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BENTSEN-ROTH IRA

THURSDAY, MAY 16, 1991

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, _
Washington, DC.

The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 10:04 a.m., in
room SD-215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Lloyd Bentsen
(chairman of the committee) presiding.

Also present: Senators Daschle, Breaux, Packwood, Roth, Duren-
berger, and Grassley.

[The press release announcing the hearing follows:]

[Press Release No. H-17, April 25, 1991]

SENATOR BENTSEN ANNOUNCES HEARING ON SAVINGS, BENTSEN-RoTH IRA; FED
CHAIRMAN GREENSPAN TO TESTIFY

WasHINGTON, DC—Senator Lloyd Bentsen, Chairman of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, announced Thursday that Federal Reserve Board Chairman Alan Greenspan
will be the leadoff witness for a hearing on savings and the Bentsen-Roth Bill to
make the fully deductible IRA available to all Americans.

Bentsen said the hearing will be at 10 a.m. on Thursday, May 16, 1991 in Room
SD-15 of the Dirksen Senate Office Building.

Bentsen (D., Texas) and Senator Bill Roth (R., Delaware) introduced the IRA Bill
on March 12. It now has 77 of the 100 Senators, including 12 Finance Committee
members, as cosponsors.

“We need to bring back the IRA. People understand IRAs, they like IRAs and
they will use IRAs to save,” Bentsen said.

“The key to future economic growth is savings and the IRA stimulates savings.
Today, the personal savings rate in the United States is at an all-time low—lower
than any of our major competitors. In 1990 American consumers saved less than a
nig‘li;el out of every dollar they earned, while the Japanese saved 16 cents,” Bentsen
said.

The Bentsen-Roth IRA would restore the traditional IRA that allows Americans
to contribute $2000 tax-free or they could choose a new IRA that provides no up-
front deduction but interest and earnings can be withdrawn penalty-free after five
{ears. Penalty-free withdrawals would be allowed for buying a first home, for col-
ege expenses or for financially devastating medical bills.

‘There are no easy, painless answers to tough challenges like high interest rates
and the high costs of education, housing and health care. But the new expanded
IRA can help in every instance. It will give Americans a flexible tool to help them
plan for and build a better tomorrow,” Bentsen said.

“And I hope we can insure that April 15, 1991 was the last tax filing day without
fully deductible IRAs for all Americans,” Bentsen said.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. LLOYD BENTSEN, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM TEXAS, CHAIRMAN, SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

The CHAIRMAN. This hearing will come to order. If you will

please be seated and cease conversation, we will get under way. I
want to welcome Chairman Greenspan and the other witnesses we

(99



2

have this morning that are deeply interested and concerned with
this subject.

Family income growth during the 1980’s was disappointing.
Americans can look forward to an improvement in the 1990’s only
if we get an increase in productivity in our country.

Productivity will only increase—we will only have that growth—
if we have the capital we need to modernize production plants. In
this country, the factories average 17 years of age; in Japan they
average about 10 years of age. In a sense, we were lucky in the
1980’s, because we had foreign investors who were on hand to
pump money into our economy and help make up for the capital
shortage. Even so, we paid a steep price, because productivity
growth fell during the decade. So did our savings rates. It is no ac-
cident that at the same time real interest rates doubled. I believe
that the sources of foreign capital will be more limited in the
1990’s. And a recent Morgan-Stanley study projects a $200 billion a
year world capital shortage. [Showing charts.]
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The CHaiRMAN. The Morgan-Stanley study shows the capital
shortage reaching this level in 1990; by 1991, it goes over $200 bil-
lion; by 1992, over $250 billion; and it levels out at about that
pi)int. But that is a critical time, when we need money to build new
plants.

Let’s look at the household savings rate as a percent of dispos-
able income. Some of our most effective competition in the world
today—the Japanese—are doing an incredible job of building new
plants, modernizing, increasing productivity. The Germans are not
far behind them.

Yet, here is the rate of savings that we have in the United
States. We have to find ways to increase that, and that is what this
hearing is principally about today: a growing realization that we
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have to save more in this country. And that is one of the reasons
that we have 75 co-sponsors, bipartisan support, for the restoration
of the IRA.

The Bentsen-Roth IRA would restore access to ITA’s to the 60
percent of two-earner families in this country who are currently in-
eligible. It expands the IRA; it makes it more attractive. It allows
taxpayers to withdraw money without penalty if they are buying a
first home, if they are trying to pay for extraordinary medical ex-
penses, if they are trying to help their children go to college, and,
of course, for their own retirement. The bottom line is the IRA has
a proven track record on promoting savings that I think is essen-
tial to the country. I defer to my colleague, Senator Packwood, for
any comments he would like to make.

enator PAckwoob. I would defer to Senator Roth.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Senator Roth.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM V. ROTH, JR., A US.
SENATOR FROM DELAWARE

Senator RotH. Well, thank you for your leadership, Mr. Chair-
man. As I have expressed many times over the past few months,
this piece of legislation represents the hope and future of America.
Those who support our efforts to realize a “Super IRA” are clearly
those who believe in, and are willing to work for a strong, and eco-
nomically vibrant America.

It is those of little faith, little confidence in the willingness of
Americans to save for their own future who doubt the practicality
of this legislation. These latter—the naysayers—are those who
claim that there is no proof; no certainty that this Super IRA will
result in new savings, and to them I can only say: “Hogwash!”

Ironically, they are the same people who do not hesitate to sup-
port, to vote for billion dollar spending programs that cannot be
certified to bring about specific results—let alone the pro-growth
policies our nation so desperately needs as it looks to secure its
future in the emerging global economic community.

But fortunately for this legislation—and the future—the majori-
ty of our colleagues, like the majority of Americans, understand
that the Super IRA offers hope and promise of a brighter future for
everyone.

Concerning America’s economic future, Federal Reserve Board
Chairman Alan Greenspan has said that the single most important
requirement of a prosperous America is increased savings.

And all we have to do is look at our trading competitors abroad
to verify the depth of that wisdom. Japan and Germany far out
save America, and consequently, their capital is relatively inexpen-
sive, business is booming, and we, as a nation, are forced to borrow
from their resources for our investments here at home.

Only through personal savings can we both guarantee independ-
ence from foreign savings and investment—that so many Ameri-
cans decry—and establish independence for our families.

To see how illogical even the most logical reasoning of the nay-
sayers is, let us examine their attacks on this important piece of

legislation:
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First, they claim it does not produce new savings. Nothing could
be further from the truth. In a few minutes, we will hear from
economists—not only supply side economists, who I hold so dear to
my heart—but also well-respected liberal economists who, as one
time disbelievers in the IRA, critically examined thousands of
income tax returns to determine—contrary to their original
views—that IRA’s do result in substantial new savings.

The second myth perpetuated by the naysayer is that we cannot
afford IRA’s. What this myth says, in fact, is that we cannot afford
to let hard-working, thrifty, and valiant Americans save for their
future. What the naysayers are claiming is that nations cannot
afford to allow these people to use their own savings to send their
children to college, to help with that first home purchase, or to pay
for catastrophic health costs.

The third reason why they claim we cannot pay for this impor-
tant legislation is because of the Budget Summit Conference is
built on myths of its own: on anti-growth non-realities.

In fact, the Budget Summit artfully loaded the bases against the
American family. Given the Summit requirements, the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation has calculated the cost of the Super IRA usihg
a static model.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, rather i1aan read my full statement, I am
going to ask that it be included as it read. And if I could just con-
clude by saying the time has come to bet on America’s future; to
bet on America’s willingness to build that future. And do not tell
me Americans will not save. Scores of peoples—Senators, teachers,
men and women on the street—have stopped me to say, “Go to it,
Bill.” And that is what I intend to do. I am pleased to work with
our distinguished Chairman to lead the charge. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.
d_{'Iihe prepared statement of Senator Roth appears in the appen-
ix.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Roth.

Senator Packwood.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BOB PACKWOOD, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM OREGON

Senator PAckwoobp. Mr. Chairman, the longer I am on this com-
mittee, the more 1 realize that there are no black and white an-
swers to any of the problems we face, whether it is tax issues,
health, or saving incentives, such as [RA’s.

In 1981, Congress permiited most working Americans to make
tax deductible contributions to IRA’s. I do not know why, after
IRA’s were expanded in 1981, the savings rate fell for the next 5
years.

The bulk of the people in this country are still single individuals
earning less than $25,000 per year, or couples who earn less than
$40,000 per year. They could still have tax deductible after IRA’s
were modified in 1986. Even though tax deductible IRA’s were lim-
ited, the savings rate increased after 1986. The U.S. savings rate
has not increased as high as we would like, but it has increased.

I recall examiniug IRA’s when the 1986 Tax Reform Act was
taking shape. As J recall, about 60 percent of total IRA contribu-
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tions were made by people who had incomes of over $40,000 a year.
So, a question still exists in my mind whether or not IRA’s have
acted as an incentive for low- and middle-income people to save. A
question I prefer not to tackle is who is a middle-income taxpayer.
I don't think I have ever met a person who did not describe their
self as middle income.

But in any event, certainly taxpayers who were in the upper
third of income classes were the ones that contributed to IRA’s the
most; not people makiné $15,000, $20,000, $25,000. These taxpayers
i:an still make tax deductible contributions to IRA’s under current
aw.

I am curious about savings statistics. It is my understanding that
older people tend to save more than younger people. Therefore, as
the baby boom generation ages, the U.S. savings rate will increase,
whether or not Congress adopts any further incentives.

I am not adverse to increasing the use of IRA’s, nor of the legis-
lation, sponsored by the Chairman and Senator Roth, but I do have
a lot of questions of the witnesses. What is the evidence to indicate
that if the availability of IRA’s is expanded, Americans will save
more than they would have saved without new savings incentives?

So, I start out with an open mind, but the longer I am on this
committee—and I hope, Mr. Chairman, to remain here long enough
to be chairman of this committee once again—[Laughter.]

Senator PAckwoob. The longer I am on this committee, the less I
realize that definitive answers exist to the problems we face.
Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Durenberger.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DAVE DURENBERGER, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM MINNESOTA

Senator DURENBERGER. Mr. Chairman, thank you. I was remind-
ed as my ranking member finished his remarks that Bob Dole used
to think the same thing, but he never believed it would actually
happen.

Mr. Chairman, I am glad you are holding these hearings, and I
am glad you introduced the bill. I happen to be one of the nay-
sayers. I happen to be one of the little faith folks. I happen to be a
washed hog, or whatever else we are characterized as being.

In part, that comes from experience. I have sat on this commit-
tee now for a long time, and I voted the marginal tax rate down
from 70 to 50 percent, and then I voted it from 50 to 25. I voted for
every great accelerated appreciation bill, and ACRS, and every-
thing else that came through.

I voted for a Super IRA from Missouri back in 1981 or 1982, and
all it did was suck money out of the system. So, 1 love IRA’s be-
cause all the folks that meet me on the street like to say it. Most of
them, when you check their credentials, though, are selling them.
[Laughter.]

In large part, that is what I have heard so far. I think most\of
my bankers and most folks who make a commission off of selling
these things are saying, “By God, here we go again. Let us get back
on it.”



Now, that is not to say it is not a great idea. Nobody can argue
against the need to save. Nobody can argue about the fact that
Americans just have to reverse what the Chairman showed us
there. But my experience so far has been that when you do it selec-
tively like this, it seems like the folks that are already saving one
place put their money into one of these; it becomes more attractive.
As a result, money is moving around, rather than new money in-
creasing the black line representing savings.

I hope that I am wrong. I say to my colleagues—especially the
Chairman and the Senator from Delaware—who have been push-
ing us all to cut rates, or pushing to reform the tax code. I hope I
am wrong. I hope you are right. I will not be a naysayer if all the
evidence that comes from the tables shown by the Chairman proves
that this is a great idea. I would pleased to be the 76th co-sponsor
on the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Senator Breaux.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN BREAUX, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM LOUISIANA

Senator BREAUX. I thank the Chairman. I have joined the Chair-
man in co-sponsoring this legislation. I think it is time for some
new ideas. I think it is time that the Congress start paying atten-
tion to middle income and upper middle income people in this
country.

We have done enough for other income levels. We have reduced
the top rate from 70 percent down to 31 percent. Thank you very
much, they are doing very fine. And we have a number of pro-
grams that take care of the neediest among us; feeding programs,
housing programs, Medicaid health programs.

There is a whole constituency out there who feels like they are
truly the forgotten Americans in the sense that no one is paying
any attention to them as they have to struggle more and more to
make ends meet to pay the mortgage; to send the kids to school,
and to pay for health care.

Economists tell us that America now has the least aggressive—
the most regressive tax system in the developed world. And while
we have reduced the top rates, as I just mentioned, we have had
seven separate Social Security tax increases which have increased
the tax burden on middle income and upper middle income people
in this country. This is the group, I think, that Congress needs to
turn our attention to.

Unless we do something to help these Americans, I am very fear-
ful that this generation will really be the first generation of Ameri-
cans which will leave an economy to their children that is in far
worse shape than the one that they inherited. That is not some-
thing I think this Congress wants to be responsible for. The Chair-
man’s bill is a new idea, and it is a step in the right direction.
Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator. Senator Grassley.
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, A US.
SENATOR FROM IOWA

Senator GrassLEY. Mr. Chairman, not only do I want to recognize
your leadership in this—and I have done that by co-sponsoring this
legislation; thank you for that leadership as well—but I think we
ought to also applaud the President for his Family Savings Plan.

Obviously there are some differences, but because both the Presi-
dent of the United States and the Chairman of this committee rec-
ognize the problem and propose this legislation, I think, shows that
there is a consensus that we have a problem because of the lack of
saving in our country, and it is a foundation problem that must be
solved if a lot of other economic problems in this country are to be
solved. T hope that we have an opportunity to do that this very
Congress. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman, with all
your responsibilities, we understand your deep concern for an accu-
mulation of savings in the country and providing capital for the
future growth of the country, and that motivates your being here.
We are looking forward to your statement.

STATEMENT OF HON. ALAN GREENSPAN, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF
GOVERNORS, FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

Chairman GRreenspaN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman,
and I very much appreciate the invitation to appear today. As you
know, as we have talked over the past, I have long been concerned
about the low level of saving in the United States and I must say I
am pleased that this important problem is now drawing renewed
attention, as I believe it must.

Put simply, inadequate domestic saving is impairing our econom-

ic prospects for the long run. I say this with full recognition that
the appropriate level of savings for any economy is best left to pri-
vate preferences, as reflected in the marketplace. However, as a so-
ciety, we have in recent decades clearly intervened in the market
process through subsidies that enhance consumption at the expense
of saving. And, we would be well-advised to redress such imbal-
ances.

Saving, of course, arises when part of the nation’s current pro-
duction is diverted from consumption, both private and public; it
provides the funds for capital formation. Thus, by choosing to con-
sume more now—and to save less—we are limiting our ability to
expand and upgrade our stock of capital. It is the size of that stock
and the new technologies embedded within that, together with the
quality of a labor force, ultimately determine our overall produc-
tive capacity and the future standard of living of our population.

The damage from low saving does not show up immediately. It is
more insidious—it chips away at the productivity gains we are able
to achieve over time; it gradually hampers our competitiveness in
international markets; and after a perind of years, it results in a
lower standard of living than we would otherwise enjoy.

Of course, U.S. investment can be funded by foreigners, as well
as domestic residents. Indeed, since the mid-1980’s, sizable inflows
of capital from abroad have helped to sustain domestic investment,
and, thus, have cushioned the effect of inadequate domestic saving
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on worker productivity. But heavy reliance on foreign saving is nei-
ther a satisfactory nor a sustainable solution over the longer run.
The evidence for the United States and for most other industrial
nations over the past 100 years indicates that large inflows have
not persisted, and, thus, cannot be viewed as a reliable substitute
for domestic saving on a long-term basis. In other words, domestic
investment, for the most part, appears to follow domestic saving in
the long run.

Reflecting the large current account deficits of recent years, for-
eigners are accumulating claims on a sizable portion of our future
output. Furthermore, we know that we will have to support a rap-
idly growing population of retirees two or three decades in the
future. In the end, our ability to meet those commitments, while
providing rising living standards to future workers, will depend on
the investments that we make in capital and in new technologies
in the interim.

Indeed, on the basis of our recent saving behavior, it is difficult
to see how we were able to achieve the high standard of living that
we now enjoy. The answer is that we have not always been a low-
saving society. Granted, the statistics are problematic, but it ap-
pears that in the period following the Civil War, when the United
States began to emerge as an economic power, our saving and in-
vestment rates, as conventionally measured, were much higher
than those in Europe and Japan. For example, between 1870 and
1910, domestic saving in the United States averaged close to 20 per-
cent of GNP. The best available estimates for Japan and Germany
during that period placed their saving rates at 15 percent or less.
The saving rate in Great Britain, whose preeminence was fading,
was closer to 10 percent.

The shift toward both a relatively low and an absolutely low
saving rate began during the Great Depression, when the United
States’ rate fell dramatically. In the decades after World War 11, it
stabilized at a level slightly below its pre-Depression average. Nota-
bly, between 1950 and 1979, domestic saving averaged about 16 per-
cent of GNP—roughly the same as total investment. Budget defi-
cits generally were small, at least by today’s standards, and the
private saving rate showed no discernible trend. Meanwhile, the
United States enjoyed a positive—and gradually increasing—net
foreign investment position. In the 1980's, the pattern changed
markedly as domestic saving fell well below investment, reflecting
not only the enormous Federal deficits, but also a large drop in the
private saving rate. In recent years, U.S. saving, both public and
private, has totaled only about 13 percent of GNP.

Saving rates in Japan and Germany also have declined some
over the past two decades, following their surge in the post World
War II recovery period, but they remained substantially above
those in the United States. The high saving rates in Japan and
Germany have been mirrored in rapid rates of capital formation
that have helped them improve their competitiveness relative to
the United States and close much of the gap in living standards.

The issue of why one nation saves a lot while another saves rela-
tive little—or why saving behavior changes over time—is complex.
It undoubtedly refiects cultural influences, as well as eccnomic
forces. I suspect, however, that part of the explanation relates to
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how well members of a society, both individually and collectively,
assess their future needs and take action in the present to meet
them. Collectively, we have recognized the need to build saving and
capital, and to improve our productivity performance, in anticipa-
tion of a significant increase in the ratio of retirees to workers in
the next century. However, as last year’s debate over the financing
of Social Security made clear, we have yet to take sufficient actions
to meet these needs. As you are well aware, the surpluses in the
Social Security trust funds have been overwhelmed by enormous
deficits elsewhere in the Federal budget.

. Just as the budget deficit accounted for a large part of the fall in
domestic saving in the 1980’s, the surest way to raise saving in the
1990’s is to get the deficit down. Last fall, you enacted a significant
program of spending and tax changes and budget process reforms.
Those actions set the underlying or “‘structural” deficit on a down-
ward track and thus represented a strategy that is geared to the
longer term needs of the economy.

I recognize that, in the near term, those savings are being
swamped by the transitory effects of the weak economy. But, but as
the recovery takes hold, the Federal sector’s absorption of private
saving should return to a downward trend.

The goal of a balanced budget is a good place to start, but as I
have said frequently in the past, it probably is not ambitious
enough as a target for the longer run. As long as the non-Sccial
Security deficit remains sizable, we are doing little to ensure that
adequate provisions are being made for the income of future retir-
ees. Further actions must be taken to bring the rest of the budget
into balance so that the trust funds will no longer be financing cur-
rent government consumption, but will translate dollar for dollar
into national saving.

The Federal budget deficit is only part of the story of the past
decade. Saving by households and businesses also has dropped. The
fall in personal saving, in particular, has been studied extensively;
in large part, it appears to be associated with the sizable increases
in household wealth through the latter part of the 1980’s. To un-
derstand the relationship between wealth and the saving rate, it is
important to note that personal income, as defined in the National
Income and Product Accounts, measures the income from current
production only. It does not include the effects of capital gains or
losses on assets already held by households; personal saving also ig-
nores revaluations of existing assets. Thus, an increase in the value
of an individual’s stock portfolio or his house has no direct effect
on his measured income. But, if he raises his spending in response
to the capital gain, the book value of saving will, as measured in
the National Income Accounts, fall.

Looking at the data, one sees clearly that the surge in the stock
~ market between 1982 and 1987 was associated with increased con-

sumption out of financial capital gains and, therefore, with reduced
saving out of current income. In addition, the build-up of readily
accessible home equity enabled many individuals to spend more out
of current income than they would have otherwise, especially with
home equity lines of credit making it much simpler to borrow
against the value of one’s house. The data for Great Britain in the
1980’s support a similar linkage between surging real estate prices
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and falling rates of saving set aside out of personal income; more
rec&lendtly, the British saving rate has turned up as house sales have
cooled.

Analyses of the relation between saving and demographics in the
1980’s also have attracted much attention. On the whole, however,
the results of these studies, as well as the implications for the
1990’s, are less clear cut than one would have expected. Nonethe-
less, with older members of the so-called ‘“baby boom’” generation
moving into their forties, the issue of retirement saving is coming
to the forefront.

One way to engender more national saving, of course, is to
reduce the Federal budget deficit. But, we can also take actions
that should encourage individuals to save more. There is no short-
age of proposals for new saving incentives. Some would function in
a manner similar to that of the individual retirement accounts (the
IRA’s) of the early and mid-1980’s, which allowed workers to make
deductible contributions and to defer the tax on both the principal
and earnings until the accounts were cashed in. Other suggested
incentives, such as the Family Savings Accounts favored by the Ad-
ministration, would not allow deductible contributions up front,
but would permit earnings to accumulate tax-free as long as the ac-
count balances were maintained for a specified amount of time.
The plan offered by Senators Bentsen and Roth incorporates both
approaches.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, it is important to continue to focus
on the crucial need to restore savings in the United States to levels
that are consistent with our longer term economic objectives. The
time is particularly opportune for exploring ways to facilitate re-
tirement saving, given the large increase in the number of retirees
that will occur within the next few decades.

Hence, there may well be a role for a well-designed private
saving incentive in that process. In the end, substantial reductions
in the Federal budget deficit are still the surest way to overcome
the shortage of domestic saving, and thus, to increase permanently
the supply of domestic funds available for investment. Thank you
very much, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Chairman Greenspan appears in the
appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, Secre-
tary Nick Brady called for lower interests rates at the G-7 meeting
last week, but it was largely ignored. West Germany is talking
about retaining its high interest rates. As I look at the capital re-
quirements in East Germany, and in the Pacific Rim and the infra-
structure problems of Kuwait and Iraq, it seems to me that credi-
tor countries like Germany are going to be busy meeting .apital
needs at home, not competing for United States securities.

Morgan-Stanley says that we are going to have an enormous cap-
ital shortage—over $200 billion next year. During the 1980’s, we fi-
nanced much of our growth by shoving less credit-worthy nations
aside—such as South America, Central America, Africa—but this
time, we are going to have some very tough competition from
credit-worthy nations like Taiwan, Saudi Arabia, and West Germa-
ny. There is not enough capital available to fulfill the needs of
these nations.
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Do you see any way, other than a prolonged world recession, that
these interest rates can be kept moderately low; can they be kept
frorrlld%oing up to levels that will be injurious to the economy of the
wor

Chairman GREENSPAN. Mr. Chairman you are asking this very
broad question about what economists call “‘real” long-term inter-
est rates around the world.

The CHAIRMAN. That is right.

Chairman GREENSPAN. And it is certainly the case that, for ex-
ample, when the Berlin Wall came down, it became apparent that
a fairly substantial amount of new investment—that is, a drain cn
saving—would inevitably occur in order to rebuild the infrastruc-
ture in the previous Socialist bloc economies.

At that point, it was very interesting to watch interest rates
move up in real terms, denominated in dollars, denominated in
marks, denominated in yen—indeed, denominated in virtually all
of the major currencies.

