1 noted previously, last year the President’s Coramission to Strengthen
Social Security issued a report containing three reform models. At your
request, we looked at the Commission’s proposals and is today issuing a
report on our findings. Each of the Commission’s three reform models
represents a different approach to including a voluntary indtvidual account
option to Social Security. Model 1 adds individual accounts to the current
system but does not restore solvency. Models 2 and 3 restore solvency to
'.he Old-Age and Survivors Insurance and Disability Insurance Trust Funds
ugh a corbination of ch in the initial benefit calculation, general
revenue transfers, and/or benefit offsets for those who choose to -
participate in the individual account option. Model 3 also requires an
additional contribution equal to } percent of taxable payroll \mderthe
individual t option. All imodels share a
fmmewozkforadmmxsteﬂngindivldualaccounm.

Examining the Effects of
Reform Using the

Commission's Proposals

Applying our criteria to the Commnsion modeh highlights uadeoﬁ‘s

- between efforts to achi y and maintai

retirement income for current and future beneficiaries. The modals
filustrate some of the options and trade-offs that will need to be
constdered as the nation debates how to reform Social Security.

We used our long-term ic model in sing the Commission
reform models against the first criterion, that of financing sustainable
solvency‘Ovatheptstfewyeaxs,wehavebeendevelopmgacapadtyto
smnatemequandtauveeﬁ'eﬂsofswal&amtyrefummmdwidm
Such estimates are useful in applying our adeqy fequity criterion to
reform proposals, To i howthe(‘- jon reform model.

bal: d and equity ¢ we used the GEMINI model, a
dynamic microsimulation model for analyzing the lifetime implications of
Social Security policies for a large sample of people bom in the same year.
Qur analysis examined the effects of the reform models for the 1965, 1970,
‘and 1985bu't.hcohomToshowﬂ\emngeutpom‘hleoutcommngenﬂxe

“Far this analysis, consistent with S9A's scoting of the Commission refarm models, our
mmm:mouwmmlm' intermediate assumptions.

GAD-03-876T
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Finencing Sustainable Solvency

vohmtary nature of individual in the C jon models,* we
simulsted each model assuning (1) no participation in the individual
account option and (2) universal participation in the account option.

' Omanalysisofd\eComuumjmrefonumodelsmdudedmmparisonwiﬂ\

three benchmaris:*

The “benefit reduction benchmark” a gradual reduction in the
currently scheduled Social Security defined benefit beginning with those
newly eligible for retirement in 2005. Current tax rates are maintained.

The *tax i benchmark” an increase in the OASDI payroll
tax beginning in 2002 sufficient to achieve an actuarial balance over the
76-year period. Currently scheduled benefits are maintained, **

The “basel xtended” benchmark is a fiscal policy path developed in
our earlier long-term model work that assurmes payment in fall of currently
scheduledSocialSecuﬂtybeneﬁtsandnootherchangu‘lncmem'
spending or tax policies.

The use of these criteria to evaluate approaches to Social Security reform
highlights the trade-offa that exist between effarts to achieve solvency for
the OASDI trust funds and efforts to maintain adeq i i
for current and future beneficiaries.

Overail, Model 2 would provide fur sustainable solvency and reduce the
shares of the federal budget and the economy devoted to Social Security .
ccompared to currently scheduled benefits (tax increase benchmark)
regardless of how many individuals selected 8. With 1
account participation, | funding would be needed for about

“In this testimony, the term “Individual sccount” is used for the voluntary accounts,
consistent with published GAO work. The Cammission used the term *personal accoms™ in
its final report.

Prom the of g benefit ad the tax in baseline
are because borh assume payment In full of scheduled
Social Security benefits over the 75-year simulation period.

mmmmmrammmmmamwmws&m .
Office of the Chief Actuay, but they do not achieve sustainable solvency. Both the benefit
redmﬂmmdmhamebmchnurhmupﬁdﬂymnymndedmdnmkeddmdy
writh Social Security’s Office of the Chief Actuary n their design.” ’
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3 decades. Spedifically, our analysis of sustainable solvency under Model 2
showed that:

Asosﬁmamdbyu\eammﬂes,Modelz,wiﬂ!atherqusalorm

par in 15 solvent over the 76-year
prq:ecﬂm period, and the ratio of annual income to benefit payments at
the end of the ion perfod is , in Model 2 with

mllvexsalaccmmtparﬁdpanmoverSdecadesofgenemhevetme .
are needed to achi trustt\mdsolvencyMode]Zwlﬂxzem
t participation achieves solvency with no g