They have since come down a bit as it became apparent that the
timeframe which was originally contemplated following the fall of
the Berlin Wall was probably inappropriate. And indeed, we are
seeing that the investment needs are not growing as rapidly there
as we had earlier anticipated. And the reason, obviously, is the
economies in Eastern Germany and in the corridor through Cen-
tral Europe are not doing awfully well in terms of levels of econom-
ic activity and demand for investment/

But, there is no.question that over time, as these economies
become more and more oriented toward free markets—as, indeed,
they are fairly rapidly as privatization continues—there is going to
have to be a very large amount of capital investment to bring the
infrastructure, the standard of living—which is based on the pro-
ductivity of assets—up significantly. And that is basically where es-
timates of that nature are coming from.

It is very difficult to know what those numbers really mean, or
how to interpret them, but I would say to you that even if we get a
situation in which there are significant demands—and there will
be over the years—there is no reason why long-term interest rates
cannot be kept, in real terms, at reasonable levels if we keep the
instability and the risk elements associated with world economic
activity at a minimum level.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Let me get you to short-term rates.
The Fed has been pushing aggressively to get short-term interest
rates down, and normally, that would mean consumer interest
rates would come down and spark the purchase of automobiles, and
other consumer goods. But the rate on car loans was about 11.9
percent last April. That is really not much better than it was a
year ago.

So, we are not seeing that rate reductlon The yield on CD’s for
banks is substantially down. But that is not beinz carried through
to consumer loans. What can be done? Can the Fed do some jaw-
boning that will help?

Chairman GREENSPAN. What we are observing is something
which we have seen many times in the past, namely, that a
number of the consumer interest rate categories tend to be far



- i

e,

13

more sluggish—both on the upside and the downside—because basi-
cally the costs involved in making those loans are relatively high.

Nonetheless, there is another element here, as you pointed out.
Ordinarily, one would have expected at least some more of a de-
cline than we have seen. And what we are looking at is what we
have all been calling the “credit crunch,” where, in effect—largely
because of fear of the potential capital position of a very large
number of banks—they have been exceptionally chary to position
themselves such that their capital might go down. And as a result,
they have been effectively holding back in many respects, and the
means by which one does that is to try to open up your profit mar-
gins. That, in a sense, rations credit, as you know. And I must say
to you we are beginning to see signs that while the crunch is not
easing, it has reached its maximum, and there is some evidence
that we may not be too far from a basic softening in it.

But, be that as it may, I would say, at the moment, that is our
major problem. It is reflected not only in consumer loans; it is re-
flected in residential construction loans, and a number of other ele-
ments that we pick up information on. And we are hopeful that as
the weeks go on, the early tendencies we are beginning to see at
this stage of a positive nature in softening of the severity of the
credit crunch will continue.

And it is that which will ultimately tend to bring margins down
through competition and, therefore, the consumer loan rates and
other loan rates which have been held up inordinately in this
credit crunch.

The CHAIRMAN. I have so many more questions, but nevertheless,
I see my time has expired. Senator Packwood.

Senator Packwoob. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Roth.

Senator RotH. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that it is important
that we have savings both from the national standpoint, and sav-
ings from the family point of view. Would you agree with that?

Chairman GREENSPAN. I certainly would, yes.

Senator RoTH. In your testimony, you state that the length of life
is growing very substantially, and we are becoming increasin,ly a
country of older citizens. So, is it not in our interests to provide in-
centives for families to take care of their so-called “golden years?”

Chairman GREENsSPAN. I would certainly support that, Senator,
and as we move into the next century, we are going to find—as I
indicated in my prepared remarks—a rather remarkable accelera-
tion in the ratio of retirees to workers, unless we significantly
change the culture with respect to the average retirement age.

And obviously, should that not occur, we are going to have to
supply capital investment in the early parts of the 2lst century
which are adequate not only to increase the standard of living of
those who are working, but also to maintain a level of support for
the increasing numbers of retirees who will inevitably appear on
the scene.

Senator RoTH. Is it not a fact that one of the reasons for the Fed-
eral deficit is the tremendous growth of entitlements; many of
which are directed at helping senior citizens?

Chairman GREENSPAN. Yes, Senator.
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Senator RoTH. So, that to promote family savings, does have the
beneficial impact of both helping reduce the Federal deficit, and
enabling the families to care for their own needs.

Chairman GREENSP..4. Well, it certainly enhances the ability of
families to support their own needs. There was a big dispute—as I
know you are aware—on exactly what the impact of various differ-
ent tax incentive proposals was on the budget deficit. And I have
seen evidence going in both directions on that in a number of dif-
ferent studies, with numbers of different proposals.

. Seonator RotH. But you do suggest there should be private sav-
ings?

Chairman GReeNSPAN. Oh, indeed, I do.

Senator RotH. Now, let me ask you this question. Since World
War II, the emphasis has been on consumption. All you had to do
was open the paper and read about the easy credit terms to buy;
our tax system, double taxes savings in contrast to consumption, so
the main pressure on the individual has been to consume rather
than save.

So, you state in your testimony that savings is somewhat a
matter of cultural background. Should we not be trying to change
thatocultural practice of consuming and spending, and begin to
save’

Chairman GREENSPAN. Senator, if we could somehow go back to
that old notion of “saving for a rainy day’—which I have not
heard in decades—it probably would do more to raise our saving
rate than any economic policy program that could be implemented
in—

Senator RotH. Cannot an IRA plan—whether it is exactly cast
like ours, or something else—does that not help provide the kind of
incentives; the kind of equitable treatment; the kind of conditions?
Because many of your financial houses have indicated that they
are willing to move into tremendous advertising campaigns to sell
them. Does that not begin to create the kind of environment that
will hopefully turn it around? Is it not worth that risk?

Chairman GREENSPAN. Well, you are raising a very interesting
point, Senator, in that most of the people who look at the issue of
evaluating past IRA’s both pro and con, I think, have agreed that
the advertising aspects that have been associated with past IRA’s
have been a positive element in creating saving. And it may well
be that anything in that area which changes the culture or works
in that direction would be a positive.

Senator RotH. One final question, Mr. Chairman, because I see
my time is running out. There was very substantial savings in
IRA’s in the period between 1981 and 1986. What was it, close to
$30 billion dollars?

Chairman GREENSPAN. At its peak it was averaging somewhat
over $35 billion a year.

Senator RoTH. $35 billion.

Chairman GREENSPAN. $35 to $40 billion a year.

Senator RotH. Now, it is estimated 40 percent of those IRA’s will
be in financial institutions; banks. Will that not be a very helpful
factor in view of the critical situation in the banking institutions?

Chairman GrReeNspaN. That is difficult to say. That is an issue of
what would have happened otherwise.
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Senator RorH. If I might make a point, we have to make deci-
sions here. You are never going to have an ultimate answer. But do
IRA’s not really provide a good opportunity to promote savings to
help our financial institutions; to help our families take care of
themselves? If you compare it with our multi-billion dollar spend-
ing programs—we never hesitate there because there is no guaran-
tee—why should we not take a chance on savings and on people?

Chairman GREENSPAN, Well, Senator, let me give you my view on
this. If you look at it as a statistician, it is very difficult to find
which of the various studies really capture what is going on in re-
ality. I do agree with you that it is probably worth a chance, be-
cause even if, in fact, it does not turn out to produce any major net
addition to national saving, there is probably very little damage
that is done in general. I personally am never against tax cuts, so I
have, probably, a bias in this.

Senator RorH. I share that sentiment.

Chairman GREENSPAN. But the issue is of such great moment—in
fact, I think it is the key domestic economic policy problem of this
country—that I am more inclined to take chances in doing things,
even though I am not—as you would put it—analytically convinced
that one is sure as to how it is going to come out.

I am inclined in this direction—although I must tell you I have
gone through a great deal of material and the evidence, if one
looks at it, has got to be described as essentially inconclusive.
There are both sides of this argument, both of which are credible,
and it is very difficult, as you will find in your subsequent hear-
ings, to get consensus on this question.

Senator RoTtH. But it does provide an opportunity to help nation-
al savings and the family.

Chairman GRrRzENSPAN. Yes. The way I would put it is the way
you would. It is a question of whether one wants to take a risk in
this direction, and clearly, one does try to move in the direction of
policies where, if you succeed, the payoffs are very large.

Senator RotH. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Breaux.

Senator BREauX. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you, Mr.
Chairman, for your testimony. Let me ask just a question or two
about the point that you make as to how we pay for the IRA’s were
Congress to move forward with the proposal.

The estimates that we have from the Joint Committee is a cost of
$4.4 billion in 1992 and $25.8 billion between 1992 through 1996.
And you point out that it does make a difference on the effective-
ness of IRA’s, depending on what method we use to pay for them.

Could you give us a little bit more of an elaboration on what you
think the outcome may be with regard to that effectiveness if we
choose a tax increase to pay for the proposal, as opposed to cutting
some program that is currently in place?

Chairman GREENSPAN. Well, I can very readily envisage a tax in-
crease which might be imposed as a consequence of requirements
coming under the statute, which could actually be quite counter-
productive.

And what I would say in this regard is that if one views some
form of IRA, or some form of tax credits in the saving area as
something of value, let us make certain that in the process of what



16

adjustments are required under the Budget Act that we do not un-
dercut those values by taking other actions which are deleterious
to the structure of the economy, to its growth, and to its saving
rate.

Senator BReEaux. What about spending reductions to offset the
loss of the IRA's?

Chairman GREENSPAN. Well, my inclination—especially if one is
looking at the question of long-term saving—is to be biased in the
direction of offsetting it by cuts in spending rather than increases
in taxes.

Senator Breaux. You also speak to the question—and I think
Senator Packwood had talked about this—about the type of people
who benefitted from IRA’s when they were being utilized by the
largest number of people, and you discuss the possibility that we
are not talking about increasing savings as much as, perhaps, shift-
ing savings from one pile to the next. I would like you to comment
on that just a little bit further.

I would like to be abie to have an IRA program that really bene-
fits middle income and upper middle income people, who I really
feel have been short-changed over the last decade in this country.

Is there evidence that that group is likely to be the group that
would participate in IRA’s based on the past experience, or are we
talking about a group that really does not need that much of an
incentive? Do you have any thoughts on that?

Chairman GREENSPAN. Well, Senator, remember we are working
at the margin here. The original appraisal very early on of the
impact of the IRA’s of the early 1980’s was, indeed—as Senator
Packwood indicated—that all of the evidence suggested that what
we were looking at was merely moving funds from one pile to the
other, and there was no net saving implications as a consequence.

Subsequent studies with later data have suggested that there
may well be certain net additions: however, there also have been
other studies which have countered that. It has been an interesting
debate, and there are fairly strong advocates on both sides of that
argument.

I would not be overly concernéd in the issue of saving about
where the incidence occurs in various income groups, because what
we are trying to do is to raise saving generally to build capital in-
vestment, to create jobs, and to help everyone in the economy.

We could get lost in failing to remember that what we are in-
volved in here are the elements underlying economic growth, and
that trying to trace through these various incidences of where vari-
ous programs fall, I think, is probably quite difficult, but I am not
s?re it is the type of path which is very fruitful from a policy point
of view.

Senator BREAUX. Does that put you in opposition to any efforts to
more tightly target those groups that would be able to benefit from
these new IRA’s?

Chairman GREENSPAN. I am an agnostic on that issue. It does not
create much of a problem unless one does it in very great specifici-
ty.
Senator BREAUX. Yes.
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Chairman GReeNsPAN. Then you can make it a very, very limited
grogram. So, I would be inclined to be careful about how it was

one.

Senator BREAUX. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Senator Grassley.

Senator GrassLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Chairman Green-
span, the special IRA provision has a relatively short required
holding period: 5 years. The short holding period is, no doubt,
meant to be a real incentive, but some would say that it might only
increase asset shifting. :

So, I would like to have you comment on whether increasing this
holding period would have a positive impact on savings, as well as
maybe bring down the costs, or would there be a negative impact if
we were to do that?

Chairman GReEeNsPAN. Well, Senator, remember that anytime
you endeavor to allow exceptions to the saving pattern—in other
words, the capability, essentially, of withdrawal-—whether it is
caused by the timeframe of the 1IRA that is withdrawn early, or
whether there are special categories that can be employed to use
your IRA, to that extent, obviously, you do reduce some of the
saving characteristics of any IRA plan. And as a public policy ques-
tion, there has got to be a trade-off here in making judgments as to
just precisely what it is that you want to do.

To the extent that you have an IRA plan which enables you—as,
indeed, some of the plans do—to use the funds for certain specific
purposes—like home purchase, for example—you are increasing
the subsidies for home purchase.

Now, that may be considered good or bad, but to the extent that
you subsidize the capital use in one category of output—such as,
say, home building—you, of necessity, are reducing it for other
areas of potential capital investment.

And, what is important in constructing these programs, both
with respect to the timeframe in which one can dispose of previous-
ly accumulated IRA funds, or under the various exemptions that
occur as one formulates the structural plan, I think one should be
very carefully aware that when you get a subsidy for one particu-
lar, or one broad aspect of consumption or investment, you, of ne-
cessity, are taking it away from other areas.

Senator GrAssLEY. Further on the subject of asset shifting, I have
had some concern expressed to me. Those in the municipal bond
market tend to worry that expanded IRA’s, or any new tax-free
savings program like the President’s might interfere with, or take
business away from their markets. And, of course, then they argue
that this is going to have a negative impact on cities and localities
to meet their bonding needs.

I have also been told that many bond investors have an adjusted
gross income of lower than 100,000, and would, therefore, be able to
invest in the Administration’s Family Savings Account. I am sure
you are aware of these problems, but more specifically, do you see
these new savings programs negatively affecting the municipal
bond market?

Chairman GREENSPAN. It is really part of my previous answer,
Senator, that there are various priorities. My impression, frankly,
is that the effects that are likely to occur as a consequence are not,
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in any of the proposals I have heard, likely to be sufficiently large
to create the types of problems about which some people exhibit
concern. So, short of a really much larger program than anyone is
contemplating—or certainly that is on the agenda today—I would
say that it is not likely to be a concern of large moment.

Senator GrassLEY. Thank you, Chairman Greenspan. Mr. Chair-
man, I am done.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Daschle.

Senator DascHLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, like
so many on this committee and in the Senate, I am a very enthusi-
astic supporter of the Bentsen bill. One of the concerns, obviously,
that we all have, is the major requirement for an offset—some $25
billion over 5 years.

If we were to pare down the bill—and I am certainly not suggest-
ing that—but if that were required, and we had to look at whether
the incentives at the front, or the incentives at the end were more
important in terms of creating net new savings, what is your view
as to which would be the more important?

Chairman GREENSPAN. Yes. That is a very important question,
Senator. Regrettably, I just have not given it enough thought to
give you a thoughtful answer, and 1 would just as soon not give you
something off the top of my head.

Senator DascHLE. Obviously, you have seen various estimates
having to do with what the cost of providing tax benefits at the
front end are as compared to the cost of the benefits provided at
the back end when one withdraws funds.

From what you know, do you think that one would have greater
value than the other, regardless of what effect it may have on sav-
ings? I am trying to get some assessment as to the value from vari-
ous perspectives of the two main features of this particular bill.

Chairman GREENSPAN. It depends on the underlying assumptions
of the structure cf it, because obviously, you can convert into
present value or present cost any claims over the future. That is,
whether or not they are front loaded, or back loaded, you can de-
termine the present value, and hence, the cost and the nature of
the incentive.

But that requires judgments about what the discount rates are,
and a lot of other elements associated with taxes and how this par-
ticular issue is handled. Well, Senator, let me see if I can give you
a response in writing which comes to grips with the issues you
raise. I would hate to try to do it now, because it is a little more
technical than I think we can handle in this type of discussion.

[Chairman Greenspan subsequently submitted the following in-
formation:]

Your question, as I understand it, concerns the relative effects that front-loaded
and back-loaded IRA's would have on private saving and government revenues. This
?:ciifrt‘iicéra)lraises some complicated issues, and my answer is necessarily somewhat

Generally speaking, front-loaded IRA's and back-loaded IRA’s offer a saver the
exact same opportunities for transferring current purchasing power .o the future,
provided that the saver’s marginal tax rate is the same at the time funds are depos-
ited as it is at the time funds are withdrawn. This is easiest to understand in the
context of a numerical example. Consider a saver with a 28 percent tax rate who
invests $1,000 in a front-loaded IRA paying 10 percent annual interest and who
withdraws the entire proceeds, $2,594, 10 years later. After paying 28 percent tax on
the withdrawal, the saver receives $1,867 to spend on goods. Alternatively, the saver
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could use the $1,000 pre-tax income to deposit $720 in a back-loaded IRA and to pay
$280 in tax. After 10 years earning 10 percent annual interest, this $720 yields an
ixl_rzltaxed return of $1,867, the same after-tax proceeds yielded by the front-loaded

A.

In this example, the individual can obtain the same amount of retirement con-
sumption by putting $1,000 of before-tax income in a front-loaded IRA as he or she
can by putting $720 of after-tax income in a back-loaded IRA. In effect, the extra
$280 initially deposited in the front-loaded IRA, which represents the tax savings
due to the initial tax deduction, is set aside to finance the taxes levied at the time
funds are withdrawn. It is important to note that this equivalence result assumes
that savers are able to contribute more to a front-loaded IRA than they would
choose to contribute to a back-loaded IRA. By implication, if legislation where en-
acted that set identical limits on contributions to the two IRA types, or that set a
limit on the sum of contributions to both IRA types, then the back-loaded IRA
would offer greater opportunity to save on tax-favored terms. The equivalence result
also assumes, of course, that the rules governing withdrawals are the same for both
IRA types.

A front-loaded IRA and a back-loaded IRA yielding identical amounts of after-tax
future purchasing power also have equivalent effects on the government’s long-run
debt, provided the government's borrowing rate is equal to the interest rate paid on
IRA’s. This is easily seen with reference to the above numerical example, where
front-loaded IRA yields $726 of revenuc after 10 years, and the back-loaded IRA
yields $280 of revenue immediately. (In both cases, tax on the initial $1,000 in
earned income generates the revenue; the IRA effectively exempts interest earned
on the initial $720 in after-tax income.) Other things the same. a $280 increase in
immediate revenues reduces the government’s debt by $726 after 10 years, assuming
the Treasury's borrowing rate is 10 percent, sc that both IRA’s have the same impli-
cation for the government’s debt after 10 years.

But, as your question suggests, the current budget rules focus on the etfect of leg-
islated tax changes on the path of the budget deficit over the next five years, and
not just on the long-term level of government debt. Therefore, it may be relevant
that front-loaded IRA’s lead to large immediate revenue losses that will be partially
reversed in future years, and that otherwise equivalent back-loaded IRA’s lead to
slowly accumulating revenue losses.

Finally, let me mention a few important caveats to my earlier statements con-
cerning the equivalence of front-loaded and back-loaded IRA’s. First, many taxpay-
ers probably expect their marginal tax rates to be lower when they withdraw from
their IRA’s (typically in retirement) than when they make contributions. To them, a
front-loaded IRA would offer a higher after-tax return to saving, and thus induce a
larger reduction in the present value of government revenue, than would a back-
loaded IRA. On the other hand, individuals who expect to face higher marginal tax
rates in the future would tend to favor the back-loaded approach.!

In addition, saving decisions may well be affected by factors that are not captured
in this analysis. Notably, several economists who have studied the 1982-86 IRA ex-
perience believe that the availability of the up-front deduction explained much of
the popularity of the IRA’s of that period.2 Thus, despite the objective reality. tax-
payers may perceive that front-loaded IRA's—because they reduce immmediate tax li-
abilities—are more attractive than back-loaded alternatives that would offer the
same tax saving over time.

Senator DAscHLE. Fine. One final question. Obviously, an offset is
required. Can you conceive of any scenario where the cost of the
offset is such that it outweighs the merit provided through the bill
itself? In other words, is there toc high a price to pay for the bene-
fits derived under the bill, whether we fund it with a spending cut
or an increase in revenue, that would cause you to caution us
about passing it.

! The tendency of individuals to select the IRA type based on their own special circumstances
makes it especially difficult to estimate the revenue consequences of legislation such as the
Bentsen-Roth [RA proposal that would allow taxpayers to choose between the two types of ac-
counts.

2 This view was expressed in the testimonies of David Wise and Jonathan Skinner before this
committee on May 16, 1991.
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Chairman GREENSPAN. Yes, Senator, there is. But 1 ¢un sure that
every member of this committee can find a particular use of those
funds which they would consider so negative as to dampen their
enthusiasm for this particular program. And I trust that the off-
sets, whatever they are, do not offset the positive elements which
are clearly here.

Senator DascHLE. Would you be referring to any particular cate-
gories of offsets in that regard?

Chairman GReENSPAN. No. We all have our own personal views
as to the way the budget should look, and just throwing another
personal view into the hopper does not add very much, I find.

Senator DascHLE. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHaIRMAN. Thank you. And to show you part of the prob-
lem, Mr. Chairman, I.listened to my friend, Senator Packwood, talk
about savings rates going up after the IRA was reduced in its appli-
cation. And my staff immediately handed me numbers to the con-
trary, that savings rates were higher—5.3 percent of disposable
income in 1982 to 1986 than since, when they dropped to 4.2 per-
cent. _

Now, each of us will put numbers in to try to buttress our point
of view when this is over, I am sure. But that is part of the prob-
lem that we face in trying to resolve this. I am very appreciative of
your being here. I know of your heavy schedule and the other com-
mitments you have this morning. I thank you very much for your
contribution. It has been helpful to us.

Chairman GreENspaN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. We now have a panel that consists of Mr. Robert
Bergland, executive vice president of the National Rural Electric
Cooperative Association; Mr. Dallas Salisbury, the president of Em-
ployee Benefit Research Institute from Washington, DC; Dr. Neal
Cutler, the president and scientific director of the Boettner Insti-
tute of Financial Gerontology.

That all sounds pretty impressive, and we are pleased to have
each of you here. Robert Bergman has been before this committee
time and time again in the past. We look forward to your contribu-
tion this morning, if you would proceed.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT BERGLAND, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI-
DENT AND GENERAL MANAGER, NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. BercLanD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and mem-
bers of the committee. I am here today to speak to the issue of sav-
ings and investment in the rural parts of the United States; the out
of the way places that is home Lo one in six Americans; persons
who live in smaller villages and towns in the open countryside;
where jobs are the most important, critical economic factor; where
we have a poverty rate which equals the urban ghettos and mas-
sive underemployment.

In my group, Rural Electric Cooperatives are deeply involved in
economic development. We think that the Bill S. 612 would provide
a source of funding for economic development that is essential to
any sort of economic plan.
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The bill provides for the flexibility which you outlined in your
introduction; we endorse those provisions most sincerely. But our
belief is that an expanded and improved IRA is going to result in
increased savings within the rural banking community. Qur experi-
ence in development shows that development starts at home, or it
does not start at all. We work with local existing industry, we build
on what is in the community. And our primary, and sometimes
only source of funding, are the local banks. And the savings rate in
these rural communities is down, as national data shows.

We are convinced that your bill—sponsored by you and others—
would, indeed, increase the savings rate in these local banks, and
would be a very central and necessary source of funding for eco-
nomic development. Mr. Chairman, I have a longer and more de-
tailed statement I would like to submit for the record.

The CHAIRMAN. We will take it in its entirety.

4 [The prepared statement of Mr. Bergland appears in the appen-
ix.]

Mr. BErRGLAND. I appreciate the committee’s interest in this im-
portant matter. Thank you, sir. ,

The CHAirRMAN. Thank you very much. Mr. Salisbury, if you
would proceed, please.

STATEMENT OF DALLAS L. SALISBURY, PRESIDENT, EMPLOYEE
BENEFIT RESEARCH INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. SaLisBURY. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to be here today.
With me is Joe Piacentini, a Research Associate with the Institute,
who has provided additional statistics to the committee. We were
asked to specifically look at the issue of the effect of T.R.A. 86 on
IRA eligibility.

Under restrictions imposed by that Act, 65 percent of all workers
age 21-64 were eligible for a full $2,000 IRA deduction in 1987; 58
percent are eligible today. By 1995, 52 percent will be eligible. Put
a different way, 35 percent of those who contributed to an IRA in
1982 are still eligible for a full IRA deduction; 65 percent of those
who did not contribute to an IRA.