Model 2 with universal account participation would ultimately reduce the
bndgmzyprmmofw&mmyonﬂ\e\miﬁedbu@etmhﬂvemﬂw
d hreark. However, this would not begin until the

middle of this cemury Relative to both our benefit reduction benchmark
and tax § k, umified surp would be lower and unified
deficits higher throaghout the simulation period under Model 2 with

! account particip Model 2 with zero account participation
would reduce budgetary pressures due to Social Security beginning
around 2015 relative to the baseline extended benchmark. This fiscal
outlook under Model 2 with zero account participation is very similar to
the fiscal outlook under our benefit reduction benchmark.

Under Model 2 with s || t participation, the government's
cash requirement (as a share of GDP) to fund the individual accounts and
the reduced defined benefit would beabommpemmthgherndﬂanyﬂmn

under both the baseli ded and tax i
differential gradually narrows until the 2630s, a.nerwluchlessceshwmﬂd
bexeqnlredumhrModelZvnﬁx 1t participation. By 2075,

Model 2 with I account par ion would quire about 40

percent less cash than the basell.ne extended and tax increase
benchmarks.

Viewed from the perspective of the economy, & mtal payments (Social .
Security defined benefits plus i from i ) as a share

of GDP would gradually fall under Mode} 2 with universal account
participation relative to the baselin ded and tax i

‘benchmarks. In 2075, the share of the economy absorbed by payments to
retirees from the Social Security systemn as a whole under Model 2 with
universal account participation would be mughly 20 percent lower than
the baseline extended or tax i k and roughly the same as
under the benefit reduction benchmark.
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- With regard to national saving, Model 2 increases net national saving on a
ﬁmarderbasisprhnarm due to the proposed benefit reductions. The
provision does not i tional saving on a first

- otder basm, the redirection of the payroil taxes to finance the accounts

Balancing Adequacy and Equity

reduces govemment saving by the same amount that the individual
accounts increase private saving.

Beyond these first order effects, meacumlneteﬂectofaproposalon

national saving is difficult to estimate due to uncertaf

h in future spending and polici oft.hegovemmentaswell

as changes in the saving behavior of private households and individuals. .

For example, the lower surpluses and higher deficits that result from

mduecﬁngpaymnmwtoh\dwidualaocuunmcouldleadwdmngam

fedexalﬁsm!poncymmwould‘ t

k holds may respond by vt:h.exrodzersnvmgmmpometoﬂ\e
3 u

of individual

Bewnsedlebmeﬁneduaiommﬂodelamsmallenhanmbbdelz
long-term undfied deficits are larger under Model 3. Model 3 requires an

addmona].u.u‘ jon equal to 1 p of bl paymﬂforﬂmse

ing individual accounts. A ing unte rcipation in
boﬁ\models,Model3womdmultmalargershareotmeeconomybemg
b d by total benefi to retirees—about the same share as

wouldbemecaseunderﬂlebaseﬁne extended and tax inerease
benchmarks.

The G i 's proposals also ill the trade-offs reform proposals
face Ity in balanc d and equity considerations. Both of .
themodelspmtectbeneﬁmlorcumtnndneanenma,andtheshiﬂto
advance funding could improve intergenerational equity. However, under
each of the models, some future retirees also could face potentially
significant benefit reductions in comparison to either the tax increase or
tl'Aebeu.eﬂtmeducﬁcmL hmarks. This is b primary i

ia fa are reduced by real wage growth, uncertainty in
rates of return earned on accounts, changes in benefit status over time,
and anmuity pricing. .

Our analysis of Model 2 shows that:

“Noupmmmmmmwmmrﬁummm'wunﬂmme
of private households andt bustn 4 .

- saving beh
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Implememmg and
Administering Reforms

. Medianmmﬁiﬂybeneﬁts(ﬂxemmdual t ity phus the defined

benefit reduced by an offset) for those choosing individual ts are
atwayshlgherﬂmnforﬂmsewhodonotd\ooseﬁ\eacoount,andﬂusgap
grows over time. In addition, median monthly benefits under universal
pamdpaﬂoninmeaccoumsmalsohmnerdmmemedimbeneﬁts
received under the benefit reduction benchmark. Hi

monthly benefits received byﬁxosewm\outmmuiallbelow those
provided by the benefit reduction benchmark over time.