T.R.A. 86 restricted IRA deduction eligibility for workers with
pensions and incomes over certain thresholds. Workers least likely
to remain fully eligible for a full deduction in 1991 include those
with working spouses: 45 percent eligibility; and those with family
ir}lc):i)mes in excess of $50,000: 21 percent of whom are currently eli-
gible.

Workers with working spouses are disproportionately affected by
the restrictions, because dual employment increases the likelihood
of family pension coverage, and higher family income. The income
thresholds associated with IRA deduction restrictions, as you know,
have not been indexed.

Therefore, as incomes rise due to inflation or real income gains,
the proportion of workers who are eligible declines. While all
higher income workers with pensions are already ineligible for de-
ductible IRA’s, an increasing proportion of moderate income work-
ers are ineligible as a result of inflation.

The proportion of workers with family incomes between $35,000
and $50,000 in constant 1991 dollars has fallen from 75 percent eli-
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gibility in 1987 to 55 percent eligibility today, and will drop again,
due to inflation, to 43 percent by 1995.

The Bentsen-Roth Bill would improve IRA deduction eligibility
for 37 percent of all workers in 1991, and 43 percent of all workers
in 1995. While higher income workers would be most likely to gain
eligibility in the near term, many moderate income workers would
also gain as a result of this countering of the inflation impact.
Among workers with incomes in excess of $50,000, 78 percent
would gain eligibility in 1991 and 1995. Among those with incomes
between $30,000 and $50,000, the proportion gaining eligibility
would be 41 percent in 1991, and 54 percent in 1995. IRA deduction
eligibility does not guarantee that workers will make IRA contribu-
tions, nor does ineligibility preclude such contributions.

Following T.R.A. 86, IRA participation remained higher at
higher income levels, including both deductible and non-deductible
contributions. In 1987, 7 percent of workers with incomes below
$30,000 contributed, compared to 14 percent with incomes between
830,000 and $50,000; 19 percent of those with incomes between
%?g’ggg and $75,000; and 28 percent of those with incomes over

IRA deduction eligibility improvements under the Bentsen-Roth
bill would be somewhat cor centrated among higher income work-
ers. Actual tax benefits would be more concentrated.

But against an issue of total capital and total availability of cap-
ital and the economy, one should note that as a result of the IRA
deductibility as of the end of the 1990, over $564 billion was avail-
able to aid the capital of the nation, and from employment-based
pension plans, an additional $2.5 trillion.

And against a question of the degree to which tax-deferred sav-
ings have, in fact, helped to make today’s retirees historically well
off in terms of cash and non-cash income, one need only compare
the fact that total Social Security benefit payments were $227 bil-
lion, compared to benefit payments in 1989 from private pension
and public pension plans to retirees of $244 billion.

So, we are seeing that relative to Social Security in general, and
in terms of the capital markets, these programs are contributing to
retirement income, and are contributing to the nation’s capital.

Against a final point, and a concluding comment, the issue of
whether or not this represents money that would not have other-
wise been saved, the necessary data are, in fact, inconclusive.

But one comment is generally made by those on Wall Street and
elsewhere, and by such investors as Warren Buffett, pension sav-
ings represents patient capital that is generally available for in-
vestment over longer time periods. And against that general eco-
nomic question, that patient capital in and of itsell proves of great
benefit. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
d.['Iihe prepared statement of Mr. Salisbury appears in the appen-

ix.
The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Cutler.
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STATEMENT OF NEAL E. CUTLER, PH.D., PRESIDENT AND SCIEN-
TIFIC DIRECTOR, BOETTNER INSTITUTE OF FINANCIAL GERON-
TOLOGY, BRYN MAWR, PA

Dr. CurLEr. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee. My name is Neal Cutler. I am the director of the
Boettner Institute of Financial Gerontology, a research group in
Bryn Mawr, PA. We focus on the connections between the social
and the financial aspects of aging. We are located on the campus of
the American College in Bryn Mawr. I am also a professor in the
Gerontology Graduate Program at the University of Pennsylvania.

[Showing of viewgraph.]

This hearing reflects the well-known “Graying of America,.” But
I would like to this morning, at least slightly, modify the terms of
the discussion away from aging, and focus on ‘“The Middle Aging of
Anrnerica.”

Mr. Chairman, our Institute is not here this morning to take a
partisan, or political view on the issue of IRA’s. But I am happy to
summarize some of our work, in the hope that it will focus discus-
sion on the individual responsibility for financial and retirement
planning.

May I make just two brief points and then add an international
footnote? The two points have to do with the two kinds of aging
which gerontologists study. We distinguish between individual
aging, and population aging.

First, about individual aging. It was not too long ago that we
would not be talking about middle age.

But in the past 50-75 years, circumstances have changed so dra-
matically, that we now recognize middle age as a separate stage in
the life cycle. Life expectancy has steadily gotten longer during
this century, at the same time Americans are retiring earlier and
earlier.

So, our financial resources for old age must be accumulated
during a shorter work life, but must be adequate for a longer
period of old age. And at the same time, somewhere between our
late forties and our early sixties, we begin to see and feel our age.
Our children grow up, and leave home; our parents grow old and
leave us. We begin to sense our own mortality, and we feel the
need to plan for the future.

I realize, Mr. Chairman, that this is a short summary of a com-
plex stage of life, but middle age is a time when family earnings
are expanding, and when most major household purchases are com-
plete. As a consequence of these separate but interconnected ele-
ments of financial and gerontological dynamics, discretionary
income may be growing, and the family pattern of savings versus
spending begins to change in the direction of savings.

Let me briefly turn to the second of the two kinds of aging: popu-
lation aging. Here, we refer to the overall number of people of dif-
ferent ages in the Nation. It is shocking to say that the baby boom
will be middle aged before it is older; 1991 begins a period when 80
million baby boomers become 80 million middle agers. The specific
numbers are in my written testimony, but the conclusion is that
for the quarter century that begins in 1990, middle-agers will grow
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by 70 percent, as indicated by the top line in our graph. The dra-
matic growth is in the middle aging of the population.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, when we combine the dynamics of
individual aging with the demography of population aging, the im-
portance of the legislation you are considering today is ever more
apparent.

. The United States is facing a geronto.ogical and financial oppor-

tunity that is literally unprecedented in human history. The
number of individuals who would be affected by incentives to save
and to plan are simply staggering.

And to emphasize the connection between saving and middle age,
our research offers a final, international footnote. Perhaps we
could have the next graph.

{Showing of viewgraphs.]

Dr CurtLER. Over the past few years, as we all know, there have
been many comparisons as there were this morning, between
Japan and the United States on the issue of our national savings
rate. We recognize, of course, that many factors contribute to a
high or a low national savings rate. But to the degree that middle
age plays a role, then a comparison of American and Japanese de-
mography is quite revealing.

And so may I conclude by directing your attention to this graph,
which is also included with my testimony. It compares the percent-
age of the population that is middle aged in these two countries
over a 75-year period. The top line is the Japanese line. The bottom
line, the one to the right, is the United States.

It is clear that substantial Japanese middle aging began back in
the 1950’s. In other words, Japan has had a substantial proportion
of its population in the high-savings stage of their life cycle for a
long time..But by comparison, from the 1960’s to the 1980’s, the 80
million American baby boomers were teenagers and young adults.
But now, the United States is beginning a period of very rapid
middle aging. But it is obviously not simply demographics alone.
During the previous three or four decades, Japan has had a large
middle-aged population, but it has also had a national policy that
encouraged private savings.

And so, this research suggests that now just might be the right
time for the United States to evaluate its own national policy in
this regard. Because, Mr. Chairman, whatever financial and geron-
vological benefit Japan got from its middle aging, the United States
is about to get a lot of it over the next 25 years. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Cutler appears in the appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Doctor. Mr. Bergland, for years the
Rural Electrical Cooperatives have done a commendable job for
rural America, and not just with electricity. You have moved
beyond that to the health of rural America, and to retirement for
people on the farm.

Now, do you think it is ironic, with the cyclical nature of farm
income, that those years when things come together and the weath-
er is right, market prices are right, and you have an increase in
income, you are precluded from using the IRA. But, when you get
bad markets, bad weather, do not have a crop, do not have the dis-
cretionary income, you are eligible for the IRA.
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Mr. BErRGLAND. Well, that is one of the anomalies that we are
confronted with and, in fact, most of the rural areas—about 1,500
of the 3,000 counties in the United States depend on a commodity
and commodities cycles. And these ups and downs are what con-
tribute to the instability that we regard as the serious element
beyond our control. And so, anything that we can do to help us
deal with these ups and downs, these swings, would be enormously
important.

econd’y, Mr. Chairman, we did a survey of about 800 small,
rural businesses and found, much to our concern, that rural busi-
nesses are less likely to provide employee benefits and company-
savings plans than are city businesses.

And so, we have again, a body of rural workers who do not have
access to a private company-sponsored plan, and it is far more
prevalent in the rural areas, underscoring the need for some addi-
tional opportunities to save for retirement.

The CHAIRMAN. I see some of the same sort of problems, Mr.
Salisbury, in the eligibility for IRA’s in your testimony. We have
more two-earner couples than ever before in the history of our
country. Not just numerically, but percentage-wise. More even,
than the days of Rosie the Riveter back in World War II. And yet,
you have a situation where, with children, the mother may stay
home for awhile, and income is lower. And they have less discre-
tionary money to try to save. But, when both spouses are in the
workplace, they become eligible again. Is that not a fairly common
situation?

Mr. SaLisBuRY. It shows up in the data to be a fairly common
situation, and to be generally an anomaly in the tax incentives for
retirement savings. Since, for example, if we compare it to 401 K
plans, two individuals working at two different work places are in-
dependently eligible for full IRA contributions without reference to
how they tie together, whereas with the IRA, we have done it on
the basis of family income. One might describe it as another incen-
tive for divorce, and anti-family.

The CHAIRMAN. And then some say, if they already have eligibil-
ity for a retirement plan, then they should not have eligibility for
an IRA. But you have a lot of people that work for a company
where they have eligibility, but never vest.

Or you may have a profit-sharing plan, where the contributions
by to the profit-sharing plan are quite cyclical. Would you care to
comment on that?

Mr. SaLisBURrY. It is hard to generalize on that particular item,
because the law does not differentiate currently between being cov-
ered by what type of pension plan. Your comment is particularly
appropriate, as it relates to my not being able to contribute to an
IRA while I am not vested in a defined-benefit pension plan which
generally has vesting deferred until I have been at the job for 5
years. On the other hand, if I compare it to most defined contribu-
tion plans where you have generally full and immediate vesting of
the money that you put into the plan, then it is a more, if you will,
more logical offset. So, against some types of pension coverage—
that available to about half of those covered—it makes more sense
than with the other, even though it is a policy judgment as to
whether it makes any sense at all.
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The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Cutler, you testified that people are living
longer and retiring sooner, which means they have to save more
-- because they are going to be more dependent on their savings. Do
you think this development will encourage saving earlier and more
abundantly?

Dr. CutLer. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that the natural
middle aging process might encourage people to save on their own.
But we are talking here—at least our research suggests, as it is
well-known—80 million baby boomers, and they are not all the
same; some may save—recognizing what you said—without the in-
centive; others may not have the capacity to save. But within that
range, some of those 80 million may have sources to save, but could
uﬁe that extra incentive that a proposal such as yours might give
them.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. | see my time has expired. Senator
Packwood.

Senator PaAckwoob. Dr. Cutler, several weeks ago there appeared
an article in the Wall Street Journal about savings which stated,
“Several economists indicate that the savings rate will go up
rather dramatically just because of the aging of America.”

So I had my staftf call the reporter and find out the names of the
economists. I then called them up. I think one of them was Mr.
Edward Yardeni. I talked to a number of them. Mr. Yardeni esti-
mated that our savings rate increase above its historical average
levels of 6.5 or 7 percent by the mid-1990’s without any stimulus
from tax incentives. The reason is simply because of the fact that
you are stating; that as America ages, people will save more. Do
you think that is a reasonable assumption?

Dr. CurLer. Well, I have no basis for appraising that particular
percentage change. That might naturally occur because of the
middle aging of the population. And indeed, from the macroeco-
nomic perspective, that may be good.

But our research focuses on the individuals—and while some of
that natural savings that might accrue because of middie aging
and, therefore, the economy might be better—are likely to be sav-
ings by those who already have the capacity and do not need the
incentive. In addition to that, I think public policy should focus on
those individuals who need the incentive. Their savings might also
help the economy, but I am also focusing my concern on how those
savings will help those individuals who need the incentive to com-
bine with whatever resources they have to put away money for
their own retirement.

Senator PAckwoobp. Would that not opt for leaving the IRA laws
basically unchanged? Deductible IRA’s would still be available for
those individuals who are not big savers now—singles that make
$25,000 or under and couples who make $50,000 or under?

b Dr. CutLER. I have no basis for evaluating those particular num-
ers.

Senator Packwoop. Mr. Salisbury, let me ask you a question. I
have introduced a retirement bill which nine members of this com-
mittee are co-sponsors of it. I will describe it, and you tell me if you
think it has any merit. I call it the PRIME Retirement Account,
and it works as follows: (1) small business employing less than 100
workers are eligible to open PRIME accounts for their employees;
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(2) Because PRIME is targeted to businesses not providing retire-
ment or savings plans to employees, eligible businesses must not
have another retirement plan; and (3) If a small business opens
PRIME accounts for employees, any employee can put in up to
$3,000 of their salary on a tax deductible basis. The employer must
agree to match each employees’s contribution to PRIME up to 3
percent of the employee’s salary. The PRIME retirement account
has the enthusiastic support from the National Federation of Inde-
pendent Business and other small business groups. Of course, any
financial institution that sells retirement plans thinks the PRIME
account is wonderful. Do you have any comments on it?

Mr. SaLisBURY. You have made the point that the principle area
of lack of pension coverage and lack of health insurance coverage
in the employment sector is in small businesses. In small business-
es of less than 100, my memory is that it is only about 14 percent
of workers that have protection.

And as we have seen the law become more complex in -that
sector, there has been a continuing sentiment that having some-
thing simple that would apply to those businesses and all workers
would lead to an increase in coverage in those areas. And clearly,
in the sense of your bill to the degree it led to coverage, it would
lead to increased capital formation. The data on the conclusiveness
of incremental savings is still a little bit open-ended.

Senator Packwoob. I actually have not even tried to quantify it
in terms of savings. I looked at it more as a retirement plan. I real-
ize that if workers contribute to PRIME, much of the money will
be new savings, but I am attempting to sell it more as a small busi-
ness pension plan rather than a savings vehicle. It is my under-
standing, Mr. Chairman, the Joint Tax Committee estimates the
PRIME account to cost less than $100 million over 5 years.

The CuairMAN. Well, you know, I am an enthusiastic co-sponsor
of it, Senator.

Senator Packwoob. I know you are. I appreciate it. I have no
other questions, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. I might further say it is supplemen-
tary, not an alternative. [Laughter.] .

Senator Roth.

Senator RotH. Mr. Salisbury, some time ago I wrote a letter to
The Washington Post in which I said that more than half of work-
ing American families are no longer eligible for a deductible IRA.
That was answered by a House member who said it was untrue. By
working American family, most people mean where both spouses
work. Do you have any comment? More than one half of these
people are no longer eligible for any IRA deduction. Is that correct?

In fact, by 1995, it is said that more than 60 percent will no
longer be eligible for any IRA contribution. Even today, the Joint
Tax Committee’s own pamphlet shows that more than 60 percent
of working American families are not eligible for a full IRA deduc-
tion. ’

Mr. SavisBury. The statistics you note stand in support of your
statement, Senator, in The Washington Post. I would ask Joe Pia-
centini to comment on that. He has looked at it closely, as well.

Mr. PiacenTINt. Well, I did see the letter that you refer to that
you sent to the Post, Senator, and your figures are quite correct,
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according to our estimates. If we are talking about a full $2,000
IRA contribution, less than half of families with two workers are
nqv&r eligible, and that is going to fall to less than 40 percent, as you
said.

The figures that were offered in response to that were based on
some slightly older estimates from the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation; I also saw the letter that was written in response. And if you
look at the updated numbers from the Joint Committee, as you
pointed out, they are now much closer to our numbers. There are
some slight differences that have to do with small differences in
income definition.

The fact that we are talking about the proportion of workers,
while they are talking about the proportion of taxpaying units, we
limited our analysis to the age 21-64 workers. But basically, if you
look at the proportion eligible for any IRA at all, our estimates—
which you were basing your letter on, and the Joint Tax Commit-
tee’s—are within a few percentage points. So, I think there is a
good consensus that you are quite correct in the numbers you cited.

Senator RorH. Well, thank you. I appreciate that information. I
would like to ask for your general comments where you have a ceil-
ing or phase-out on IRA’s. Does that really make good policy? You
try to encourage people as they are younger to begin an IRA, and
based on the fact that it is something that they can continue and
would take care of them in their so-called ‘‘golden years.”

However, when you have a cut off of $25,000 or $40,000 for a
couple, for a lot of people that means midstream, if they have done
the right thing and started an IRA, they can be cut off. Does that
make good policy sense?

Mr. SaLisBury. Well, without describing whether it makes good
policy sense per se, I would simply comment that you end up with
a general issue that was referred to in Chairman Greenspan’s
statement, which is the issue of how to get people into the process
of savings and making savings a habit.

And the data very clearly implies that it is the tremendous push
of advertising that went with general IRA availability that led to
very significant growth in the usage of IRA’s. And against this
issue of an habitual pattern, it goes to Senator Bentsen’s examples
of the individual who, in a good year cannot, and in a bad year can,
but then does not have the money.

So, purely looking at it in terms of the prospects of the IRA
being sold broadly to the American public, the incentive being
there to save year-in and year-out the major disadvantage of cut-
offs. It will reduce the incentive of financial institutions to sell it,
and secondly, it will interfere with the longevity of the savings
habit. That is not necessarily to say that it is right or wrong, but it
clearly would interfere with consistent build-up of saving for a
rainy day. )

Senator RotH. Dr. Cutler, I have read where we are fast ap-
proaching the period where the typical worker will live in retire-
ment longer than his or her actual work period. Is that correct?

Dr. CutLEr. My guess is that is getting very close. Retirement is
becoming earlier, and earlier in the American system, and people
are living longer. And it may well be that at some cut-off point,
which we could calculate what you are saying is exactly true.
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Senator RotH. So that makes it all the more important that fam-
ilies prepare for that extended——

Dr. CutLER. Not only prepare, but prepare earlier and earlier. As
retirement becomes earlier, so does the anticipation of it, and plan-
ning for it is also being pulled earlier into the life cycle.

Senator RoTH. So, my time is up. Thank you, Dr. Cutler. I am
sorry I did not get to you, Mr. Bergland. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. We have another panel
waiting. We appreciate very much your comments and your testi-
mony. It has been most helpful to us. :

Mr. BErRGLAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Our next panel consists of Jonathan Skinner. Dr. Skinner is the
associate professor of economics, University of Virginia, Charlottes-
ville, VA. You certainly have testified before this committee before,
and we are delighted to have you. Dr. David Wise, John Stam-
baugh professor of political economics, the Kennedy School of Gov-
ernment at Harvard; and Jane Gravelle, who is a senior specialist
for economic policy for Congressional Research Service, Library of
Congress. We are very pleased to have you.

I want to apologize that I will not be able to wait until the end,
because months ago I scheduled a speech downtown at this time,
and it seemed the appropriate thing to do at that time. Dr. Skin-
ner, if you would proceed, please.

STATEMENT OF JONATHAN S. SKINNER. PH.D., ASSOCIATE PRO-
FESSOR OF ECONOMICS, UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA, CHAR-
LOTTESVILLE, VA

Dr. SKINNER. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee. My name is Jonathan Skinner, and I am an associate
professor of economics at University of Virginia, and research asso-
ciate at the National Bureau of Economic Research. I am pleased
that attention is being focused on encouraging households to save
more through an expanded IRA.

I will make three points today. First, while IRA’s have come
under their share of criticism, I believe they are effective at pro-
moting saving. The major criticism against IRA’s is that they con-
sist largely of contributions by wealthy taxpayers who would have
saved the money anyway.

This proposition was first tested by Steve Venti and David Wise,
whose results suggested that IRA’s were largely new savings.

In a study with Dan Feenberg of the National Bureau of Eco-
nomic Research, I examined nearly 4,000 IRS tax returns to test
whether IRA’s were new saving. We originally set out to disprove
the Venti and Wise study because at the time, we believed that
taxpayers took money out of existing taxable assets and shuffled
them into IRA’s. To our surprise, we found that IRA contributors
tended to increase their savings in both IRA’s, and in taxable
assets. That is, rather than disprove the Venti and Wise study, we
confirmed it.

One objection to our study is that families who contribute to
IRA’s are just different. They have a strong taste for savings, so it
is not surprising to observe IRA contributions, as well as other
types of savings.

45-954 - 91 - 2
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Bill Gale of UCLA and Karl Scholz of the University of Wiscon-
sin allowed for these differences when they estimated that most
IRA saving was old, shuffled saving, thus, directly contradicting
the Venti and Wise results. So standard economic models of saving
cannot determine conclusively whether IRA’s are new savings or
old savings.

My own believe that IRA’s promote savings is based less on the
standard economic models than on psychological factors. Now, I
want to caution that this psychological evidence is even more con-
jectural than most economic research, but 1 find the evidence com-
pelling nonetheless.

For example, recall advertisement for IRA’s during the mid-
1980’s. They promised that a $2,000 annual contribution would
make you a millionaire and, in fact, my study with Dan Feenberg
showed that one-third of all enrollees did contribute exactly $2,000
to the penny, even if they were eligible to contribute up to $4,000.
Why? We interpreted this to mean that marketing blitz was effec-
tive at conveying both correct information—that IRA’s were a good
investment—and incorrect information—that the upper limit was
only $2,000. The sharp drop-off in IRA contributions after 1986,
even among those still eligible to contribute lends support to this
view.

The evidence from aggregate statistics appears to contradict the
view that IRA’s increase savings. Between 1981 and 1986, house-
hold saving rate fell by 45 percent. But I do not think that this

_proves that IRA’s were bad for saving, because this pattern of de-
cline was played out in a number of other countries as well.

Refer to Figure 1 just after page three of my testimony, that
shows personal savings rates in Canada, France, Great Britain, and
the United States. In each country, savings rates fell through the
1980’s before recovering in 1987 or 1988. It seems likely that the
United States was caught in a global wave of ebbing savings rates.

My second point is that IRA’s were effectively largely because of
their up-front deduction. The psychological gratification of getting
that instant rebate was enough to overcome the reluctance of U.S.
households to save for the future.

For example, Dan Feenberg and I found that a taxpayer who
owed taxes above the amount withheld to the IRS was much more
likely to contribute to an IRA. We interpret this to mean that on
April 14th, a taxpayer would much prefer to open an IRA rather
than send a check to the dreaded IRS. The up-front deduction pro-
vided that instance gratification necessary to get taxpayers into the
saving habit.

The Bentsen-Roth Bill also includes the back-ended IRA as an
option to contributors. Now, back-ended IRA’s do not lose much
revenue now, but they do in the future; putting pressure on future
deficits.

By contrast, the current revenue cost of front-ended IRA’s is
over-stated. Much of the revenue lost through up-front deductions
will ultimately be returned with interest when the IRA is cashed
out. Currently, there are $400 billion in IRA assets, representing a -
potential $80 billion in future tax revenue.

My third and final point is that IRA’s will not, by themselves,
solve the saving problem. They never accounted for more than one
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percent of GNP, so they must be used in concert with other poli-
cies—such as reducing the deficit—to remedy the low rate of na-
tional saving.

Even the Bentsen-Roth IRA proposal, while broadening the
appeal of IRA’s to families facing housing and college costs will not
necessarily stimulate saving by much more than the original pro-
gram, given that some of the educational and housing costs would
have been saved anyway.

My own preference for IRA’s focused on retirement is that I
think few families put aside enough for retirement. Recent figures
have suggested that the median family at age 60-65 has only $6,600
in liquid assets. One or 2 years of IRA contributions can make a
big difference for those families. In short, I believe that a front-
ended IRA can be an effective means to promote household saving
and retirement security.

q [’Iihe prepared statement of Dr. Skinner appears in the appen-
ix.
Senator DascHLE. Thank you, Dr. Skinner.
Dr. Wise.

STATEMENT OF DAVID WISE, PH.D., STAMBAUGH PROFESSOR OF
POLITICAL ECONOMICS, KENNEDY SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT,
HARVARD UNIVERSITY, AND AREA DIRECTOR, HEALTH AND
RETIREMENT PROGRAMS, NATIONAL BUREAU OF ECONOMIC
RESEARCH, CAMBRIDGE, MA

Dr. Wise. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to
speak today. I have been doing research on IRA’s with Steven
Venti of Dartmouth College off and on for several years. The analy-
sis is based on several different data sets that report the saving be-
havior of individual households; it uses several different methods of
analysis.

The foremost statistical analysis is based on the relationship be-
tween family saving in IRA and non-IRA forms. We conclude that
the weight of the evidence points to a substantial net saving effect
of IRA contributions. That is, the contributions are not offset in
large part, we believe, by a reduction in other savings.

I would like to draw your attention here in these remarks to
three points based on descriptive data. These data are consistent
with formal estimation results, but are easier to understand. The
points are made in the figures at the end of my report. The first
point, we know, of course, that savings in America are extremely
low, but to put it on a personal basis, the median level of financial
assets in American households is $1,500-$1,500. To recite the
number that Professor Skinner just gave, on the eve of retirement,
the typical American family has $6,600 in financial assets.

The second point, now relating to IRA’s. I am referring to Figure
2 in the report. The figure shows that as IRA’s were introduced
and the percent of families using them went from about 3 percent
in 1981 to about 20 percent in 1986, there was no reduction—no re-
duction in the proportion of families saving in non-IRA forms.

The third point. This is in Figure 3 in the report. Family non-
IRA assets did not decline as the IRA assets of IRA contributors
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increased from about $2,000 in 1982 to about $8,000 in 1986. This
happens to be assets excluding stocks.

And that is, the part that is included are those that are the easi-
est to substitute. In fact, if we compare samples of IRA contribu-
tors over time, we find that the IRA assets of contributors in 1986
were greater than the non-IRA assets—that is, the resources from
which this money could have come—that were greater than the
non-IRA assets of contributors at the outset of the IRA program in
1982 or 1983. Also, over this period, non-IRA assets increased; they
did not decrease. So, the typical contributing family in 1986 has
much larger financial assets—about 114 percent larger—than the
typical contributing family three or 4 years earlier at the outset of
the IRA program. It is also clear from these data that the typical
contributor to an IRA was not saving anywhere near $2,000 a year
from when the program began. When the program began, the typi-
cal contributor had about $6,000 in financial assets.

Then, finally, I simply want to emphasize that I believe that the
promotion of IRA’s was extremely important in their rapid adop-
tion and popularity. And I think that what we need to do is to push
forward on this front. That is, we need to try to get people in the
gallgit of saving. The IRA, together with a promotion, can do that, I

elieve.

Finally, I want to emphasize and, I guess, agree with Dr. Skin-
ner, that the up front deduction is, I believe, extremely important.
I think it is that that, more than anything else, gets people’s atten-
tion, even though in some strict economic sense, that the up-front
in the back-loaded IRA are equivalent. I think for the typical real
person, they are not equivalent. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Wise appears in the appendix.]

Senator DAscHLE. Thauk you, Dr. Wise. Dr. Gravelle.

STATEMENT OF JANE GRAVELLE, SENIOR SPECIALIST FOR ECO-
NOMIC POLICY, CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, LI-
BRARY OF CONGRESS, WASHINGTON, DC

Dr. GrRAVELLE. 1 would like to thank you for the invitation to
appear before you today to discuss the economic effects of Individ-
ual Retirement Accounts. I shall discuss three issues: the effects on
savings,who benefits, and the cost.

Conventional economic theory and empirical research suggests
that IRA’s are not likely to increase savings. There are three
points that support this view. First, theory cannot determine that a
tax subsidy will increase savings owing to offsetting income and
substitution effects. Empirical research has failed to identify a posi-
tive response. Historically, the savings rate has remained relatively
constant, and time series econometric studies have reflected this
characteristic, producing small effects which are ambiguous in
sign.

Secondly, even if a tax subsidy in general increases savings,
IRA’s are unlikely to do so because individuals contributing at the
limit have no price incentive. And before, about three-quarters of
IRA contributions were for individuals at the limit. Finally, the ex-
perience of the 1980’s does not support the case that IRA’s increase
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savings. While IRA contributions were significant, the overall pri-
vate savings rate fell substantially in that period.

There have been two cross-section studies focused on the effects
of IRA’s which support this conventional view. Gale and Scholz’s
study estimated desired IRA contributions and tested whether indi-
viduals at the limit made up the difference by increasing non-IRA
savings. Their study indicated that IRA’s did not increase savings.

Manegold and Joines compared the change in total savings for
newly eligible contributors and previously eligible contributors and
found no difference, again, suggesting that IRA’s did not increase
savings. .

There are three studies which are sometimes cited as evidence
that IRA’s will have a pronounced effect on savings. The cross-sec-
tion studies by Venti and Wise are, perhaps, the most widely cited.

I believe that the Venti and Wise studies contained a serious an-
alytical error that made their results highly questionable. Similar
criticisms have been made by a number of other economists about
their modeling. I will note that the Gale and Scholz study used es-
sentially the same data as the Venti and Wise study, and came to a
completely opposite conclusion.

Another frequently cited study is that of Feenberg and Skinner.
This study found that IRA’s in the aggregate did not appear to
come from reductions in existing assets. This finding, however, tells
us nothing about whether IRA’s increase savings, since IRA’s could
have reduced either additions to savings, or consumption. The
Feenberg and Skinner study also argues that there may be a psy-
chological effect.

This view is based, in part, on finding a correlation between
owing tax and the size of the IRA contribution, but such correla-
tions could be independently related to a number of other factors.
Nor do they establish that IRA’s came out of consumption rather
than savings.

A third study is a time series study by Carroll and Summers,
which suggested that the divergence between savings rates in the
United States and Canada can be traced to differential IRA’s.

There are several comments I make about this study. Perhaps
the most telling is a recent study which re-ran the regressions, put-
ting in a-net wealth variable, and causing the IRA effect to com-
pletely disappear.

In sum, I would like to say that as much as we would like to in-
crease savings, I just do not think the economic evidence supports
the case that IRA’s will have a strong effect.

Let me turn now quickly to the question of who benefits from
universal IRA’s. In general, any subsidy for capital will favor high
income individuals. The dollar limits on IRA’s do limit their bene-
fit to the wealthy. Nevertheless, the data do not indicate that IRA’s
cannot be characterized as a subsidy to the middle class. In 1986,
82 percent of IRA deductions were taken by the upper third of indi-
viduals filing tax returns. x

In addition, while significant amounts were contributed to IRA’s,
their popularity was not actually very widespread. In 1986, only 15
percent of taxpayers contributed. The participation as in the lower
and middle-income classes. Only 2 percent of taxpayers in the
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bottom third of returns, and only 9 percent of taxpayers in the
middle third contributed to IRA’s.

The final question I would like to discuss is the cost of restoring
IRA’s. The Joint Tax Committee has estimated that S. 612 would
cost £25.8 billion dollars. This short-run estimate understates the
long run cost of IRA’s. For the special IRA’s that are not deducti-
ble out front, I have predicated that in the long run, the costs could
be eight times larger than the first five years. For the deductible
IRA’s, it could be as much as a third larger.

I do not know what they used to do their estimates, but if you
assume it is 50-50, my data would predict that the long run cost
would be two and a half times their estimated costs, or about $66
billion in today’s income levels, rather than $26 billion. So, in gen-
eral, I think that IRA’s will cost much more over the long run than
thgiy will over the budget horizon. Thank you very much.

d_[ ]he prepared statement of Dr. Gravelle appears in the appen-
ix.

Senator DascHLE. Thank you, Dr. Gravelle. Now that we have a
consensus with this committee, we will see if we can poke around
to see if there are any differences. [Laughter.]

Senator Roth.

Senator RotH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In the interest of fair-
ness, I would ask Dr. Skinner and Dr. Wise if they would like to
make any comments on the statement of Dr. Gravelle on their
studies. Dr. Skinner?

Dr. SKINNER. No comment.

Senator RoTH. Let me ask you, how would you answer her
charges?

Dr. SkiNNER. Well, I would say that one can only read evidence
in two different ways. I came in feeling pretty ambivalent about it.
In fact, to be honest, Dan Feenberg and I were kind of gunning
after Professor Wise because that was the study to refute.

And we found soriething different, and so it is hard to say. What
I am saying is I did not come in with a strong bias, but this is the
way I read the evidence. But there are alternative ways to read the
evidence as well.

Senator RotH. Dr. Wise.

Dr. Wise. Well, Dr. Gravelle did not, I guess, outline here her
criticisms of our work, and I do not try to do that, either. But I
have read the criticisms. I think that, of course, it is always possi-
ble to be wrong. I find that her criticisms in the first place, repre-
sent a rather substantial—I hope—misunderstanding of our analy-
sis in our model.

But in addition to that, I did not begin this analysis with any
particular view on the subject, certainly not political view. In prin-
ciple, it was of no consequence to me whether IRA’s increased sav-
ings or did not.

By this time, I have looked at the issue in many different ways;
some ways dependent on sFecific models, and others completely in-
dependent of models. And I just have to conclude that the evidence,
t}tx: tex:iray I see it from many different perspectives is as I have
8 .

Senator RotH. Well, Dr. Skinner, let me ask you this question. I
think you say that you think Americans will choose a front-ended
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IRA over the back-ended. What I would like to ask you, as a good
rational and objective economist, which one would you use?

Dr. SKiNNER. Well, if I may speak from personal experience, I
contributed to an IRA in 1 year before I began research on the sub-
ject. And the reason was that I owed a great deal of money to the
IRS., and I have not contributed since I got a new accountant. So, 1
believe strongly that people would rather take the tax break now
than to wait into the future except, perhaps, for sophisticated in-
vestors who have some kind of different investing strategy. Per-
haps they anticipate that their tax rate will be higher in the future
rather than today.

Senator RotH. Would that not be the normal situation that
p%)%le will tend to pay higher taxes just by the progression in their
jobs? :

Dr. SKINNER. It is not clear, because first of all, a lot of IRA
saving is done by people who are pretty much at the peak of their
earning career, so that when we look at their annual income, it ap-
pears quite large, although over a lifetime it may not be as large
just because they are starting to think about saving when they are
50 or 60 years old.

And the question is whether their tax rate would be lower when
they retire and when, of course, they are not earning their regular
income. But on the other hand, who can look into the future? Some
people may feel more secure knowing that they, at least, will not
be subject to changes in tax rates in the future.

Senator RotH. Dr. Gravelle, let me ask you this question. Do you
think it is important that we increase personal savings?

Dr. GrRAveELLE. Well, I think like many economists, I am very
concerned about the low savings rate that has occurred, and I
think it is a very serious concern, ves.

Senator RoTH. And do you think we should try to encourage per-
sonal savings?

Dr. GRAVELLE. Well, I am not sure we can do it. I mean, I am not
sure we can be successful at it. The evidence suggests that it is
very hard to influence people this way, so I would say the most
direct route to increasing savings is to reduce the budget deficit,
and the most direct route to insuring some sort of retirement
income is to use Social Security, or some system like that to at
least insure a minimal——

d§enator RotH. Then you think it has to be government mandat-
ed?

Dr. GRAVELLE. Well, I think if you are going to be sure of success,
it is probably more certain for the government to do it than to rely
on incentives to——

Senator RotH. Has government been very successful in reducing
the deficit?

Dr. GrRAVELLE. Do you mean have you all been very successful? 1
am sorry. No. I think that, obviously, this is a situation that is very
difficult to deal with right now, but that is the most direct prescrip-
tion that I know of to increase savings.

Senator RotH. I have to say that I think we succeeded a lot less
in actually reducing the deficit, notwithstanding the Summit
Agreement and the IRA’s. The question can be raised, but as the
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Chairman of the Federal Reserve says on balance, it seems to me
that that is the way to go. Well, thank you, ladies and gentlemen.

Senator DascHLE. I would like to ask a question of Dr. Wise and
Dr. Skinner. Obviously, there are differences of opinion with
regard to the prospective impact of whatever new IRA proposal
may be implemented, but Dr. Gravelle points out an interesting set
of utilization figures here that [ had not seen before.

She indicated in her testimony that only 15 percent of the re-
turns in 1986 indicated contributions to IRA’s. And these participa-
tion rates are lower in the lower- and middle-income classes—only
2 percent of taxpayers in the bottom third, and only 9 percent of
taxpayers in the middle third contributed to IRA’s. That is not nec-
essarily an overwhelming endorsement by two-thirds of the popula-
tion in this country for IRA’s. How would you respond to that?

Dr. Wise. Well, there is, I would say, some truth and some un-
truth in the statement as given. It is true that higher income
people are much more likely than lower income people to contrib-
ute. It is also true that in 1985, at least, that about three-quarters
of contributors had incomes below $50,000. Now, $50,000 tends to
be at a higher income level, but I think most people would not call
families with incomes $50,000 rich these days. It is also, I think,
important to keep in mind that we often think that families who
have incomes of $50,000, or $75,000, or even $100,000 save a lot;
they do not. They do not save a lot. Most families with incomes of
$50,000 are not saving anything like $2,000 a year if they do not
have IRA’s. The typical financial assets of families between 45 and
50, and earning between $40,000 and $50,000 a year, is $5,000. So, if
we think we want to encourage saving, we might think we do not
care where the saving comes from. If we think_we are concerned
with distribution and spreading out saving, then I think it is im-
portant to realize that many of the people who we might think of
as being wealthy may not be wealthy, and they certainly are not
saving,

As to the bottom third, one might argue ihat programs like
Social Security work pretty well for the lowest income group. That
is, Social Security provides a pretty high replacement rate of re-
tirement. This is not to say that I think these people should not
save; I think they should. They are most entirely dependent on
Social Security. But a large portion of sort of middle-income people
do not save much, and certainly do not have much accumulated
saving at the time of retirement.
thSe;xator DascHLE. Dr. Skinner, do you have anything to add to

at?

Dr. SKINNER. If I might add just a few comments. The first is
that lower income families tend to be in lower tax brackets, so that
they are not going to get as large a rebate as higher income groups
would be. One way to address this would be to think about a tax
credit, which would be the same rebate for everybody, regardless of
income.

And second, borrowing some numbers from the Venti and Wise
study, it is important to focus on when people start thinking about
saving. For example, for families with income between $20,000 and
$40,0 (: at age 55 through 64, the participation rate was nearly 50
percent.
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And finally, in conclusion, not everybody who contributed in the
past had contributed in 1986, so the total participation rate, 1
think, is closer to a third of all taxpayers. That seems to be what
comes out of some surveys.

Senator DAscHLE. Dr. Gravelle, I will give you a chance to add
your comments to this.

Dr. GRAVELLE. Well, I would just like to say that we have to re-
member that people with adjusted gross income of about $50,000
“about 1985 or 1986 were the top 10 percent of the population. I
mean, these people may have thought of themselves as middle
class, but in terms of a distribution of the population, they were
- certainly in the upper tail.

I think what Jon points out is true that people might contribute
at different times, but 1 still think regardless of that those 2 per-
cent and those 9 percent rates are just going to be very low, no
matter how you slice the data.

Senator DAscHLE. Someone asked me a while back, what is
wrong with just promoting more aggressively the National Savings
Bond program that we used to rely upon a lot more frequently? It
would be cheaper and more beneficial, perhaps, to the Federal Gov-
ernment.

With a public education campaign, you could really put some-
thing like that together. It goes a little bit to Senator Roth’s ques-
tion: what alternatives are there? Has anyone analyzed the value
of the National Savings Bond effort compared to an IRA in terms
of the incentive for savings, that is, the national benefit there may
be in net savings?

Dr. Wisk. It is often cited as an example of the success of promo-
tion. Of course, it was in a different time and a different place. It is
not quite clear that that transfers easily to today. I do not know of
a study that utilizes the saving effect of that plan versus the kinds
of things we are talking about with IRA’s.

Dr. SKINNER. | am also not aware. I just think about the All-
savers certificates back in the late 1970’s which, I think, were simi-
lar. And I do not think there was enough of a bonus—a carrot—to
get people that interested. So, I wonder whether promotion, with-
out some kind of incentive, may be not as successful.

Senator DascHii. Well, you have, of course, favorable tax treat-
ment of national savings bonds like you do with IRA’s, so there is
an incentive in that perspective.

Dr. SkINNER. That is true. I guess I would then fall back on this
notion that you have to give the carrot right now, rather than
sometime later.

Senator DascHLE. Right. Dr. Gravelle.

Dr. GRaveELLE. Well, I am not aware of any study, or anything,
but I do think we have to be very careful when we are thinking
about plans and things like advertising. If we advertise and per-
suade people to switch into IRA’s out of other savings, we are not
doing anything for the national savings.

And that is what I am <oncerned about with all of this advertis-
ing. We really wont total savings to increase, and we have really
got to worry ab- it an effective way to do that. I am not sure adver-
tising is going to do that.
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Senator DascHLE. Well, we want to thank the members of this
panel for your sage advice, the benefit of your thinking, and all of
the information you have provided. We thank you all, and, with
that, the hearing stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, the hearing was concluded at 12:10 p.m.]
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INTRODUCTION

This pamphlet,! prepared by the staff of the Joint Committee on
Taxation, provides a description and analysis of S. 612 (Savings and
Investment Incentive Act of 1991). S. 612 was introduced by Sena-
tors Bentsen, Roth, and others on March 12, 1991. The Senate Com-
mittee on Finance has scheduled a public hearing on the bill on
May 16, 1991,

Part I of the pamphlet is an overview. Part Il provides informa-
tion on present law and the legislative background of individual re-
tirement arrangements (IRAs) and certain other special tax provi-
sions relating to saving. Part III is an analysis of the provisions of
S. 612. Part IV contains economic analysis of IRAs generally and
the provisions of S. 612 specifically. Part V is a discussion of gener-
al issues relating to tax incentives for saving

Appendix I contains a brief comparison of S. 612 with other tax
ingtlantlvw for saving. Appendix II presents selected economic data
tables.

! This pamphlet may be cited as follows: Joint Committee on Taxation, Description and Analy
818 of S. 612 (Savings and Investment Incentive Act of 1991} (JCS-5-91), May 14, 1991,

3%
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I. OVERVIEW

Present law and legislative background of IRAs

Under present law, under certain circumstances, an individual is
allowed to deduct contributions (up to the lesser of $2,000 or 100
percent of the individual's compensation or earned incoine) to an
individual retirement arrangement (IRA). The amounts held in an
IRA, including earnings on contributions, generally are not includ-
ed in taxable income until withdrawn.

The $2,000 deduction limit is phased out over certain adjusted
gross income (AGI) levels if the individual or the individual’'s
spouse is an active participant in an employer-sponsored retire-
ment plan. An individual may niake nondeductible IRA contribu-
ticas (up to the $2,000 or 100 percent of compensation limit) to the
extent the individual is not permitted to make deductible IRA con-
tributions. -

The IRA provisions were originally enacted in the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 (ERISA). Under ERISA, an
individual was permitted to make deductible IRA contributions
only if the individual was not an active participant in an employer-
sponsored retirement plan. The limit on IRA deductions was the
lesser of $1,500 or 15 percent of compensation (or earned income, in
the case of a self-employed individual).

The Economic Recovery Tax Act of 198! increased the IRA de-
duction limit to its current level and removed the restriction on
IRA contributions by individuals who were active participants in
employer-sponsored plans. The IRA rules in their current form
were enacted as part of the Tax Reform Act of 1986.

The Savings and Investment Incentive Act of 1991

The Savings and Investment Incentive Act of 1991 (S. 612)2
would restore the deductibility of IRA contributions for all taxpay-
ers under the rules in effect prior to the Tax Reform Act of 1986
and would provide for the indexing of the limits on contributions to
IRAs. In addition, the bill would permit nondeductible contribu-
tions to special IRAs. Withdrawals from a special IRA would not be
includible in income if attributable to contributions that had been
held by the special IRA for at least 5 years. The limits on contribu-
tions to deductible IRAs and special IRAs would be coordinated.

The bill would allow withdrawals from an IRA and from elective
deferrals under (1) a qualified cash or deferred arrangement (sec.
401¢k) plan), (2) a tax-sheltered annuity (sec. 403(b)), or (3} a section
501(cX18) plan without imposition of the 10-percent additional
income tax on early withdrawals to the extent the amount with-
drawn is used for tfne purchase of a first home, for certain educa-

*S. 612 was introduced by Senators Bentsen, Roth, and others on March 12, 1991
3)
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tion expenses, or for catastrophic medical expenses (i.e., medical ex-
penses in excess of 7.5 percent of AGI).

Under present law and under S. 612, 21 percent of all taxpayers
cannot make IRA contributions because they do not have compen-
sation or earned income. Under present law, 18 percent of taxpay-
ers with compensation or earned income are not permit! to
deduct any IRA contributions because they are active participants
in an employer-sponsored retirement plan and are above the
income thresholds, and an additional 9 percent are subject to the
income phaseout and, thus, are not eligible to make the maximum
deductible IRA contribution. S. 612 would restore full eligibility for
deductible IRA contributions to the 27 percent of taxpayers with
compensation or earned income who are not eligible under present
law use of the present-law restrictions, and would provide all
such taxpayers with an option to contribute to a special IRA.

Economic analysis of IRAs generally and under S. 612

Deductible IRAs allow taxpagers to deduct IRA contributions
from income in the year contributed and pay income tax on the
contributions plus earnings when withdrawn. This treatment cre-
ates two potential tax benefits: (1) taxpayers effectively earn a tax-
free rate of return on IRA investments and (2) the contributions
may be taxed at a lower marginal tax rate than the taxpayer’s
marginal tax rate when the contributions were made because IRA
contributions are not taxed until withdrawn, at which time the tax-
paty:er may be retired.

rom an economic perspective, special IRAs receive tax treat-
ment generally equivalent to deductible IRAs. Because the taxpay-
er does not deduct specia. IRA contributions from income and pays
no tax when amounts are withdrawn, the taxpayer is never taxed
on the income earned on the investment. Whether the deductible
IRA and &pecial IRA are in fact economically equivalent depends
on the difference between the taxpayer’'s marginal tax rate in the
i'ear contributions are made and the marginal tax rate in the year
RA funds are withdrawn. When marginal tax rates decrease over
time (because tax rates change generally or taxpayers fall into
lower tax brackets), the deductible IRA is more advantageous than
the special IRA because it permits taxpayers to defer payment of
tax until tax rates are lower. When marginal tax rates increase
over time, a special IRA is more advantageous.

Additional differences exist between the deductible and special
IRAs in S. 612. First, because the dollar limit on contributions to
both the deductible IRA and special IRA under S. 612 is $2,000, the
$2,000 special IRA contribution limit effectively increases the
amount of tax-free savin% that can be invested relative to the de-
ductible IRA. The $2,000 limit on pre-tax income is equivalent to a
limit of $1,440 on after-tax income for a taxpayer subject to a 28-
percent marginal tax rate.

Second, because the 10-percent additional income tax on early
withdrawals applies to the special IRA only during the first 5 years
after a contribution has been made to the IRA, in general, the ben-
efits of the special IRA are greater than those of the deductible
IRA for t,axrayers who desire to obtain the flexibility to invest
funds in an IRA for a relatively short period of time. However, be-
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cause of the 5-year holding period for the special IRA, this advan-

" tage of the special IRA exists only until a taxpayer attains age
54 %, after which time the deductible IRA becomes more beneficial
to the stort-term investor.

Present value of revenue cost of IRAs to the Federal Government

Assessing the cost (in the form of foregone tax receipts) to the
Federal Government of IRAs may be more difficult than assessing
the costs of other tax provisions gecause IRAs change not only the
amount of tax coilected, but also the timing of tax collections. Tra-
ditional budget scorekeeping accounts for the revenue effects of
proposed legislation on a cash-flow basis; in other words, the effect .
of a provision on budget receipts for a fiscal period is estimated
without regard to whether the provision will also affect budget re-
ceipts in a subsequent period. This method scores deductible IRAs
as generating a larger revenue loss than special IRAs. However, a
present-value calculation demonstrates that the long-term cost to
the Federal Government of deductible IRAs and special IRAs will
be approximately equal, except for the effects of changes in tax
rates generally or for specific taxpayers, and the difference in the
effective contribution limits.