For&elowestquhﬁﬂeofbmeﬁclniw,medimmmﬂﬂybeneﬁmmth
tp in the ts tend to be higher than the benefits
received under the benefit reduction benchmark, likely due to the

_enhanced benefit for foll-time “mintrawn wage” workers. This pattern

becomes more pronounced over time.

Regardless of whether an account is chosen, under Model 2 many people
eouldreeeivemnnmlybmeﬁtsthatamhighermanﬁlebeneﬁ:redncﬂon
rk. H , a minority could fare worse. Some people could
also receive a benefit greater than under the tax increase benchmark
although a majority could fare worse. Monthly benefits for those choosing
individual will be itive to the actual rates of return earned by
those accounts.

The cohort results for Mode! 3 are generally similar to Model 2. However, -
median monthly benefits for those choosing individual accounts are higher
than the benefit level under the tax increase benchmark for the 1970 and
1986 cohorts. This result is Hkely because of Model ¥'s feature of a
mandatory extra 1 percent contribution into the individual accounts for
those who choose to participate.

Each of the models would establish a governing board to admirdstér the
Aot 4l including the choice of available funds and provid
financial tnfc jon to individuals. While the C tesion had the benefit
of prior thinking on these issues, many implementation issues remain,
particularly in ensuring the transparency of the new system and educating
tthub]icwavoidamgapsmexpemFurenmple,medumﬂm

would be y to explain the ch in the benefit
suucl:nre, mode! featares like the benefit offset and how accounts would -
be split in the event of divorce. Education and investor information is also
hnponamasﬂwsyslmexpmdsu\dh\md\emedhwaﬂnem
selection. Questions about the h ion of such f with state
laws regardmgdivorceandmmhesalsorem anissue.

GAO-03-376T
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“Conclusion: Choices
and Trade-Offs Will Be
Part-of Any Social
Security Reform—
Acting Soon Would

Help

It s likely that the str l ch ired to restore Social Security’s
long—tennvlnhﬂnygeneranywﬂ]requnesmneeombmaﬁonofmdudms
from currently scheduled benefits, increases, and may include the
use of some Jr The proposals we have examined, both in
Zmlzmdeaﬂia,gmemllynﬂzammbmplaypmblebmﬂt
ductions within the program structure, including modifying the
ba\eﬁtfomula,mismgme age, and. ducing cost-ofdiving
i nughttakethefonnofmcreamm the
payrolltaxmxe, xpandi 8ge to include the relatively few workers

whomsﬁllno:cmredm\derSodalSecumywanowmgmemﬁmdq
wbekwseedmpomualbhlghayieldmgsemdnessnchasstocks.“
Sirnilarly, some prop rely on sfers to i the
amownt of money going towards the Soctal Security program. Reforms that
include individual accounts would also involve Social Security benefit
ductions and/or in es, and the use of general revenues.

mmmmmmmwmemmmmmmm
Model 2 uses a combination of benefit reducti

spousal survivars, and edds a y individual optian. Model 2
would both restore trust furd solvency and reduce the shares of the
fedemlbudgetmdtheeemumwdevotedto&dal&unﬁymmpuedw&h
1y scheduted benefits regardl oﬂwwnm;ymdividmlsseleeﬁed

With untversal general would be
neededfuraboutadmmeothermreepmcsusweemmnedhke

different hes, relying heavily on additional sources of
mnnne.ﬁ‘oremnp}e,“ DeFazio’s proposal would

ly on the side,allowtngaporuonotunstﬁmd

m«shbehwmedhumkembhswnlﬂamdeﬂrumaﬂngthempm
mblepqymﬂeanﬂnga.

InevahmﬂngSodﬂSecuﬂtyntcnnpmposu!s,ﬂiedloicemmgvmous
beneﬁt ducti will affect the balance between
and‘ dividual equity. Benefit reductions could pose the
rhkofdinmﬂshmadeqmcy especially for specific subpopulations. Both
benefit ctions and tax that have been proposed could

"Ahomdpummmwwwkfmu remains uncovered, which mostly fncludes some state
MWWWMMWWMMIM -
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dimindsh individual equity by reducing the iraplicit rates of return the
workers eam on their contributions to the system. In contrast, increasing
revenues by ing reti i funds in the stock market could improve
rates of return but pc jally expose individuals to 1 risk and
Josses. :

Sirmlarly the cholce among various benefit redumions and revenue
for le, raising the age—will ultimately .
determine not just how much income retirees will have but also how long

. they will be expected to continue working and how long their retirements

‘will be. Refarms will determine how much consuraption workers will give

@dmhtgtheirworhngywsto, ide for mare c ap during-
retirement.