Providing a choice between the deductible IRA and the special
IRA in S. 612 is likely to increase the overall cost of IRAs to the
Federal Government as compared to the cost of either option alone
if taxpayers make accurate judgments about their future tax rates.
Taxpayers who have reason to believe that their tax rates will de-
cline over time will be more likely to invest in the deductible IRA,
and taxpayers who believe their tax rate will increase over time or
who intend to invest for a relatively short period of time will gen-
erally choose the special IRA.

Effectiveness of IRAs at increasing saving

IRAs have a number of attributes that may affect a taxpayer’s
saving decision, First, investments in IRAs earn a higher after-tax
rate of return than investments in other assets. Second, IRAs may
provide an incentive for retirement saving, as opposed to other
forms of saving. Third, deductible IRAs may provide a psychologi-
cal incentive to save in the case of taxpayers who owe the Federal
Government income tax in excess of the amounts withheld and es-
timated tax payments made during a year. Fourth, advertising of
IRAs by banks and other financial institutions may influence deci-
sions to save.

Deductible IRAs have been very popular with taxpayers. Contri-
butions to IRAs increased significantly when eligibility restrictions
were eliminated in 1982. At the peak in 1985, over $38 billion was
contributed to IRAs; this represented almost 33 percent of personal
saving for that year. However, there is no consensus within the ec-
onomics profession as to the effect of the pre-1986 IRA rules on per-
sonal saving. Some economists believe that IRAs had no effect on
overall personal saving; some believe that IRAs increased personal
saving; and some believe that IRAs would have eventually in-
creased saving if the universally available deductible IRA had not
been significantly restricted by the Tax Reform Act of 1986.
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In 1985, 17.8 percent of all eligible returns reported contributions
to an IRA. Of the returns reporting contributions, most (71 percent)
reported AGI below $50,000. However, high-income taxpayers con-
tributed at a much higher rate than lower-income taxpayers—61.8
percent of eligible returns with AGI of $50,000 or above reported
contributions to an IRA, while only 13.8 percent of eligible returns
with AGI below $50,000 reported contributions.

Although research on the effectiveness of the pre-1986 IRA provi-
sions may shed light on the potential of S. 612 to increase saving,
several differences should be noted. First, marginal tax rates for
most taxpayers are lower than they were before 1987. Thus, the tax
advantages of IRAs are less valuable now than they were before
1987. Second, the proposed IRAs permit penalty-free withdrawals
under different circumstances than the pre-1986 IRAs. Third, spe-
cial IRAs permit penalty-free withdrawals after only 5 years. These
differences may increase or decrease the effect of IRAs on saving.

Issues relating to tax incentives for saving

Goals of tax incentives for saving

Some argue that tax incentives for saving are appropriate be-
cause the income tax system penalizes saving by taxing the return
to income that is saved. This can affect both the national saving
rate, as well as the assets taxpayers accumulate for particular pur-
poses. Tax incentives for saving could be designed to encourage
saving for particular purposes or to increase national saving.

IRAs have historically been viewed as vehicles for retirement
saving. However, IRAs can provide substantial benefits to taxpay-
ers who are saving for nonretirement purposes. For example, if
funds are held in an IRA long enough, the taxpayer will benefit
from the IRA even after payment of the income tax and the 10-per-
cent early withdrawal tax.

Role of saving in the national economy

National saving is important to the economy because of its rela-
tionship to investment. The sources for investment are national
saving and foreign investment. Increased investment increases the
capital stock, which leads to greater productivity, higher wages and
salaries, and increases in a nation’s standard of living. Because of
the poesibility of foreign investment in the United States, a low
saving rate does not necessarily mean a low investment rate. How-
ever, when foreign saving finances domestic investment, the profits
from such investment are transferred abroad. -

Net national savings declined through most of the 1980’s, and is
lower than that of other countries. Investment has declined as well
over this period; however, foreign investment has compensated for
some of the decline in domestic saving.

Adequacy of retirement savings
Social security is the largest source of retirement income (38 per-
cent in 1986), followed by income from assets (26 percent in 1986),
earnings (17 percent in 1986), and private and government employ-
ee pensions (14 percent in 1986). The adequacy of retirement
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income is commonly measured by the replacement rate, that is, the
ratio of retirement income to income during working years.

Available data indicate that social security and pension benefits
replace roughly 33 percent of career high earnings and 50 percent
of earnings over the last 5 years. When spousal benefits are taken
into account, replacement rates are slightly higher as a percentage
of final earnings, averaging 30 to 33 percent of highest earnings
and 60 to 70 percent of earnings over the last 5 years. These re-
placement rates are higher for individuals who had low earnings.

It is not clear what an appropriate replacement rate is. A rate
lower than 100 percent may be adequate. For example, people may
desire to have more income during working years because some of
that income is saved for retirement. People may also have lower
expenses in retirement; for example, they may no longer be
making payments on a home. On the other hand, a replacement
rate of 100 may be too low. For example, a retiree may face much
higher medical expenses than a younger person.

Although coverage by employer pension plans and social security
is expected to be higher for current workers than for current retir-
ees, the saving rate of current workers is lower than the rate at
which current retirees saved during their working lives. Also, it is
possible that the need for retirement income is increasing over
time because of increases in life expectancies, trends toward early
retirement, and rapid rises in medical costs.
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II. PRESENT LAW AND LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND
RELATING TO TAX INCENTIVES FOR SAVINGS

A. Individual Retirement Arrangements ({IRAs)
1. Present-law rules for IRAs

In general

Under certain circumstances, an individual is allowed a deduc-
tion for contributions (within limits) to an individual retirement ac-
count or an individual retirement annuity (an IRA) (Code sec. 219).
An individual generally is not subject to income tax on amounts
held in an IRA, including earnings on contributions, until the
amounts are withdrawn from the . No deduction is permitted
with respect to contributions made to an IRA for a taxable year
after the IRA owner attains age 70%.

Under present law, the maximum deductible contribution that
can be made to an IRA generally is the lesser of $2,000 or 100 per-
cent of an individual’s compensation (earned income in the case of
selt-employed individuals). In addition, a married taxpayer who
files a joint return with his or her spouse can make an additional
contribution of up to $250 to an IRA established for the benefit of
the spouse, if the spouse has no compensation or elects to be treat-
ed as having no compensation. A single taxpayer is permitted to
make the maximum deductible IRA contribution for a year if the
individual is not an active participant in an employer-sponsored re-
tirement plan for the year or the individual has adjusted gross
income (AGI) of less than $25,000. A married taxpayer filing a joint
return is permitted to make the maximum deductible IRA contri-
bution for a year if neither spouse is an active participant in an
employer-eponsored plan or the couple has combined AGI of less
than 540,060.

If a single taxpayer or either spouse (in the case of a married
couple) is an active participant in an emplover-sponsored retire-
ment plan, the maximum IRA deduction is phased out over certain
AGI levels. For single taxpayers, the maximum IRA deduction is
phased out between $25,000 and $35,000 of AGI. For married tax-
ga ers, the maximum deduction is phased out between $40,000 and

,000 of AGI. In the case of a married taxpayer filing a separate
rAeél;x;n, the deduction is phased out between $0 and $10, of

An individual is an active participant in an employer-sponsored
retirement plan for the taxable year if the indivicrua{ is an active
participant for the plan year ending with or within the individual’s

3 A couple is not considered married for purposes ;7 the [RA deduction rules if the individuals
file separate returns and live a; from one anothe. at all times duning the taxable year; each
spouse is treated as a single individual in such a case.

(8)
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taxablZJ'ear. An employer-sponsored retirement plan means (1) a
qualified pension, profit-sharing, or stock bonus plan (sec. 401(a));
(2) a qualified annuity plan (sec. 402(a)); (3) a simplified employee
pension plan (sec. 408(k)); (4) a plan established for its employees by
the U.S, by a State or political subdivision, or by any agency or
instrumentality of the U.S. or a State or political subdivision (other
than an unfunded deferred compensation plan of a State or local
government (sec. 457)); (6) a plan described in section 501(cX18); and
{6) a tax-sheltered annuity (sec. 403(b)).

The determination of whether an individual is an active partici-
pant depends on the type of plan involved. In general, in the case
of a defined benefit pension plan, an individual is treated as an
active participant if the individual is eligible to participate in the
plan. An individual is an active participant in a defined contribu-
tion plan only if any amounts are allocated to the account of the
garticiﬂant for the year.* The extent to which a person is vested in

is or her benefits under an employer-sponsored plan is not taken
into account under the active participant rules.

Nondeductible IRA contributions

Individuals may make nondeductible IRA contributions to the
extent deductible contributions are not allowed because of the AGI
phaseout and active participant rules. A taxpayer may also elect to
make nondeductible contributions in lieu of deductible contribu-
tions. Thus, any individual may make nondeductible contributions
up to the excess of (1) the lesser of $2,000 or 100 percent of compen-
sation over (2) the IRA deduction claimed by the individual. An in-
dividual making nondeductible contributions is required to report
the amount of such contributions on his or her tax return. As is
the case with earnings on deductible IRA contributions, earnings
on nondeductible contributions are not subject to income tax until
withdrawn.

Taxation of withdrawals

Amounts withdrawn from IRAs (other than amounts that repre-
sent a return of nondeductible contributions) are includible in
income when withdrawn. If an individual withdraws an amount
from an IRA during a taxable year and the individual has previ-
ously made both deductible andv nondeductible IRA contributions,
then the amount includible in income for the taxable year is the
excess of the amount withdrawn over the portion of the amount
withdrawn attributable to investment in the contract (i.e., nonde-
ductible contributions). The amount attributable to nondeductible
contributions is the portion of the amount withdrawn that bears
the same ratio to the amount withdrawn as the total amount of
nondeductible contributions bears to the total current value of all
IRAs of the individual.

To discourage the use of amounts contributed to an IRA for non-
retirement purposes, withdrawals from an IRA prior to age 59'%,
death, or disability are generally subject to an additional 10-per-

¢ The definition of active participant under present law is generally the same as the definition
of active participant that applied for purposes of determuining eligibility to make IRA contribu-
tions prior to the IRA d dopted in the Ex ic R y Tax Act of 1981.
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cent income tax (sec. 72(t)). The 10-percent additional income tax is
intended to recapture at least a portion of the tax benefit of the
IRA. The 10-percent additional incorae tax does not apply to with-
drawals that are part of a series of substantially equal periodic
payments made for the life (or life expectancy)} of the taxpayer or
the joint lives (or joint life expectancies) of the taxpayer and the
taxpayer’s designated beneficiary. A similar early withdrawal tax
applies .to withdrawals from qualified retirement plans and de-
ferred annuities.

Present law imposes a 15-percent excise tax on excess distribu-
tions with respect to an individual during any calendar year from
qualified retirement plans, tax-sheltered annuities, and IRAs. The
purpose of the tax is to limit the total amount that can be accumu-
lated on behalf of a particular individual on a tax-ravored basis. In
enacling the excise tax, Congress believed that an individual
should not be permitted to accumulate excessive retirement sav-
ings, regardless of whether such excess was attributable to the re-
ceipt of multiple maximum benefits from several employers, very
large appreciation in defined contribution plans, or the use of IRAs
by individuals receiving significant employer-provided berefits.

In general, excess distributions are defined as the aggregate
amount of retirement distributions (i.e., payments from applicable
retirement plans} made with respect to an individual during any
calendar year to the extent such amounts exceed the greater of (1)
$150,000, or (2) $136,204 (for 1991). The dollar amount in (2) i3 1n-
dexed annually for inflation. Special rules apply in the case of
lump-sum distributions and post-death distributions.

2. Legislative background of IRAs

Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974

The individual retirement savings provisions of the Internal Rev-
enue Code were originally enacted in the Employee Retirement
Income Security Act of 1974 (ERISA) to provide a tax-favored re-
tirement savings arrangement to individuals who were not covered
under a tax-qualified retirement plan maintained by an employer.
Individuals who were active participants in employer-sponsored re-
tirement plans were not permitted to make contributions to an
IRA. As enacted in ERISA, the limit on the deduction for IRA con-
tributions was generally the lesser of (1) 15 percent of the individ-
ual’s compensation (earned income in the case of a self-employed
individual) for the year, or (2) $1,500.

Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981

The Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 (ERTA) increased the
deduction limit for contributions to IRAs and removed the restric-
tions on IRA contributions by active participants in employer-spon-
sored retirement plans. After ERTA, the deduction limit for IRAs
was generally thc lesser of (1) 100 percent of the individual's com-
pensation (earned income in the case of a self-employed individual),
or {2) $2,000. Any individual was entitled to make a deductible con-
tritution to an IRA even if the individual was an active participant
in an employer-sponsored retirement plan.
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The ERT'A changes were motivated by Congressional concern
that a large number of workers, including many who were covered
by employer-sponsored retirement plans, faced, the prospect of re-
tirement without the resources needed to provide adequate retire-
ment income levels. The Congress concluded that retirement sav-
ings by individuals during their working years can make an impor-
tant contribution towards providing retirement income security.

Tax Reform Act of 1986

The Tax Reform Act of 1986 (1986 Act) added the present-law re-
strictions on deductible IRA contributions by active participants in
employer-sponsored relirement plans. These restrictions are similar
to those originally included in ERISA. In addition, the 1986 Act
added the present-law rles permitting individuals to make nonde-
ductible contributions to an IRA.

B. Other Tax Incentives for Saving
Qualified retirement plans

In general

A plan of deferred compensation that meets the qualification
standards of the Internai Revenue Code (a qualified plan) is accord-
ed special tax treatment under present law. Employees do not in-
clude qualified plan benefits in gross income until the benefits are
distributed, even though the plan is funded and the benefits are
nonforfeitable. The employer is entitled to a current deduction
(within limits) for contributions to a qualified plan even though the
contributions are not currently included in an employee’s income.
Contributions to a qualified plan are held in a tax-exempt trust.

Employees, as well as employers, may make contributions to a
qualified plan. Employees may, subject to certain restrictions,
make both pre-tax and after-tax contributions to a qualified plan.
Pre-tax employee contributions (e.g., contributions to a qualified
cash or deferred arrangement (sec. 401(k) plan)) are treated the
same as employer contributions for tax purposes.

The tax treatment of contributions under qualified plans is es-
sentially the same as that of present law IRAs. However, the limits
on contributions to qualified plans are much higher than the IRA
contribution limits, so that qualified plans provide for a greater ac-
curaulation of funds on a tax-favored basis. The policy rationale for
permitting greater accumulation under qualified plans than IRAs
is that the tax benefits for qualified plans encourage employers to
provide benefits {or a broad group of their employees. This reduces
the need for public assistance arnd reduces pressure on the social
security system.

The qualification standards and related rules governing qualified
plans are designed to ensure that qualified plans benefit an em-
ployer’s rank-and-file employees as well as highly compensated em-
ployees. They also define the rights of plan participants and benefi-
ciaries and provide some limits on the tax benefits for qualifted
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plans.® Certain of the rules relating to qualified plans are designea
to ensure that the amounts contributed to qualified plans are used
for retirement purposes. Thus, for example, an early withdrawal
tax applies to premature distributions from such plans, and the
ability to obtain distributions prior to termination of employment
from certain types of qualified plans is restricted.

Types of qualified plans

Qualified plans are broadly classified into two categories, defined
benefit pension plans and defined contribution plans, based on the
nature of the benefits provided.

Under a defined benefit pension plan, benefit levels are specified
under a plan formula. For example, a defined benefit pension plan
might provide an annual retirement benefit of 2 percent of final
average compensation multiplied by total years of service complet-
ed by an employee. Benefits under a defined benefit pension plan
are funded by the general assets of the trust established under the
plan; individual accounts are not maintained for employees partici-
pating in the plan. Benefits under a defined benefit pension plan
are guaranteed (within limits) by the Pension Benefit Guaranty
Corporetion (PBGC), a federal corporation within the Department
of Labor.

Benefits under defined contribution plans are based solely on the
contributions (and earnings thereon) allocated to separate accounts
maintained for each plar participant. Profit-sharing plans and
qualified cash or deferred arrangements (called 401(k) plans after
the section of the Code regulating such plans) are examples of de-
fined contribution plans.

Limits on contributions and benefits

Under present law, overall limits are provided on contributions
and benefits under qualified plans. In the case of a defined benefit
pension plan, present law limits the annual benefits payable under
the plan to the lesser of (1) 100 percent of the participant’s average
compensation for his or her high 3 years, or (2) $108,963 (for 1991).8

Under a defined contribution plan, the qualification rules limit
the annual additions to the plan with respect to each plan partici-
pant-te-the lesser of (1) 25 percent of compensation or (2) $30,000.
Annual additions are the sum of employer contributions, employee
contributions, and forfeitures with respect to an individual under
all defined contribution plans of the same employer. Elective defer-
rals under a qualified cash or deferred arrangement are limited to
$8,475 (for 1991).

The dollar limits are increased annually for cost-of-living adjust-
ments.

% Qualified plans are subject to regulation under Federal labor laws (Title I of Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 (ERISA)) as well as under the Internal Revenue Code. The
ERISA rules generally relate to rights of plan participants and the obligations of plan fiducia-
ries.

¢ Annual benefits may in some cases exceed this dollar limitation under grandfather and
transition rules contained in the Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 and other

legislation.
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Taxation of distributions

Under present law, a distribution of benefits from a qualified
plan generally is includible in gross income in the year it is paid or
distributed, except to the extent the amount distributed represents
the employee’s investment in the contract (i.e., basis). Special rules
apply to lump-sum distributions, distributions rolled over to an
IRA, and distributions of employer securities.

Early distributions from qualified plans generally are subject to
the same additional 10-percent early withdrawal tax that applies to
early distributions from IRAs. However, certain additional excep-
tions to the tax apply. For example, the penalty does not apply to
distributions used to pay medical expenses that exceed 7.5 percent
of adjusted gross income. Qualified plan distributions are also sub-
ject to the excess distribution tax applicable to IRA distributions.

Tax-sheltered annuities

Tax-sheltered annuities are another form of employer-based re-
tirement plan that provide the same tax benefits as qualified plans
and IRAs. Employers may contribute to such annuities on behalf of
their employees, and employees may contribute on a pre-tax basis
through salary reduction. Tax-sheltered annuities are subject to
rules similar to some of the rules applicable to qualified plans. Tax-
sheltered annuity plans may be maintained only by certain types
of organizations, in particular, tax-exempt charitable organizations
and educational institutions.

Annuity contracts

Present law provides that income credited to a deferred annuity
contract is not currently includible in the gross income of the
owner of the contract nor is the income taxed to the insurance
company issuing the contract. No deduction is provided for, and no
dollar limits are imposed on, amounts used to purchase annuity
contracts. In general, amounts received by the owner of an annuity
contract before the annuity starting date (including loans under or
secured by the contract) are includible in gross income as ordinary
income to the extent that the cash value of the contract exceeds
the owner’s investment in the contract. In addition, a portion of
each distribution received after the annuity starting date is treated
as ordinary income based on the ratio of the investment in the con-
tract to the total distributions expected to be received.

A 10-percent additional income tax is imposed on certain early
withdrawals under an annuity contract. This additional tax does
not apply to any distribution made after the owner of the contract
attains age 592, receives annuity payments under the contract, or
satisfies certain other requirements.

Life insurance

Under present law, the investment income (“inside buildup’)
earned on %remiums credited under a life insurance policy general-
liis not subject to current taxation to the owner of the policy or to
the insurance company issuing the contract. This favorable tax
treatment is available only if a life insurance contract meets cer-
tain requirements designed to limit the investment character of the
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contract. The contract must satisfy the statutory definition of life
insurance by meeting either of two statutory tests: the “cash value
accumulation” test, or the- “guideline premium/cash value corri-
dor” test.

No deduction is provided for, and no dollar limits are imposed

on, amounts used by an individual to purchase life insurance con- -

tracts.

Death benefits paid under a life insurance contract are excluded
from income, so that neither the policyholder nor the policyhold-
er's beneficiary is ever taxed on the inside buildup if the proceeds
of the policy are paid to the policyholder’s beneficiary by reason of
the death of the insured.

Distributions from a life insurance contract (other than a modi-
fied endowment contract) that are made prior to the death of the
insured generally are includible in income only to the extent that
the amounts distributed exceed the taxpayer's basis in the con-
tract; such distributions generally are treated first as a tax-free re-
covery of basis, and then as income. In the case of a modified en-
dowment contract, however, distributions are treated as income
first, loans are treated as distributions (i.e.,, income rather than
basis recovery first), and an additional 10-percent tax is imposed on
the income portion of distributions made before age 53% and in
certain other circumstances.

C. Comparison of Present-Law Rules for Selected Tax-Favored
Savings Arrangements

Table 1 presents a comparison of certain of the limitations appli-
;:able to selected tax-favored savings arrangements under present
aw.



Table 1.—Comparison of Present Law for Various Tax-Favored Savings Arrangements

Qualified Pension

Provision IRAs 401(k) Plans Plans (including Deferred Annuities Life Insurance
Keogh Plans)

Limits on contributions...... The The i 1 The annual None, but corporate None,
contribution for a year contribution for a year contribution on behalf holdm of deferred
is $2,000 (including is $8,475 for 1991 of an individual to a are taxed
both deductible and (indexed). defined contribution currently on the inside
nondeductible flnn cannot exceed the buildup on the
amounts). eamer of (1) $30,000 or contract.

(2) 25 percent of the
individual's
compenaation.

Early withdrawal tax......... A 10-percent additional ~ Same as IRAs, except Same as 401(k) plans. Same as IRAs, except None.
income tax applies to that (in addition to the that (in addition to the
distributions from an exceptions from the e ions from the
IRAothcrthm tax tor IRAs), the tax tax for IRAs), the tax
distributiol also does not apply to also does not apply to
(l) nﬂar t.he IRA distribytions— istributions—

ttains 59%, (1) made after (1) from qualified
(2) afur the dut.h of separation from plans, IRAs, and
service after 55, certain contracta
(3) due to t.hc diubility (2) which are dividends purchased by qualified
of the IRA owner, or on ESOP stock, P or certain T
(4) which are p.rt ofa (3) to the extent the t of plans,
series of substan! distribution does not () all le to
jual payments for &a exceed the amount investment in the
ﬂe (or life expectancy) allowable as a contract before August
the IRA owner or deduction for medical 14,1 .
Jomt lives (or joint life expenses, or (3) under a qualified
expectancies) of the (4) made to an aseet that is
IRA owner and his alternate payee part of a structured
beneficiary. pursuant to a qualified t agreement,
domestic relations (4) under an immediate
order. annuity contract, or.
(5) which is purchased
by an employer upon
termination of a

qualified pension plan.
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Table 1.—Comparison of Present Law for Various Tax-Favored Savings Arrangements—Continued

Qualified Pension
Provision IRAs 401(k) Plans Plans (including Deferred Annuities Life Insurance
Keogh Plans)
Treatment of loans............. Not permitted...................... Loans treated as Same as 401(k) plans.......... Loans treated as Loans permitted and not
distributions to the distributions. treated as
extent they exceed the distributions.
lesser of —
(1) $50,000 or
(2) % of the
mup-nt’- account
1Ice.

Baais recovery.........cccoouuenne With reapect to amounts Same as the IRA rules....... Same as the IRA rules....... Distributions prior to the Distributions prior to the
received prior to the annuity starting date death of the insured
annuity starting date are treated as income are treated as a return
and annuity first. of the investment in
distributions, & portion the contract (i.e., basis
of each distribution is
nontaxable in the
same rtion as the

' taxpayer's basis is to
the account
balance.
Benefits restricted to * ~ Yos Yes Yee... Yes No.
individual (e.g.,

noncorporate) owners.

91

L3
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II1. S. 612—THE SAVINGS AND INVESTMENT INCENTIVE
ACT OF 1991 ;

A. Description of S. 612

In general

The Savings and Investment Incentive Act of 1991 (S. 612)7
would restore the deductibility of traditional IRA contributions to
the levels in effect prior to the Tax Reform Act of 1986 and provide
for the indexing of the limits on IRA contributions. In addition, the
bill would permit nondeductible contributions to new ‘“special
IRAs.” Withdrawals from a special IRA would not be includible in
income if attributable to contributions that had been held in the
special IRA for at least 5 years. The limits on contributions to tra-
ditional IRAs and special IRAs would be coordinated. i

The bill would allow withdrawals from an IRA, a qualified cash
or deferred arrangement (sec. 401(k) plan), a tax-sheltered annuity
(sec. 403(b)), and a section 501(cX18) plan without imposition of the
10-percent early withdrawal tax to the extent the amount with-
drawn is used for the purchase of a first home, for certain educa-
tion expenses, or for catastrophic medical expenses.

Expansion of present-law deduction rules

The bill would repeal the present law restrictions on the deduct-
ibility of IRA contributions by individuals who are active partici-
pants in an employer-sponsored retirement plan. Thus, under the
bill, an individual would be permitted to deduct IRA contributions
up to the lesser of $2,000 or 100 percent of compensation (earned
income in the case of a self-employed individual.) In addition, the
bill would repeal the present-law rules permitting nondeductible
contributions to an IRA under certain circumstances.

Indexing of IRA contribution limits

Under the bill, the limit on contributions that could be made to
an IRA and the limit on contributions that could be made on
behalf of a taxpayer’s spouse would be indexed for inflation. The
inflation adjustment would equal the applicable dollar limit for the
preceding calendar year pius $500; thus, the dollar limits would be
indexed only in $500 increments. The inflation adjustment would
be made for any calendar year if, in the previous calendar year,
the excess of (1) $2,000, increased by the cost-of-living adjustment
for the year, over (2) the applicable dollar limit on IRA contribu-
tions for the year, was equal to or greater than $500. The cost-of-
living adjustment for any calendar year is the percentage by which
the consumer price index (CPI) for such year exceeds the CPI for

78. 612 was introduced by Senators Bentsen, Roth, and others on March 12, 1991
an
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calendar year 1991. Thus, the inflation adjustment would be made
for taxable years inning in calendar years following the calen-
ggr year for which the cost-of-living adjustment would be calculat-

Special IRAs

The bill would permit taxpayers to make contributions to new
special individual retirement arrangements (special IRAs). General-
ly, special IRAs would be treated in the same manner and be sub-
ject to the same rules applicable to deductible IRAs. However, a
number of special rules would apply.

Contributions to a special would be nonductible. The
amount of nondeductible contributions to a special IRA that could
be made for any taxable year would be tied to the limits for deduct-

. ible IRAs, so that the :gfregate amount of contributions to a spe-
cial IRA could not exceed the excess of (1) the IRA deduction limit
for the year over (2) the amount of IRA contributions actually de-
ducted for the year.

Any amount paid or distributed from a special TRA generally
would not be included in the gross income of the individual to
whom the distribution is made if the contributions to which the
distribution relates have been held in the special IRA for at least 5
years. However, earnings on distributions attributable to contribu-
tions made during the 5-year period ending on the day before the
distribution would be included in gross income and, unless an ex-
ception applied, would be subject to the 10-percent additional tax
on early withdrawals from IRAs (sec. T2(t)).

In determining whether amounts are includible in income under
the 5-year rule, distributions would be treated as having been made
first from the earliest contributions (and earnings attributable to
such contributions) remaining in the account at the time of distri-
bution and then from other contributions (and earnings) in the
order made. Thus, distributions would be deemed to occur under a
first-in, first-out (FIFO) method. Any portion of a distribution allo-
cated to a contribution and earnings would be allocated first to the
earnings on the contribution and then to the contribution. Earn-
ings are to be allocated to contributions in the manner prescribed
by the Secretary of the Treasury. All contributions made during a
taxable year would be treated as one contribution for purposes of
the rules relating to withdrawals.

As an example of the operation of the 5-year rule, assume that
an individual makes a $2,000 contribution to a special IRA on Jan-
uary 1, 1992 and a $2,000 contribution on January 1, 1993. Assume
that earnings on the contributions are 10 gercent r year. On Jul
1, 1997, the special IRA balance is $6,456, with $3,382 of the bal-
ance attributable to the contribution made on January 1, 1992, and
$3,074 attributable to the contribution made on January 1, 1993. If
the individual withdraws $3,000 on July 1, 1997, the entire amount
is attributable to the contribution and earnings made on January
1, 1992. Because the $2,000 contribution made on January 1, 1992
satisfies the 5-year requirement, the entire $3,000 withdrawn is not
included in the taxi)gger's income. After the withdrawal, the ac-
count balance is $3,456, $382 ($3,382—$3,000) of which is attributa-
ble to the January 1, 1992 contribution.
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Assume that the taxpayer withdraws an additional $3,000 on
August 1, 1996 and that no additional earnings have been credited
to the account at that time. $382 is attributable to the January 1,
1992 contribution and, therefore, is not includible in gross income.
The remaining $2,618 is attributable to the $2,000 contribution
made January 1, 1993, which does not satisfy the 5-year require-
ment. The taxpayer is deemed to withdraw earnings on the Janu-
ary 1, 1993 contribution first; thus, $1,074 is attributed to earnin
on the January 1, 1993 contribution and that amount is includible
in the taxpayer’s income and subject to the 10-percent additional
tax on early withdrawals. $1,544 is a return of the January 1, 1993
contribution that is not includible in gross income. The remaining
$456 in the special IRA is attributable to the January 1, 1993 con-
tribution (but not to earnings, which have all been withdrawn).

Rollover contributions would be permitted to a special IRA only
to the extent such contributions consist of a payment or distribu-
tion from another special IRA. Such rollover contributions would
not be taken into account in determining the contribution limit for
a taxable year. The normal IRA rollover rules would otherwise
govern the eligibility of withdrawals from special IRAs to be rolled
over. For purposes of the 5-year rule, the special IRA to which
amounts are rolled over would be treated as having held the
amounts during any period during which such contributions were
held in the special IRA to which the contributions were first made.

Exceptions to early withdrawal tax

In general.—The bill would provide exceptions to the 10-percent
additional income tax on early withdrawals in the case of distribu-
tions that are (1) qualified first-time homebuyer distributions or (2)
qualified higher education distributions. The exceptions are avail-
able with respect to withdrawals from an IRA, from a special IRA,
or from amounts attributable to (1) elective deferrals to a qualified
cash or deferred arrangement (sec. 401(k) plan), (2} salary reduction
contributions to a tax-sheltered annuity (sec. 403(b)), or (3) contribu-
tions made to a plan described in section 501(cX18). In addition, the
bill would extend to IRAs the availability of the qualified plan ex-
ception to the early withdrawal tax in the case of extraordinary
medical expenses.

Withdrawals by first-time homebuyers.—Under the bill, the 10-
percent additional income tax on early withdrawals would be
waived for withdrawals by first-time homebuyers that are used
within 60 days to acquire, construct, or reconstruct the taxpayer’s
principal residence or the principal residence of the taxpayer’s
child or grandchild. A first-time homebuyer would be an individual
who has not had an ownership interest in a principal residence
during the 2-year period ending on the date ofpacquisition of the
principal residence to which the withdrawal relates. The bill would
require that the spouse of the taxpayer also meet this requirement
as of the date the contract is entered into or construction com-
mences. The date of acquisition would be the date the individual
enters into a binding cuntract to purchase a principal residence or
begins construction or re onstruction of such a residence. Principal
residence would be defined as under the provisions relating to the
rollover of gain on the sale of a principal residence (sec. 1034).



61

20
1]

Under the bill, any amount withdrawn for the purchase of a
principal residence would be required to be used within 60 days of
the date of withdrawal. The 10-percent additional income tax on
early withdrawals would be imposed with respect to any amount
not so used. However, in the case of withdrawals from an IRA, if
the 60-day rule could not be satisfied due to a delay in the acquisi-
tion of the residence, the taxpayer would be able to recontribute all
or part of the amount withdrawn to the IRA prior to the end of the
60-day period without adverse tax consequences. Any amount re-
contributed would be treated as a rollover contribution (sec. 408(d))
without regard to the limitations on the frequency of IRA-to-IRA
rollovers.

Withdrawals for education expenses.—Under the bill, withdraw-
als used by a taxpayer during the year for qualified higher educa-
tion expenses would not be subject to the 10-percent additional
income tax on early withdrawals. Qualified higher education ex-
penses would be defined as tuition, fees, books, supplies, and equip-
ment required for courses at an eligible educaticnal institution, as
defined under the provisions relating to education savings bonds
(sec. 135). Amounts withdrawn would be available for use for the
education of the taxpayer, or the taxpayer’s spouse, children, or
grandchildren.

The amount that could be withdrawn for education expenses for
a taxable year without imposition of the 10-percent additional tax
would be reduced by any amount that is excludable from the tax-
able income of the taxpayer under the provisions relating to educa-
tion savings bonds (sec. 135).

Financially devastating medical expenses.—The bill provides that
the present-law exception to the early withdrawal tax for medical
expenses in excess of 7.5 percent of adjusted gross income would be
available in the case of withdrawals from IRAs as well as qualified
pension plans.

Effective dates '

Under the bill, the expansion of the present-law IRA deduction
provisions and the creation of specia! IRAs would be effective for
taxable years beginning after December 31, 1990. The provision re-
lating to inflation adjustments of the IRA limits would be effective
on the date of enactment. The provisions relating to the exceptions
to the 10-percent additional income tax would apply to distribu-
tions on or after the date of enactment.

45-954 - 91 - 3
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B. Comparison of Eligibility for Deductible IRAs Under Present
Law and S. 612

Both present law and S. 612 limit IRAs to taxpayers with earned
income. Thus, the 21 percent of tax returns that report no earned
éli%ome cannot contribute to an IRA, and will not be affected by S.

Table 2 focuses on taxpayers with earned income, because S. 612
can affect their eligibility to contribute to IRAs. Under present
law, taxpayers who are covered by employersponsored pension

.plans and whose income exceeds certain thresholds are not eligible
to make deductible IRA contributions. These restrictions prohibit
18 percent of all tax returns with earned income frora claiming de-
ductible IRA contributions, and limit eligibility for an additional 9
percent.

The percentage of taxpayers eligible to make deductible IRA con-
tributions differs significantly by filing status and by number of
earners. For instance, 45 percent of joint returns with two earners,
18 percent of joint returns with one earner, and 8 percent of all
returns of taxpayers who are single, head of household, or married
filing separately cannot claim any deductible IRA contributions.
Taxpayers in the phaseout range can claim some deductible IRA
contributions, but less than the maximum; 15 percent of joint re-
turns with two earners, 9 percent of joint returns with one earner,
and 7 percent of the eingle, head of household, and married filing
separately returns fall in this category. On average, these taxpay-
ers can contribute roughly half the maximum ccntribution amount.
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Table 2.—Eligibility of Taxpayers With Earned Income To Make
Deductible IRA Contributions Under Present Law, Projected

1991 Returns !

Returns with earned income

Percent

ellfible Perc:m
Adjusted groas income Returns m:xrl- P'?:'“ elil;‘i)hle
Ghow'  gmum phasowt (LS
sande ble IRA range deduc
contribu- tion
tion
Joint Returns With One
Earner
Less than $10,000 .................... 3,263 100.0 0.0 0.0
$10,000 to $20,000.. .. 4,422 100.0 0.0 0.0
$20,000 to $30,000.. 3,477 100.0 0.0 0.0
$30,000 to $40,000.. 2,736 977 2.3 00
$40,000 to $50,000.. 2,320 241 75.3 0.0
$50,000 to $75,000...... 2,622 24.4 0.0 75.6
$75,000 to $100,000.... 982 22.1 0.0 779
$100,000 to $200,000.. 968 25.9 0.0 74.1
$200,000 and over....... 521 13.4 0.0 86.6
All income classes........ 21,311 73.1 8.5 18.4
Average dollars ellglble per ‘
return .. 282,139 391,066 0
Joint Returns With Two
Earners
Less than $10,000 .. 313 100.0 0.0 0.0
$10,000 to $20,000.. 1,359 100.0 0.0 0.0
$20,000 to $30,000.. 2,893 100.0 0.0 0.0
$30,000,to $40,000 3,607 95.9 4.2 0.0
$40,000 to $50,000.. 3,908 13.0 87.0 0.0
$50,000 to $75,000...... 7,258 8.4 0.0 91.6
$75,000 to $100,000.... 2,484 42 0.0 95.8
$100,000 to $200,000.. 1,310 6.0 0.0 94.0
$200,000 and over........... . 399 3.5 0.0 96.5
Ail inome classes........ 23,531 39.7 15.1 45.2
Ave-age dollars eligible per
FELUTTL...cocetirirerccecreeeseeeee e sesssesesnesnasaes 233,827 882,041 0
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Table 2.—Eligibility of Taxpayers With Earncd Inct;me To Make
Deductible IRA Contributions Under Present Law, Projected
1991 Returns !—Continued

Returns with earned income

Percent
eligible Perc:nt
Adjusted gross income Returns m:xrl- P"{:‘“” eli':l’ble
Gndn  deduen.  phaseout (507
sands -
ble[RA ~ ™"8¢  deduc-
contribu- tion
tion
Head of Households, Single
Returns, and Married
Filing Separately 4
Less than $10,000 .................... 217,718 100.0 0.5 0.0
$10,000 to $20,000.................... 14,286 100.0 0.0 0.0
$20,000 to $30,000.................... 8,103 731 26.3 0.0
$30,000 to $40,000.................... 4,578 28.7 22.5 32.5
$40,000 to $50,000 2,111 22.5 0.0 71.5
$50,000 to $75,000 1,123 20.3 0.0 9.7
$75,000 to $100,000.. 248 23.0 0.0 71.0
$100,000 to $200,000 184 228 0.0 7.2
$200,000 and over.................... 94 19.2 0.0 80.9
All income classes........ 58,447 851 6.7 7.6
Average dollars eligible per
FELUNT cooeveiceinensierer vt s ssass ?$1,760 331,041 0
Total, all returns.......... 103,289 72.6 9.0 18.4
Average dollars eligible per
FELUITL .ot eaeten e beae e ere e ens $2,096  $1,428 0

. 'Note that the table includes imputed returns of taxpayers who do not file
income tax returns, and is thus intended to be representsative of the J)opulation.
rather than of taxable returns. The table also includes returns filed by dependents,
and may include some returns of taxpayers over age 70% who have earned income
but who are not eligible to make deductible IRA contributions.

t Average eligible contribution amount for taxpayers eligible to make maximum
contribution. .

3 Average eligible contribution amount for taxpayers in phaseout range.

4Some returns with income below $40,000 are fhased cut because they are
returns of married individuals filing separately. IRA eligibility is phased out
between $0 and $10,000 of AGI for such married individuals who live together and
between $25,000 and $35,000 of AGI for such married individuals who live apart.

Source: Joint Committee on Taxation estimates for 1991.

These eligibility percentages and the real value of the IRA con-
tribution limits will decrease over time, because present law does
not index the contribution limits or the income eligibility limits for
inflation. For example, the real value of a $2,000 contribution has
declined 16 percent since 1986 because of inflation.
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Taxpayers whose eligibility is limited by the present-law rules
may be likely to contribute to IRAs if eligibility were restored. As
Table 5, below, demonstrates, in 1985, taxpayer returns reporting
income of $50,000 or more were more than four times as likely to
claim deductible contributions to an IRA as were lower-income tax-
payers. After eligibility was limited in 1986, IRA contributions fell
substantially. Total IRA contributions fell from a high of $38.2 bil-
lion in 1985 to $11.9 billion in 1988 (see Table 4, below). In 1990
dollars (i.e., adjusting for inflation), total IRA contributions were

.$46.5 billion in 1985 and $13.1 billion in 1988, representing a real
decrease of 72 percent.

Under present law, for joint returns with AGI between $50,000
and $75,000, 24 percent of returns with one earner and only 8 per-
cent of returns with two earners can claim the maximum deducti-
ble IRA contribution because neither spouse is an active partici-
pant in an employer-sponsored retirement plan. In the case of a
joint return with two earners, it is possible that only one spouse is
an active participant in an employer-sponsored plan. Thus, the
spouse who is not an active participant is not eligible to make de-
ductible IRA contributions because of the income reflected on the
joint return. If the income phaseouts and active participant rules
were applied separately to spouses filing joint returns (i.e., if all
taxpayers were treated as single individuals for purposes of deter-
mining eligibility for deductible IRA contributions), then more tax-
payers would be eligible to make deductible IRA contributions.

Another reason that the IRA eligibility of married couples with
two earners is so0 low is that the income of these couples is higher
generally than the income of married couples with one earner.
Almost 50 percent of married couples with two earners have AGI
gr?aterdthan $50,000, whereas only 24 percent of couples with one
earner do.

C. Technical Issues Relating to S. 612

Recordkeeping and administrability

S. 612 raises a number of issues regarding recordkeeping and ad-
ministrab.'ity. First, adequate records would have to be kept to dis-
tinguish amounts held in deductible IRAs from amounts held in
special IRAs because the taxation of withdrawals would differ. The
bill addresses this issue by providing that special IRAs must be
held in separate accounts specifically designated as special IRAs,
and by prohibiting rollovers from other vehicles into special IRAs.

1t is unclear, however, ./iether such rules will be effective in as-
suring that taxpayers an. the IRS are aware of which type of IRA
particular funds are invested in or withdrawn from, and whether,
if IRA funds are mixed, the taxpayer or the IRS will be able to
identify taxable amounts accurately.

Similar recordkeeping issues arise under present law because of
the availability of nondeductible IRAs. Present law requires that
an individual report nondeductible contributions on his or her tax
return for the year of contribution and subsequent years. The IRS
has not had sufficient experience to know whether these rules have
been effective in properly identifying taxable and nontaxable
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amounts because of the limited period during which nondeductible
IRAs have been available.

A second issue arises because the tax treatment of earnings on
contributions to special IRAs would depend on how long the contri-
butions to which the earnings relate had been in the IRA. A special
IRA would be likely to hold contributions made in more than one
Year, so that it would be necessary to allocate earnings to particu-
ar contributions. S. 612 does not contain a specific rule, but pro-
vides that earnings are to be allocated in accordance with rules
prescribed by the Secretarﬁ. These allocation rules ~ould impose a
significant administrative burden on financial institutions holding
special IRA contributions.

There are a number of different ways that earnings can be allo-
cated to contributions. Thus, it will be important for the Secretary
to issue prompt guidance as to which method or methods are ac-
ceptable. Even when guidance is issued, errors may occur depend-
ing on how complicated the rules are and whether individual tax-
paye=s or the IRA trustee will be required to make the calcula-
tior:

Complexity

Because it would broaden eligibility for deductible IRA contribu-
tions and permit nondeductible tax-free (special) IRA contributions,
S. 612 would provide taxpayers with additional investment and sav-
ings decisions. Some taxpayers might have difficulty (1) under-
standing the different requirements (such as holding periods) appli-
cable to each vehicle and (2) obtaining sufficient information to de-
termine the most appropriate vehicle to use when the taxpayer’s
individual circumstances are taken into account. Financial institu-
tions, which would have an incentive to market and explain the -
availability of deductible IRAs and special IRAs, would be likely to
provide some assistance to taxpayers. However, such institutions
m;ght not necessarily give advice as to whether a deduc:ible or spe-
cial IRA is best for a E::rticular taxpayer; the institution would
berefit no matter which vehicle were chosen. The taxpayer also
would benefit under either option, though, so choosing the less ap-
propriate IRA would have a minimal effect on the taxpayer.

Under greeent law, some taxpayers may have difficulty deter-
mining whether or not they are eligible for an IRA deduction and,
if so, the size of the deduction, because of the active participant
rules and income phaseouts. S. 612 would eliminate this source of
complexity because it would make deductible IRAs available to all
taxpayers with compensation or earned income.

Effect of 8. 612 on qualified retirement plans

S. 612 is not exclusively an IRA proposal, but would also affect
certain qualified retirement plans. The bill would increase the
number of situations in which penalty-free withdrawals could be
made from a qualified cash or deferred arrangement (sec. 401(k)
plan) or taxsheltered annuity (sec. 403(b)), making it more likely
that participants would withdraw assets from such plans for pur-
poses other than retirement. In addition, because S.612 would
germit participants to withdraw amounts from these plans not only
or themselves, but also for certain family members, the amounts
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withdrawn might not benefit the participants directly. The bill
would not limit the amount of penalty-free withdrawals that could
be made in this manner. Some would argue that the increased abil-
ity to withdraw funds penalty-free from retirement plans runs
counter to sound retirement policy. On the other hand, some would
argue that the increased access to plan funds in emergencies might
make individuals more likely to save the funds in the first place
and, in fact, the funds may be left in the plan until retirement.

Under the bill, penalty-free withdrawals from retirement plans
could be made only from amounts attributable to elective deferrals.
This limitation might create administrative problems because some
plans do not separately account for these amounts now.
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IV. ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF IRAS GENERALLY AND 8. 612

A. Comparison of Deductible IRAs, Special IRAs, and
Nondeductible IRAs

1. General comparison of IRAs

Present law and S. 612 present the taxpayer with three different
tax-preferred saving vehicles, each of which is called an Individual
Retirement Arrangement: deductible IRAs, special IRAs, and non-
deductible IRAs. In general, the deductible IRA and special IRA
both offer the taxpayer a greater after-tax return than does the
nondeductible IRA. The difference in return arises because the de-
ductible and special IRAs effectively exempt earnings on invested
funds from tax, while the nondeductible IRA taxes the earnings,
but on a deferred basis.

Deductible IRAs

Deductible TRAs allow taxpayers to deduct IRA contributions
from income in the year contributed, but include the entire amount
in income when withdrawn. There are two potential advantages of
deductible IRAs over fully taxable savings vehicles. First, taxpay-
ers earn a tax-free rate of return on IRA investments. Second, tax-
payers postpone taxation of the contribution until the contributions
are withdrawn, at which time they may be taxed at a lower rate
than when the contribution is made.

The following example illustrates why a deductible IRA invest-
ment receives a tax-free rate of return. Assume a taxpayer with a
marginal tax rate of 28 percent contributes $1,000 to an IRA. The
initial savings from the IRA is $280, the tax that would have been
paid on the $1,000. For the purpose of this example, assume that
the taxpayer withdraws the funds after 1 year without penalty. If
the annual rate of return on the IRA assets is 10 percent, the value
of the IRA is $1,100, total tax due is $308, and the taxpayer is left
with §792. Notice that if the taxpayer had paid the initial tax of
$280 and invested the remaining $720 at 10 percent, then the tax-
payer would have had $792 after one year. If the income had not
been invested in an IRA, the taxpayer would have to pay tax on
$72 dollars of earnings, and would be left with 3771.84 after pay-
ment of taxes. The value of the IRA is that the taxpayer does not
have to pay additional tax. Thus, the deductible IRA allows the
taxpayer to get a tax-free rate of return on an investment of $720.

This analysis is independent of the number of years the IRA in-
vestment is held. The value of the tax exemption, however, in-
creases with the number of years the IRA is held. For instance, if
in the above example, the taxpayer holds the IRA for 10 years, the
IRA would be worth $1,867, whereas a fully taxed investment
would be worth $1,443 after 10 years.

@n
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The deductible IRA investment can be viewed as an investment
that is jointly owned by the government and the taxpayer. The gov-
ernment’s ownership share is e«}t{le to the tax rate (28 percent in
the above example). When the IRA funds are withdrawn, the gov-
ernment receives its share of the funds. In the above example,
when the funds are withdrawn after one year, the government re-
ceives 28 percent of $1,100 ($308), and the taxpayer receives 72 per-
cent of $1,100 ($792). The taxpayer pays no tax on the earnings at-
tributable to the taxpayer’s share of the investment, and thus re-
ceives a tax-free rate of return on the investment. This is one ad-
vantage of investing through an IRA.