Early action to change these programs would yield the highest fiscal
dividends for the federal budget and would provide a longer period for

ctive beneficiaries to make adj in their own planni
Wa:ﬂng 10 build économic resources and reform future claims entails
xisksFirst,welosemhnportamvdndowwhemtoday’s relatively large
workforce can incréase saving and enh productivity, two elements
critical to growing the future economy We 1ose the opportunity to reduce
the burden of i , g & legacy of higher debt
as well as elderly enhtlement pending for the ) ely smaller workd
of the future. Most critically, wedsklosingtheopporhnﬁtywphasem
changes gradually so that all can make the adjustraents needed in private
and public plans to accommodate this historic shift. Unfortunately, the
long-range challenge has become more difficult, and the window of
opportunity to address the entitlement challenge ig narrowing. As the baby
boom generation retires and the numbers of those entitled to these
retirernent benefits grow, the difficulties of reform will be compounded.
Accordingly, it remains mare important than ever to deal with thmeissuw
over the next several years.

Today, many retirees and near-retirees fear cuts that will affect them while
young people believe they will get little or no Social Security benefits. As 1
'have said before, 1 believe it is possible to structure a Social Security
reform proposal that will d the exp jons of alt tians of
Americans. In ray view, there is a window of opportunity to craft a
solution that will protect Social Security benefits for the nation’s current
and near-term retirees, while ensuring that the system will be there for
future generations. However, this window of opportunity will close as the
baby boom generation begins o retire. As a result, we must move forward
to address Social Security because we have other major challenges

GAO-03-378T,
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confronting us. The fact is, compared to addressing our long-range health
care financing problem, reforming Social Security will be easy lifting.

1t is my hope that we will think about the unprecedented challenge facing -
future generations in our aging society. Relieving thera of some of the
burden of today’s financing commitments would help fulfill this
generation’s stewardship responsibility to future generations. It would alsu
preserve some capacity for them to make their own choices by
strengthening both the budget and the econory they inherit Weneed to
act now to add the in Social Security, Medicare,
and other entitlement p before the app hing d hic tidal

wave makes the hnbalances more difficult, dramatic, and dlsmpuve

We st GAO look farward to continutng to wark with this Cornmittee and
the Congress in addressing this and other important issues facing our
nation. .

(130218)

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Craig, bers of the G ittee, that concludes my
statement. I'd be happytoansweranyquesuons youmay have.
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The CHAIRMAN. With that, the committee will stand adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 11 a.m., the committee was adjourned.]



APPENDIX

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR RUSs FEINGOLD

Mr. Chairman, thank you for calling this hearing. This may be your last hearing
as Chair of the Committee, at least for two years, and let me take this opportunity
to congratulate you on your tenure. You have continued the tradition of previous
Chairs in using this Committee to help educate both policymakers and the public
about issues of concern to our seniors. In particular, I want to congratulate you on
the series of hearings you held in the last Congress on long-term care, an issue on
which I have worked for the past twenty years, first in the Wisconsin State Senate,
and now as a member of the United State Senate.

It is fitting, in what for a while may be your last hearing as Chair, that we will
be focusing on what may be the single most important issue to seniors—especially
tomorrow’s seniors-namely, the future of Social Security. And I am especially
pleased that the Comptroller General will discuss the GAQ’s review of the Presi-
dent’s Social Security Commission. Since the President’s Commission made its re-
port more than two years ago, there has been little discussion of it, even though
the recommendations from that Commission would affect every single American cur-
rently receiving, or expecting to receive, Social Security benefits.

Mr. Chairman, we should have the debate over whether or not to privatize Social
Security. I strongly oppose privatization, but I recognize that there are some, includ-
ing President Bush, who want to privatize the program. The public is entitled to
a robust and informed debate on tlEe topic, and today’s hearing would be an excel-
lent beginning.

Mr. Chairman, contrary to what some advocates of privitization argue, Social Se-
curity is in good shape for the near term. We can extend the program’s solvency
for 75 years if we make changes now equal to less than 2 percent of our payroll
taxes or 13 percent of benefits. If we wait until 2038, we w-iﬁ need payroll tax in-
creases of more than 5 percent or benefit cuts of more than 27 percent, so there
is a strong case for acting on this matter soon.