A second advantage of a deductible IRA arises if the taxpayer’s
marginal tax rate in the year the funds are withdrawn is lower
than the marginal tax rate in the year of the contribution. Because

. the government’s share of the investment is equal to the taxpayer’s

tax rate in the year the funds are withdrawn, the lower the tax
rate prevailing at that time, the smaller the government's share.
In the example above, for instance, if the tax rate when the funds
are withdrawn is 15 percent, then the tax paid after 1 year would
be $165. Not only does the taxpayer receive a tax-free rate of
return on the taxpayer’'s share of the investment, but the taxpayer
share of the investment is 85 percent rather than 72 percent.

Tax rates might be lower at the time the funds are withdrawn
because the beneficiaries may be receiving untaxed social security
benefits and reduced taxable income from other sources. However,
the marginal tax rate could be lower or higher because tax rate
schedules may change over time.

Special IRAs

From an economic perspective, special IRAs are similar to de-
ductible IRAs. With a special IRA, the taxpayer does not deduct
the IRA contribution from income, but pays no tax when the funds
are withdrawn. In other words, the government takes its share
before the funds are invested. The taxpayer is never taxed on the
interest earned on the investment, and thus earns a tax-free rate of
return on the IRA investment. This is the same tax benefit provid-
ed to deductible IRAs.

However, in the case of the special IRA, the tax is paid on the
initial contribution at the time of contribution, and in the case of -
the deductible IRA, the tax is paid on the initial contribution at
the time of withdrawal. In effect, the government’s share of the
sgecial IRA is equal to the taxpayer's marginal tax rate at the time
the funds are contributed. whereas the government’s share of the
deductible IRA is equal to the taxpayer's marginal tax rate at the
time the funds are withdrawn. ether the deductible JRA and
special IRA are economically equivalent depends on the difference
between the taxpayer’s marginal tax rate in the year the contribu-
tion is made ang the taxpayer’s marginal tax rate in the year the
IRA funds are withdrawn.

If these two marginal tax rates are equal, then the special IRA
provides the same overall benefits as the deductible IRA. For ex-
ample, if a taxpayer earns $1,000 and chooses to use it for a special
IRA, the taxpayer first pays tax on it. If the taxpayer’s marginal
tax rate is 28 percent, the taxpayer will have $720 to invest. r
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1 year earning interest at 10 percent per year, the taxpayer has
$792, the same amount that the taxpayer has in the deductible IRA
example above.

If the tax rate in the year the contribution is made is different
from the tax rate in the year the funds are withdrawn, then the
deductible IRA and the special IRA are no longer equivalent. When
tax rates decrease over time (either because tax rates change or
taxpayers fall into lower tax brackets), the deductible IRA is more
advantageous, because it permits taxpayers to defer payment of tax
until tax rates are lower. When tax rates increase over time, a spe-
cial IRA is more tax-favored.

Nondeductible IRAs

Present law permits taxpayers who cannot make the maximum
amount of deductible IRA contributions (because they are covered
under an employer-provided pension plan and their income exceeds
the dollar limits) to make nondeductible contributions to IRAs.
Unlike special IRAs, earnings on present-law nondeductible IRA
contributions are includible in income when withdrawn. The tax
advantage of these IRAs is that taxes on earnings are deferred,
rather than assessed annually. This permits the earnings to com-
pound faster than with annual taxation of earnings. This advan-
tage is the same advantage implicit in the tax treatment of the
earnings on deferred annuities, which are taxed when the annu-
ities are paid rather than when the earnings accrue.

For example, compare the accumulation of income for an inves-
tor with a 28-percent marginal tax rate on $720 which is invested
for a period of 10 years at an 10 percent annual rate of return. If
the earnings are taxed annually, the total available funds at the
end of 10 years would be $1,443.05. The investor's annual after-tax
return is 7.2 percent, If the tax is deferred for 10 f'ears and as-
sessed on the accumulated interest at the end of the 10-year period
at a 28-percent marginal tax rate, the value of the ta.xrayer’s in-
vestment would be $1,344.60, which represents an annual return of
7.9 percent. Unlike the deductible and special IRAs discussed
above, the after-tax rate of return of investment in a nondeductible
IRA increases as the holding period increases; as the holding period
increases, accumulated earnings increase, and thus the value of de-
ferring tax on the accumulated earnings increases.

Summary

Table 3 compares the funds available after 10 years to a taxpayer
who saves $1,000 of pre-tax income in a deductible IRA, a special
IRA, and a nondeductible IRA, assuming that no penalty tax ap-
plies and that the rate of return on the IRA assets is 10 percent
per year. The tax rate in the year contributed is labeled t,, and the
tax rate in the year the funds are withdrawn is labeled t,c. Table 3
also summarizes the timing of the Federal Government's tax re-
ceipts.

was noted above, the difference in the funds available to the
taxpayer investing $1,000 of pre-tax income in the deductible IRA
compared to the special IRA depends only on the difference be-
tween the marginal tax rate the taxpayer faces in the year the
funds are contributed, t,. and the marginal tax rate in the year the
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funds are withdrawn, tio. The funds available in the nondeductible
IRA are always smaller than those in the special IRA. Both of
these IRAs tax the contribution at a tax rate to, but the special
IRA effectively exempts earnings from additional tax, whereas the
nondeductible IRA only defers earnings from tax.



Table 3.—Funds Available to Taxpayer and Pnttem of Tax Receipts Under Deductible IRA, Special IRA, and

Nondeductible IRA
IRA, and the arnual rate of return on IRA asseta is 10 percent.

Taxpayer has $1,000 of lKn:-hx income to invest in
to=tax rate in year of contribution.
t,=tax rate in year of IRA withdrawal.
Funds Available to Taxpayer After 10 Years
Funds Funds
contributed to  available after Taxes due in year 10 Funds liulllblel;ﬁzr tax
IRA 1C years ' R year
Deductible IRA $1,000 $2,594 $2,594 (ti0) $2,594 (1-t:0)
Special IRA $1,000 (1-t0) $2,594 (1-to) 0 $2,594 (1-t)
Nondeductible IRA $1,000 (1-t) $2,594 (1-to) $(2,594-1,000) (1-to) tso 52.594 (1-to) -$1,594 (1-to) tio
Pattern of Income Tax Payments Under Three IRAs
Tax payments in
Current year Year 1-9 Year 10
Deductible IRA 0 0 $2,594 (ta0)
Special IRA \ $1,000 (ta) 0 0
Nondeductible IRA $1,000 (to) 0 $1,594 (1-t0) (t10)

«w
=

-3
[ -]



Example: t,=.28, t,,=.28

Funds coll;:;ibuted to Funds lavnillble after maves due in year 10 Funds available after

0 years tax in year 10
Deductible IRA $1,000 $2,594 $726 $1,868
Special IRA $720 $1,868 0 $1,868
hmncﬁblﬂ“k £$720 $1.868 $321 $1.547
Tax payments in
Current year Year 1-9 Year 10

Deductible IRA 0 0 $126
Special IRA $280 0 0

ondeductible IRA $280 0 $321

(43
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2. Specific differences between deductible IRAs and special IRAs
under S. 612

The deductible and special IRAs introduced in S. 612 have a
number of differences in addition to those due to differences in
marginal tax rates. These differences involve the contribution
limit, the holding period requirement, the penalty for early with-
drawals, and the inter:. "ion with social security benefits.

Contribution limit

S. 612 would limit the total annual amount of IRA contributions
to $2,000, regardless of whether contributions are made to a de-
ductible IRA or to a special IRA. However, contributions to a de-
ductible IRA are limited to $2,000 of pre-tax income, whereas con-
tributions to a special IRA are limited to $2,000 of after-tax income.
The $2,000 special IRA contribution limit effectively increases the
amount of tax-free saving that can be invested in the special IRA
relative to the deductible IRA. The following example illustrates
this difference. In the case of a faxpayer with a marginal tax rate
of 28 percent who contributes $2,000 to a deductible IRA earning 10
percent per year, the IRA balance will be $2,200 after 1 year. The
taxpayer will owe $616 in tax, leaving $1,584. This is equivalent to
the taxpayer having paid an initial tax of $560, or 28 percent of
$2,000, and investing the remaining $1,440 at an after-tax return of
10 percent. Thus the $2,000-limit on pre-tax income is like a limit
of $1,440 on after-tax income for a taxpayer with a 28-percent mar-
ginal tax rate. If instead the investor had contributed $2,000 to a
special IRA, the funds available to the taxpayer after 1 year would
be the full $2,200, since no additional tax would be due.® The differ-
ence in the limits is only valuable to taxpayers who want to invest
more than $2,000 of pre-tax income in an IRA. However, according

-to the Taxpayer Usage Survey, in 1984, approximately 75 percent

of all IRA contributors contributed the maximum permissible
amount, indicating that this difference between the deductible IRA
and the special IRA may be significant for a large number of tax-
payers.

Holding period and penalties for early withdrawal

Funds in a deductible IRA that are withdrawn within 5 years are
withdrawn before age 59% are subject to a 10-percent additional
tax, unless certain exceptions apply. In contrast, funds invested in
a special IRA may be withdrawn after only 5 yesrs without addi-
tional tax. Thus, the special IRA provides benefits for taxpayers
who plan to keep funds invested for a relatively short period of
time,gas well as for taxpayers who have longer investment hori-
zons.

Funds in a special IRA that are subject to additional tax. The
earnings on the special IRA contributions are included in taxable

® More generally, for a taxpayer facing a marginal tax rate of t, the equivalent contribution
limit for a deductible IRA is C/(1-t) where C s the contribution limit for the special iRA.

* Note that for taxpayers older than 54%, the required holding period for new contribu-
tions will actually be shorter for deductible IRAs than for special IRAs (because of the age 59%
rule for deductible [RAs). Thus, older taxpayers may prefer to contribute to deductible IRAs.
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income (so they are no longer tax-exempt) and the additional 10-
percent tax is applied to those earnings.

Treatment of IRA withdrawals for purposes of taxing social security
benefits

Another potential difference between the deductible and the spe-
cial IRAs in S. 612 is the effect of withdrawals on the taxation of
social security benefits. Under present law, social security benefits
are exempt from tax except for taxpayers whose income exceeds
certain income thresholds. The income thresholds are defined by
reference to modified adjusted gross income (AGI). Modified AGI is
the taxpayer’s AGI increased by the amount of interest received or
accrued by the taxpayer during the taxable year that is otherwise
exempt from tax. The IRS has stated that tax-exempt interest re-
quired to be included in modified AGI is the amount of interest on
tax-exempt obligations received or accrued by the taxpayer during
the taxable year.!® Interest earnings that accrue on contributions
to a deductible IRA are arguably not included in modified AGI be-
cause tax on such earnings is deferred, rather than exempt. How-
ever, taxable distributions from the taxpayer’'s IRA are part of AGI
and consequently are part of modified AGI. Since distributions
from a deductible IRA are taxable, but those from a special IRA
are not, distributions from a deductible IRA are included in the
taxpayer's modified AGI, but distributions from a special IRA are
not, except perhaps to the extent that the amounts attributable to
the earnings on special IRA contributions are deemed to be exempt
interest required to be included in modified AGI.*?

This may be an additional advantage of the special IRA for tax-
payers who are making withdrawals from IRAs when they are also
receiving social security benetits. However, it is an advantage only
for taxpayers who expect their incomes to be close enough to the
threshold income level that distributions from IRAs make them
exceed that level.

B. Present Value of Revenue Cost of IRAs to Federal Government

Assessing the cost (in the form of foregone tax receipts) to the
Federal Government of IRAs may be more difficult than assessing
the costs of other tax provisions, because IRAs not only change the
amount of tax collected, but also change the timing of tax collec-
tions. For instance, the traditional deductible IRA can be viewed as
a provision which both delays payment of tax on the contribution
until withdrawal, and effectively exempts from tax any earnings on
capital accumulation beyond the amount that represents interest
on the delayed tax. Thus, the timing of tax payments results in a
revenue loss to the government in the first years, but a revenue
gain in the later years when the funds are withdrawn (see Table 3).
The special IRA, on the other hand, loses little revenue in the be-
ginning years, but gains no revenue in the later years because
withdrawals are not taxed. -

19 Rev. Rul 84-173,1984-2CB 16.
11 Present law is unclear on this point See Code section 86 and its legislative history
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Traditional budget scorekeeping accounts for the revenue effects
of proposed legislation on a cash-flow basis; in other words, the
effect of a provision on budget receipts in the 5-yea: budget ;l>eriod
is estimated without regard to whether the provision will also
affect budget receipts in any year beyond the 5-year period. This
method scores deductible IRAs as bigger revenue losers than spe-
cial IRAs. However, a present-value calculation demonstrates that
the long-term cost to the Federal Government of deductible IRAs
and special IRAs will be approximately equal. This is because a
present-value approach recognizes that tax will eventually be col-
lected on funds in IRAs, although possibly at a lower tax rate when
withdrawn.

In order to evaluate the present value of the program'’s cost,!? it
is also necessary to know how taxpayers would have behaved in
the absence of the IRA provision. Consider first the case of a tax-
payer whose tax rate in the contribution year is the same as in the
year the funds are withdrawn. Then, the tax advantage of the IRA
is the ability to earn a tax-free rate of return on savings. However,
the cost to the government depends on what the taxpayer would
have done in the absence of the program. If, in the absence of the
tax benefits accorded to IRAs, the taxpayer would not have saved
the money invested in the IRA, then the IRA program does not
lose any government revenue in the long run. For instance, consid-
er the example of a taxpayer who decides to invest $1,000 in an
IRA. If, in the absence of the IRA, the taxpayer would have paid
the $280 tax on the earnings, and spent the remaining $720, the
total amount of tax collected from that $1,000 over the taxpayer's
lifetime by the government would have been $280. If instead of
spending the income, the taxpayer invests it in a special IRA, the
government collects 3280 from the earnings, and then never taxes
the income again. Once igain, the total amount collected over the
taxpayer's lifetime is $280. Further, assume that the taxpayer in-
vests in a deductible IRA for 10 years in a fund that earns 8 per-
cent per year. In the first year, the government loses $280 in reve-
nue, since the taxpayer deducts the $1,000 from income. In year 10,
the $1,000 has grown to $2,158.93, and the taxpayer owes $604.50.
Since $604.30 is exactly equal to $280 plus 10 years of interest at 8
percent per year, the government receives the $280 with interest,
and collects the same amount cf revenue that it would have had
there been no IRA program. In present value terms, the taxpayer
fays $280 over his or her lifetime. To the extent that deductible
RAs permit taxpayers to pay tax on their funds at a lower margin-
al rate than when the contribution was made, the government does
lose revenue even if the funds invested in the IRA represent funds
which would otherwise have been consumed (i.e., new saving.)

On the other hand, if the contribution to the IRA represents
income that would have been invested for the same 10 years in an
interest-bearing account (i.e., old saving), the IRA reduces revenues
to the government. If the earnings in the above example would
have instead been invested in a fully taxable asset earning 8 per-

11 To calculate th> present value of the coet to the government of [RAs, it is necessary to use
the government’s discount rate. If repayment of taxes is uncertain, then the discount rate used
should be higher than the government’s borrowing rate.
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cent per year, the government would have collected the $280 tax on
the initial earnings, plus an additional $136 in present value (using
a discount rate of 8 percent) of taxes on the annual interest earn-
ings. Thus, the cost of the IRA program in this case for this par-
ticular taxpayer would be $136.

The above examples represent the polar cases of the present
value of the revenue effect for IRA contributions—contributions
that represent cnly new savings and contributions that represent
savings that would otherwise have been invested in a fully taxable
asset.13 Other possibilities can also be considered. For instance,
saving for an IRA may be diverted from other tax-favored assets, in
which case the tax loss is not as great. For example, under the bill,
if taxpayers who contribute to a deductible IRA would have invest-
ed in a nondeductible IRA under present law, then the tax loss con-
sists of the difference between the tax advantage of the deductible
IRAs and the tax advantage of the nondeductible IRAs. Similarly,
investment in housing is currently tax favored. If taxpayers divert
income that would have been invested in housing to IRAs, the
present value of the revenue cost to the Federal Government may
be relatively small.

Finally, the choice between the deductible and the special IRA
offered in S. 612 is likely to increase the present value of the reve-
nue cost of the IRA program relative to a program offering either
IRA alone. Taxpayers who have reason to believe that their tax
rates will decline over time should be more likely to choose the de-
ductible IRA, and taxpayers who believe their tax rates will in-
crease over time should choose the special IRA.

If IRAs do not generate new saving, then IRAs reduce the
present value of revenues of the Federal Government. If the Feder-
al Government responds to these reduced revenues by reducing ex-
penditures or increasing other taxes, then IRAs that do not in-
crease personal saving will have no effect on national saving. If, on
the other hand, the Federal Government offsets the reduced reve-
nues by borrowing, then IRAs will actually reduce the national
saving rate.

C. The Effectiveness of IRAs at Increasing Saving
1. Theoretical effects

In general

IRAs have a number of attributes that may affect a taxpayer’'s
saving decision. First, investments in IRAs earn a higher after-tax
rate. of return than investments in other assets. Second, IRAs may
provide an incentive for retirement saving, as opposed to other
forms of saving. Third, deductible IRAs may provide a psychologi-
cel incentive to save. Fourth, advertising by banks and other finan-
cial institutions of IRAs may influence people’s saving decisions.
The following discussion focuses on each of these attributes.

'3 Actually, the revenue loss can be even greater than the case presented. If IRAs reduce
saving, then not only does the government lose the tax revenue that would have been collected
on the IRA investment, but it also loses the tax revenue on the saving that was not undertaken
because of the IRA. The possibility that IRAs reduce private saving is discussed below.
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Rate of return

In general.—Both the deductible IRA and the special IRA effec-
tively exempt the return on savings from tax, thereby iucreasing
the rate of return to saving. When the return on saving increases,
the price of future consumption decreases, because the taxpayer
has to forego fewer dollars today to consume a dollar’'s worth of
consumption in the future.

This price decrease can affect saving in two ways. Since future
consumption is now cheaper, taxpayers may choose to substitute
future consumption for current consumption. This effect increases
saving. When the price of future consumption falls, though, the
amount of investment necessary to achieve any particular level of
income in the future decreases. For example, a taxpayer in the 28-
percent marginal tax bracket may set aside $1,300 today to help
defray tuition expenses of his child 15 years from now. If the tax-
payer's investment earns 8 percent annually and those earnings
are taxed annually at a 28-percent tax rate, in 15 years the invest-
ment will be worth $3,000. If the taxpayer instead invested in a
special IRA, an investment of only $946 today would be worth
$3,000 in 15 years (assuming the same 8-percent return). This effect
decreases saving because the tax benefit permits the taxpayer to
save less to accumulate the same amount of money in the future.

Substantial disagreement exists among economists as to the
effect on saving of increases in the net return to saving. Some stud-
ies have argued that one should expect substantial increases in
saving from increases in the net return.’* Other studies have
argued that large behavioral responses to changes in the after-tax
rate of return need not occur.!s Empirical investigation of the re-
sponsiveness of personal saving to after-tax returns provides no
conclusive results. Some find personal saving responds strongly to
increases in the net return,!$ while others find little or a negative
response.!”?

Even if increasing the rate of return on all saving does increase
saving geneally, it is still possible that increasing the rate of
return on IRAs would not affect saving. For increased rates of
return to influence taxpayers to substitute future consumption for
current consumption, the marginal rate of return on savings must
increase so that if the taxpayer increases saving, that saving re-
ceives a higher rate of return. In order for IRAs to increase the
marginal return to saving, taxpayers must not be able to finance
the IRA profitably by borrowing, must not have other similar
assets that can be easily shifted into an IRA, and must intend to
save less than the maximum contribution allowed. The following
discussion provides examples of how each of these situations may
affect the impact of IRAs on saving.

14 See, Lawrence H. Summers, “Capital Taxation and Accurulation in a Life Cycle Growth
Model,” American E ic Review, 71, (September 1981).

1% See, David A. Starrett, “Effects of Taxes on Saving,” in Henry J Aaron, Harvey Galper,
and Joseph A Pechman (eds.), Uneasy Comgaromue' Problems of a Hybnd Income-Consumption
Tazx, (Wuhinszn: Brookings Institution), 1988.

1% See, M.
4pril 1978, 86.

17 See, G. von Furstenberg, “Saving,” in H Aaron and J Pechman (eds ', Hou Taxes Affect
Economic Behavior, Brookings [nstitution, 1981

kin, “Taxation, Saving, and the Rate of Interest,” Journal of Political Economy,
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Borrowing.—When interest on borrowed funds is deductible, it
may be profitable for a taxpayer to borrow to contribute to an IRA.
For example, consider a taxpayer with a 28-percent .marginsl tax
rate without any assets. If the taxpayer can borrow at an interest
rate equal to the rate of return on an IRA investment, then one
would not expect the taxpayer to increase the amount of income
saved. Instead, the borrower can borrow $2,000, invest in the IRA
and deduct the interest cost. Since the IRA earnings are effectively
exempt from tax, the taxpayer receives the full value of the IRA
benefit, but does not increase saving.!® Given that the taxpayer
can receive the IRA benefit without increasing saving, the decision
of whether to save an extra dollar is unaffected, because that extra
dollar will not receive a higher after-tax return than it would have
without the availability of tax benefits for IRAs.

If the taxpayer must pay a higher interest rate on the loan than

. can be received on the investment, the benefits to borrowing to fi-
nance an IRA are reduced, but not eliminated. For example, if in-
vestments in IRAs earn 10 percent per year and the taxpayer’s
marginal tax rate is 28 percent, "the taxpayer could profitably
borrow to fund the account even if the annual interest rate on the
loan was as high as 13.8 percent. However, in this case, the taxpay-
er would gain little from borrowing, and might choose to finance
the IRAs with increased savings instead.

Present law permits taxpayers to deduct investment interest but
not most personal interest. It is unclear whether interest on a loan
used to finance a deductible IRA would be considered investment
interest or personal interest. It is likely, however, that interest on
a loan used to finance a sgecial IRA would not be deductible,
whether or not secured by the taxpayer’s home, because it would
be viewed as interest on amounts used to finance tax-exempt inter-
est and subject to section 265. Furthermore, present law does not
allow IRA assets to be used as security for a loan. Because interest
paid on home-equity loans generally is deductible, the easiest way
to borrow to finance IRAs may be through home-equity loans. Bor-
rowing against home equity to finance IRAs is similar to shifting
existing assets into IRAs.

Shifting of existing assets.—Taxpayers who have existing assets
that exceed the IRA contribution limits can also receive the benefit
of IRAs without increasing saving. Consider a taxpayer who saves
only $400 annually, but has been saving for years, and has $4,500
in financial assets. The first year the taxpayer has the opportunity
to invest in an IRA, the taxpayer can shift $2,000 from the finan-
cial assets to the IRA. The second year, the taxpayer can once
again shift $2,000 into the IRA. Only in the third year will the tax
benefits accorded to IRAs increase the rate of return on new

saving.

Shifting of planned assets.—Finally, taxpayers who would have
saved without the IRA may not increase their saving due to the
availability of IRAs. For example, consider a taxpayer who habit-
ually saves $4,000 per year. If this taxpayer is provided the oppor-

18 However, if the tax r begins repaying the loan before the IRA funds are withdrawn,
even this loan-fi d ¢ rg:‘yiﬁ)e iated with i d savirg. This possibil-
ity is discussed in greater detail below.
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tunity to invest in an IRA, then $2,000 of these savings will be di-
verted to the IRA. However, the IRA does not provide a marginal
incentive to save. If the taxpayer saves $4,001, the return on that
extra dollar of saving will be no higher than it would have been
without the IRA program. The taxpayer may even decrease the
amount saved, since the first $2,000 of saving that is in the IRA
will provide more income in the future, and hence the need for
saving may decrease.

Type of saving

The above discussion focused on saving in general. Many authors
have noted that certain IRAs may provide incentives for retire-
ment saving, as opposed to saving for other purposes. For instance,
consider the effect of the deductible IRA, which is subject to addi-
tional tax unless held until retirement or used for other qualified
purposes. An individual who is saving only for a “rainy day’’ may
not have much saving that is expected to last until retirement.
When offered a higher rate of return on retirement saving, that in-
dividual may choose to increase the total amount of saving by
maintaining the rainy day saving and adding retirement saving.