By contrast, the President’s commission seems bent on taking 2 percent of the

ayroll taxes away from the present Social Security system and evoting those
gmds to private accounts. As the Institute for America’s Future notes, this 2-percent
plan would require Social Security to come up with another $1.5 trillion in the next
10 years alone. And as former Presidentialp economic advisor Gene Sperling has
ointed out, it will move forward the date when payroll taxes no longer cover bene-

ts from 2016 to 2007.

The plan of the President’s Commission to divert Social Security money into pri-
vate investments would thus just add to Social Security’s problem. It would take re-
sources away from Social Security that we would have to make up with either more
taxes or more benefit cuts. As tﬁe Wall Street Journal reported, it would require
making huge offsetting benefit cuts, averaging 40 percent.

In the 107th Congress, Congressman Kolbe and Stenholm did a great service to
this debate by introducing a bill that largely tracked the President’s approach. Their
bill demonstrated just how unacceptable tgat approach would be. The proposal re-
duced Social Security’s guaranteed benefit, reduced cost-of-living adjustments, and
raised the retirement age, all made necessary in order to help fund the diversion
of Social Security revenues into private accounts.

Mr. Chairman, reducing cost-of-living adjustments would disproportionately hurt
older beneficiaries, particularly women, who have longer life expectancies. And rais-
ing the retirement age would disproportionately hurt blue collar workers and Afri-
can-American beneficiaries, when Ag-ican-Ameﬁcan men have a life expectancy of
68 years.

It was not surprising, then, that Speaker Hastert and Leader Gephardt both said
that they could not support the bill. I couldn’t either.

(55)
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Prior to the last Congress, I initiated a series of discussions with the eople of
Wisconsin about Social Security—at town-hall listening sessions, through letters to
my office, and through a special page on my web site. Of course, this wasn’t a sci-
entific sample, but hundreds of my constituents expressed some clear opinions.

Part of that discussion was a section on my web site that allowed people to choose
among various options to extend the solvency of Social Security. spondents re-
jected most o%tions. I note that because I want to make it clear that there are no
easy options. Extending the solvency of Social Security will require tough decisions.
In this regard, the people I heard from do not want us to cut Social Security benefits
or raise taxes sign.i.gcantly.

But, Mr. Chairman, a majority of respondents did support five options, which,
taken together, would keep Social Security solvent for 75 years. They supported
former President Clinton’s plan, including transferring to Social Security general
revenues equal to the interest savings Social Security generates, and having an
independent board invest 15 percent of trust fund assets in the stock market.

They also supported two other structural changes to the Social Security Sprogram:
requiring all new State and local government employees to participate in ocial Se-
curi;:r, and raising the ca;f) for earnings subject to Social Security taxes to the level
of salary that a member of Congress makes.

Respondents also rejected a number of options, many by resounding majorities.
They overwhelmingly opposed across-the-board benefit cuts, COLA cuts, across-the-
board payroll tax increases, and raising the retirement age.

Let me note that President Clinton’s proposal to transfer to Social Security gen-
eral revenues equal to the interest savings Social Security generates was made at
a time when we had projected budget surpluses. As we know, those surpluses were
dissipated quickly in large part by President Bush's massive tax bill, and com-

ounded by increased spendin% andy the economic slow down, and what might have
een the basis for a rational plan to ensure that Social Security would be available
for future i?ierations was squandered.

But as difficult as our task is now to extend the solvency of Social Security, it
will be made far worse by the President’s plans to privatize the program. As the
Institute for America’s Future points out, each of the three Bush Commission plans
diverts at least $1.5 trillion from Social Security over the next 10 years, and thus
would create an immediate problem for the program that does not currently exist.

This is a fundamental flaw of privatization. ot only does privatization under-
mine the Social Security program’s well-proven principle of shared commitment to
a decent life for our seniors, privatization also creates a financial hole that, as econ-
omist Paul Krugman has noted, “must be filled by slashing benefits, providing large
financial transfers from the rest of government, or both.”

Mr. Chairman, we do not have $1.5 trillion to transfer from the rest of govern-
ment. Indeed, just the opposite is occurring. Thanks to the massive Bush tax cut,
a slowed economy, and increased spending, the rest of government is relying on So-
cial Security surpluses. There is no money in the budget to protect current Social
Security beneficiaries from the benefits cuts that would almost surely result if the
Bush privatization plan were to be enacted.

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for calling this hearing. I very much hope it will
mark the beginning of a real debate on the future of Social Security.

O