Similarly, an individual who takes out a home equity loan to fi-
nance an IRA may not save any additional money in the year the
IRA contribution is made. But if that individual slowly repays that
loan, and this repayment represents saving the taxpayer would not
otherwise have done, then the IRA increased that individual's
saving.

To the extent the provisions for penalty-free early withdrawal of
the IRA and the 5-year holding period of the special IRA increase
the substitutability of IRA saving for other saving, this retirement
saving attribute of IRAs is diminished, making substitution of cur-
rent savings for IRA savings more likely.

Psychological impact of IRAs and effects of increased advertising

Some observers have noted that IRAs may have a larger impact
on saving than standard economic analyses would predict. These
observers suggest that active marketing campaigns in tae mid-
1980s contributed to the high IRA participation rates obstrved; in
fact, IRA participation was larger than was expected. ThLe sharp
decline in advertising after 1986 may explain the decline in IRA
contributions among taxpayers who are still eligible.

Furthermore, there may also be a psychological factor that con-
tributes to the impact of IRAs on saving. One study found that tax-
payers who owed money to the IRS in excess of taxes withheld
were significantly more likely to make IRA contributions than
were other taxpayers.!® One might expect this psychological factor
only to induce deductible IRA contributions, which will have an
immediate effect on taxes paid. However, another author 2° noted
that taxpayers who owe the IRS money generally have higher in-

!? Feenberg. Daniel, and Jonathan Skinner, “Sources of IRA Saving,” in Lawrence Summers
(lgd). )7‘alx98€b icy and the Economy, vol 8, (Cambridge. M h ta Insti of Technology
ress), A
1° Gravelle, Jane, “Do Individual Retirement Accounts Increase Savings?”’, Journal of Eco-
nomic Perspectives, forthcoming Spring 1991.
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comes and this may be why they are more likely to contribute to
IRAs, rather than any psychological factor.

2. Empirical research on the effect of IRAs on saving

Deductible IRAs have been very popular with taxpayers. As
Table 4 reports, contributions to IRAs increased significantly when
eligibility restrictions were eliminated in 1982. At the peak in 1985,
over $38 billion was contributed to IRAs. This represented almost
33 percent of personal saving for that year.

Table 4.—IRA Participation, 1979-1988

Returns IRA
claiming IRA Percentage deductions

Year ction of all returns
Colifoney  (percend Sitlionn
2.5 2.6 $3.2
2.6 27 3.4
3.4 3.6 48
12.0 12.6 28.3
13.6 14.1 32.1
15.2 153 354
16.2 159 38.2
15.5 15.1 37.8
73 6.8 14.1
6.4 5.8 119

Source: Internal Revenue Service, Statistics of Income (various years).

However, it is unclear whether IRAs actually increased total
saving. There is no consensus within the economics profession on
the effect of the pre-1986 IRAs on personal saving. Some econo-
mists believe that IRAs had no effect on overall personal saving;
some believe that IRAs increased personal saving; and some econo-
mists believe that IRAs would have eventually increased saving if
the universally available deductible IRA had been maintained.

A number of economists savings argue that most of the IRA con-
tributions consisted of taxpayers shifting into IRAs from existing
assets.?! They point to the fact that IRA contributions were con-
centrated at the top of the income distribution, and that IRA con-
tributors had large stocks of financial assets compared to noncon-
tributors with the same income. Both of these facts suggest that
IRA contributors had assets and desired saving above the gontribu-
tion limit.

Economists who believe that IRAs did not increase saving point
to the fact that personal savings in the United States was not
higher during the years that deductible IRAs were available to all
taxpayers.2#

t! See, for example, Galper, Harvey and Charles Byce, “Individual Retirement Accounts:
Facts and [ssue,” Tax Notes, vol. 31, June 2, 1986, pp. 917-921.

21 See Gravelle, Jane “Do [ndividual Retirement A Increase Savings?"', Journal of Eco-
nomic Perspectives, forthcoming Spring 1991
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A number of economists argue that IRA contributions between
1982 and 1986 consisted kargel})‘r of new saving.2® Some of these
economists have investigated whether IRA contributors shifted ex-
isting assets from taxable accounts into IRAs. If such shifting had
occurred, they argue, one would expect to find a reduction in tax-
able asset earnings following the IRA contribution. However, one
study found that taxpayers who contributed to IRAs generally were
also increasing their investment in taxable assets.2* Although this
does not prove that the money invested in IRAs would not have
been saved otherwise, it may provide evidence against the simple
existing asset shifting view.

Further, proponents of IRAs note that to the extent that taxpay-
ers do shift existing assets into IRAs, most taxpayers do not have
enough financial assets to continue asset shifting indefinitely.
Hence, they conclude, IRAs would eventually provide a marginal
incentive to save.2®

Some economists have noted that the introduction in Canada of
savings incentives similar to the IRA was followed by large in-
creases in Canadian saving. They argue that this can be taken as
evidence that IRAs are effective in increasing national saving.2®
However, others note that since Canadians are not able to deduct
home mortgage interest from taxable income, they should be less
likely to finance tax-favored savings with home borrowing, and
therefore savings incentives. in Canada may be more likely to
induce increased saving than in the United States.

3. Distributional effects of IRAs under present and prior law

Tables 5 and 6 summarize information on IRA participation in
1985 and 1988. In 1985, 71 percent of all returns reporting IRA con-
tributions-had AGI below $50,000, and 29 percent had AGI of
$50,000 or above. However, taxpayers with AGI of $50,000 or above
represented only 8 percent of all returns eligible for IRAs. Thus,
although many lower-income individuals contributed to IRAs, most
did not, whereas most taxpayers with AGI of $50,000 or above did
contribute when eligible. Taxpayers with AGI of $50,000 or above
were more than four times as likely to contribute to an IRA than
were taxpayers with AGI below $50,000—61.8 percent of eligible re-
turns with AGI of $50,000 or above reported contributions to an
IRA, while only 13.8 percent of eligible returns with AGI below
$50,000 reported contributions.

Higher-income taxpayers made larger contributions as well. Tax-
payers with adjusted gross incomes of $50,000 or more constituted
approximately 29 percent of all IRA contributors in 1985, but ac-
counted for more than 35 percent of IRA contributions. In 1988,

32 See, Venti, Steven F. and David A. Wise, “The Evidence on IRAs,” Tax Notes, vol. 38, Janu-
ary 25, 1988, pp. 411-416. Some anal; have criticized the methodology of studies which claim
IRAs create new saving and e that the reported results of the effect of IRAs on saving are
implausibly large. See Gravelle, Jane G., “Capital Gains Taxes, IRA’s, and Savings,” CRS
Re}aon for Congrees 89-543, September 26, 1989.

4 See, for example, Feenberg, Daniel, and Jonathan Skinner, “Sources of IRA Saving,” in
Lawrence Summers (ed), Tax Folicy and the Economy, vol. 3, (Cambridge: Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology Prees), 1989.

28 See Skinner, Jonathan, “Do IRAs Promote Saving? A Review of the Evidence’’, March 1991.

1% See, Carroll, Chris, and Lawrence H. Summers, "Why Have Private Saving Rates in the
U.S and Canada Diverged?” Journal of Monetary Economics, 20, September 1987.
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taxpayers with adjusted gross incomes of $50,000 or more constitut-
ed approximately 16 percent of all IRA contributors, but accounted
for almost 23 percent of IRA contributions. .

Because the value of the IRA is the effective exemption of the
earnings from tax, the higher a taxpayer's marginal tax rate, the
more valuable the ability to invest through an IRA. Because people
in higher income classes generally have higher tax rates, the value
of their IRA is larger than the value of IRAs for taxpayers in lower
income classes. However, the value of the IRA depends on tax rates
throughout the period the IRA is held, and not just the marginal
tax rate in the year the contribution is made.

Table 5.—Deductible IRA Participation By Income Class, 1985 !

Returns reporting IRA contributions

Number of
"‘:‘i‘t';:'s Percent of

Adjusted grosa income class earned Number in l’e;liltl":ls Co[rl\.t)rniru-

Il::iclnlr;:)enin millions i::;:f:. (billions)
All classes............ 90.4 16.2 17.8 $38.2
Under $10,000. 279 .6 2.3 1.1
$10,000 to § 375 5.1 13.6 9.7
$30,000 to § 174 5.1 329 13.5
$50,000 to ¢ 53 3.0 56.5 8.7
$75,000 to ¢ 1.2 .9 74.1 2.7
Over $100,000 1.1 8 76.1 2.6

! Includes taxpayers who filed tax returns. Unlike Table 2, above, no returns are
imputed for taxpayers who did not file.

¢ Etigible taxpayers include selfemployed persons as weil as wage and salary
employees.

Source: Internal Revenue Service, 1985 Statistics of Income.
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Table 6.—Deductible IRA Participation By Income Class, 1988 !

Number of Returns reporting 1RA contributions

with Percent of -
Adjusted gross income class earned Number in I’t:lil{l:ll Cotl:‘t)ll"l:w
ncome | illions
income in  m jcamed  (Gillions)
93.3 6.4 6.9 $11:8
26.1 04 1.5 0.6
36.0 217 75 4.6
18.7 23 12.3 4.1
8.2 0.5 6.1 1.3
- 2.2 0.2 89 0.6
Over $100,000 21 0. 14. 0.8

! Includes taxpayers who filed tax returns. Unlike Table 2, above, no returns are
im‘p;neld (flor taxl;r)ayex? w:‘;) did not file. . d
ncludes self-employed persons reporting wage income as well as wage an
salary employees. B of the limitati ted by the Tax Reform Act of
1& not all such taxpayers were eligible to make deductible contributions to

Source: Internal Revenue Service, /988 Statistics of Income.

Other authors have noted that even the taxpayers with low
income who did contribute to IRAs owned more financial assets
than other low-income taxpayers and that, therefore, IRA contribu-
tors may not be representative of taxpayers in general. Table 7 pre-
sents information on the assets of households with IRAs compared
to the assets of households without IRAs. Part of the reason that
IRA contributors have larger holdings of assets than noncontribu-
tors is that contributors to IRAs tend to be older than noncontribu-
tors, and older taxpayers have been accumulating assets longer.

Table 7.—Estimated Median Financial Assets of Households With
IRAs and Households Without IRAs, 1985

Ids

Income ThiRAS  without TRAs
Less than 310,000 $7,625 $0
$10,000 to $20,000... 6,538 200
$20,000 to $20,000... 6,365 9300
$30,000 to $40,000... 6,015 1,692
$40,000 to $50,000... 10,000 2,694
$50,000 to $75,000.. 14,616 5,100
$75,000 and over...... ...coooevvriecrenrrecrnnn, 36,085 9,735

Source: Steven Venti and David Wise, “Heterogeneity, Individual Effect, and
IRA Saving: Further Evidence from SIPP”, mimeol:oﬁhy 1990.
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4. Eé(pected differences between effects of pre-1986 IRAs and
. 612

Although research on the effectiveness of the pre-1986 IRA provi-
sions can shed light on the potential of the proposed IRAs in S. 612
to affect savings, several differences between the pre-1986 IRAs and
the proposed IRAs should be noted. First, marginal tax rates for
most taxpayers are lower now than they were before the passage of
the Tax Reform Act of 1986. The tax advantage of IRAs is the ex-
emption from tax of the investment’s return and, for the deductible
IRA, the possibility that the rate at which the contribution is taxed
will be lower when the contribution is withdrawn. Both of these ad-
vantages may be less valuable now than they were before 1987, es-
pecially for higher income taxpayers because their marginal tax
rates decreased the most. For example, if prior to 1987, a taxpayer
in the 50-percent marginal tax bracket received a 10-percent return
on his or her investment, excluding such income from tax would
increase his or her net return to 10 percent from an after-tax
return of 5 percent. After the 1986 Act, such a taxpayer would be
in the 31-percent marginal tax bracket and the exemption would
increase his or her net return to 10 percent from an after-tax
return of 6.9 percent. Thus, the exemption provided a greater in-
crease in net return prior to 1987. Similarly, if taxpayers believe
that tax rates are likely to increase over time because of the Feder-
al government’s budget deficit, or because current tax rates are rel-
atively low from a historical perspective, then the deductible IRA
will look less attractive than it appeared in the past.

Second, the proposed IRAs are different from the pre-1986 IRAs,
both because they provide additional exceptions to the early with-
drawal penalty, and because the special IRA has a relatively short
required holding period. These differences may alter the effective-
ness of IRAs at increasing saving. To the extent that taxpayers al-
ready save for education, housing, and medical expenses, allowing
IRAs to be used for these purposes increases the likelihood that ex-
isting assets or existing planned saving will be shifted into IRAs,
reducing the effectiveness of IRAs at increasing savings. Similarly,
to the extent that taxpayers already save for short-term goals and
for rainy days, allowing taxpayers to withdraw funds from the spe-
cial IRA in only 5 years may also encourage more asset shifting.
Further, permitting short holding periods and penalty-free early
withdrawal may cause taxpayers to keep their money in the IRAs
a shorter period of time.2” On the other hand, to the extent that
taxpayers who would otherwise choose to save in the form of IRAs
would not do so because they believe they might need the funds
before retirement, this added flexibility may encourage more tax-
payers to invest in-IRAs and increase their saving rate. Finally,
permitting penalty-free withdrawals before retirement age dimin-
ishes the effectiveness of IRAs as explicit retirement savings vehi-
cles, but may not change the overall effectiveness of IRAs to in-
crease saving.

s Althouih once funds are withdrawn from an IRA, they can only be replaced at a rate no
faster than $2,000 per individual per year.
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The ability of individuals to save through employer-sponsored re-
tirement plans, particularly qualified cash or deferred arrange-
ments (sec. 401(k) plans) may affect the level of IRA contributions.
While such plans existed prior to 1986, they have become more
prevalent since then. Section 401(k) plans offer benefits similar to
those of IRAs. However, individuals may contribute more to such
plans on a pre-tax basis (38,475 for 1991), and may obtain increased
benefits if, as is often the case, the employer matches employee
contributions. Despite these advantages, some may still view an
IRA as attractive, for example, because IRA funds may be with-
drawn at any time (subject to the early withdrawal tax), whereas
the ability to obtain withdrawals from section 401(k) plans prior to
termination of employment is more limited. On the other hand,
many section 401(k) plans permit individuals to borrow from their
account, making investments in such plans more liquid. (Appendix
I contains a further discussion of the comparison of IRAs and em-
ployer-sponsored retirement plans.)

The ability to contribute both to a section 401(k) (or similar) plan
and an 1RA could affect IRA contributions in a number of ways.
For example, some individuals would save only through a section
401(k) plan, others would chose the IRA, and still others would
split savings between a section 401(k) plan and an IRA. A number
of factors may affect such choices, including the amount the indi-
vidual wishes to save, the period and purpose for which they wish
to save, and the particular terms of the section 401(k) plan they are
eligible to participate in.
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V. ISSUES RELATING TO TAX INCENTIVES FOR SAVING
A. Comparison of IRAs With Other Tax-Favored Assets

Present law contains various tax incentives for savings. Tax in-
centives are provided to encourage taxpayers to save for certain
g:rposes and to encourage taxpayers to save in certain forms.

ving for the purpose of education and retirement is subsidized
through the tax treatment of certain Treasury bonds and of certain
retirement plans. Incentives are also provided for ple to save in
the form of housing, life insurance, and municipal bonds. Appendix
I discusses the benefits of each of these incentives in detail.

Tax-favored treatment of assets does not always increase the rate
of return on saving. If the supply of a tax-favored asset is limited
relative to the demand for that asset, much of the benefit of the
tax treatment will be realized by the initial owners of the asset,
rather than by the holders of the asset. For instance, holders of
municipal bonds may not receive a higher after-tax rate of return
than holders of taxable bonds because, even though the earnings
are tax exempt, municipal bonds offer lower rates of return. The
issuers of municipal bonds receive a tax benefit because they can
pay lower interest rates than the rates paid on other securities.

he tax benefits of IRAs and pension funds, however, are not
limited to particular assets. Because investors in IRAs and pension
funds can invest in a wide range of assets, and because the amount
of funds permitted to be invested through these tax-favored vehi-
cles is limited (the demand is small relative to the sugpl of assets),
investors in IRAs and pension funds do receive a higher rate of
return than that available through other investments, and thus do
benefit from the tax favored treatment.

Enactment of additional saving incentives would be expected to
alter taxpayers’ choices among various taxable and tax-preferred
assets. Because the income earned on assets held in IRAs effective-
ly is exempt from tax, the taxpayer maximizes the benefit of the
tax preference by directing the investment of IRA contributions in
assets which are not otherwise tax preferred. The benefits of tax
preferences for assets that are tax preferred to one degree or an-
other are maximized when such assets are held outside an IRA.

The expansion of IRAs could be expected to increase the demand
for otherwise taxable instruments at the expense of instruments
which are tax preferred under present law. On the other hand, the
annual contribution limitation of the IRA would limit the effect on
the demand for other tax-preferred instruments.2® Moreover, to the

#* The Administration’s Family Savings Account (FSA) prolposa.l. which is essentially the same
as 8 special IRA, also limits the tax benefits to taxm{en below a specified income level To the
extent that existing tax-preferred instruments are held only by taxpayers who would be ineligi-
ble for the FSA (eg., taxpayers whose adjusted groes income ex $120,000), the demand for
existing tax-favored instruments would be unaffected.

(46)
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extent that savings incentives generate increases in saving, the
demand for all instruments would increase. If this were to occur,
the issuers of instruments which are tax-preferred under present
law conceivably could benefit as the cost of capital declined.

B. Goals of Tax Incentives for Saving

Some argue that tax incentives for saving are appropriate be-
cause the income tax system taxes the return to income that is
saved, thereby lowering the return to saving. This lower return on
saving affects both the national saving rate, as well as the assets
tha! taxpayers accumulate for particular purposes. There is some
disagreement about whether the goal of tax incentives for saving
should be to encourage saving for particular purposes or to in-
crease national saving.?® These purposes are not mutually exclu-
sive; if effective, incentives to save for particular purposes will in-
crease national saving. However, general saving incentives will not
necessarily fulfill more specific goals. Whether new tax incentives
for saving should be aimed at increasing national saving in gener-
al, or increasing retirement saving, depends on the perceived ade-
quacy of each type of saving.

In particular, IRAs have historically been viewed as vehicles for
retirement savings. When IRAs were introduced in 1974, they were
provided only to individuals without employer-provided pension
plans. The original intention of the IRA was explicitly to encourage
individuals not participating in an employer-sponsored plan to in-
crease their retirement savings and to provide a higher return on
such savings. Even with the liberalization of eligibility require-
ments for IRAs in the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981, IRAs
still have been largely devoted to retirement saving. Withdrawals
of IRA funds before age 59% generally are still subject to an addi-
tional 10-percent tax.

However, IRAs can provide substantial benefits to taxpayers who
are saving for nonretirement purposes. For example, consider a
taxpayer with a 28-percent marginal tax rate who has $1,000 of
earnings to devote to saving. Without an IRA, the taxpayer would
pay a tax of $280, leaving $720 to be invested. If this amount earns
8 percent annually and the earnings are taxed annually at a 28-
percent marginal tax rate, the taxpayer will have $1,261 at the end
of 10 years. If, however, the taxpayer can deduct the $1,000 and ac-
cumulate 8-percent annual interest tax free, the investment will be
worth $2,159 at the end of 10 years. After including the distribu-
tion in income, subject to the additional 10-percent tax on early
withdrawals, the taxpayer will have $1,339, or $78 more than the
taxpayer has if a taxable investment is made.

Similarly, the present-law exceptions to the early withdrawal tax
may permit taxpayers to use deductible IRAs for nonretirement
saving. Under present law, a taxpayer may make penalty-free with-
drawals from an IRA prior to attaining the age of 59% if the distri-
butions are made over certain periods. For example, a taxpayer
could purchase an annuity which promises level payments for the

1% Sections C and D below discuss the importance of national saving and the adequacy of re-
tirement saving.
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remainder of the taxpayer's life. This exception may offer many
taxpayers a way to receive a substantial percentage of the tax-fa-
vored funds prior to age 59% and avoid the 10-percent penalty. At
age 50, the average American male has a life expectancy of ap-
proximately 26 Oggars."’ At a 10-percent discount rate, an annuity
which pays $1, per year for 26 years has a present value of ap-
proximately $9,160. The present value of the payments received
during the first 10 years of such annuity is ap&roximately $6,145,
or 67 percent of the total value of the annuity. Consequently, if the
taxpayer withdrew the $9,160 from his IRA to purchase the $1,000
annuity, he would receive 67 percent of the total value of the annu-
ity prior to age 60.3!

C. Role of Saving in the National Economy

Investment and economic growth

When an economy'’s rate of investment increases, the economy’s
stock of capital increases. A larger, capital stock permits greater
production of goods and services. Because the larger a country’s
capital stock, the more productive its workers, investment also
leads to higher wages and salaries. Thus, increases in investment
lead to future increases in a nation’s standard of living.

It is important to distinguish gross investment from net invest-
ment. Gross investment includes investment in new capital as well
as investment that is undertaken to replace depreciated or worn
out capital. Net investment measures increases to the capital stock.
(Net investment is equal to gross investment less depreciation).

In the short run, increases in gross investment will increase the
capital stock. As the capital stock increases, worker productivity in-
creases and the economy will experience a higher rate of growth.
In the long run, any given rate of investment will just be sufficient
to replace the existing, though larger, capital stock as it depreci-
ates. Thus, in the long run, an increase in the level of investment
increases a nation’s standard of living, but may not increase a
country’s long run rate of growth.

1t is possible that a higher investment level can lead to a higher
growth rate even in the long run. Even if there is no growth in net
investment, investment to replace depreciated capital may still en-
hance economic growth to the extent that the replacement capital
embodies improved (and more efficient) equipment and technol-
ogies. The higher the gross investment rate, the more new capital
is purchased each year, and thus the rate at which new technol-
ogies get adopted may be higher.

Sources of investment funds

Investment involves a trade-off between consumption today and
consumption tomorrow. Investment can either be financed by na-

39 Bureau of the Census, U.S. Department of Commerce, Statistical Abstract of the United
States, 1990, p. 3.
31 If an 8-percent discount rate were used, the percentage recovered in the first 10 years
would be approximately 62 percent. -
If such an annuity were purchased by a 40-year old male (life expectancy an additional 35
re), he would receive approximately 4 ggmut of the present value of the annuity (discount-

ing at 10 percent) in the first 10 years an percent by age 60.
]
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tional saving, or by foreign borrowing (saving by foreigners). A
basic accounting identity of the national income and product ac-
counts states that 32

Investment =
Private Saving + Government Saving
+ Net Foreign Borrowing.

Many analysts in the past ignored the foreign sector, primarily
because at the time it was small relative to the U.S. economy.
These analysts interpreted this hasic relationship as saying that
national investment must equal national saving, where national
saving is the sum of private saving and public saving.

However, national investment need not equal national saving if
foreigners can invest in the United States. The experience of the
1980s, when investment in the United States greatly exceeded na-
tional savings, demonstrates how important this source of funds
has become (see Figure 1). When demand for investment funds in
the United States outstrips the supply of national savings, interest
rates rise in response. Increases in interest rates attract foreign
capital to the United States, and the excess of investment over na-
tional saving is financed by foreigners’ saving.

31 The national income and product accounts measure the {low of goods and services (product)
and income in the economy. The gross national product (GNP) of the economy is
annual value of goods and services produced by the economy and may be measured in several

waym One way is to GNP by expenditure on final product in the economy. By this
(I)GNP C+1+ G+ X-M.

E (1} is an ing identity wh:ch states that gross national product equals the sum

of di (O), invi t expenditures on plant, equipment, inventory, and

residential construction m, govemmen!.d purchases of goods and services (G), and net exporta
(exports less imports of goods and services or X-M).
An ultemauve is to measure GNP by the manner in which income created in the economy is

this

@ GNP C+S+T

Equation {2) is another accounting identity which states that gross national product equals
the sum of consumption expenditures, saving by consumers and businessee (S), and net m pay-
ments to the rnment ('g)e(net tax p‘ﬁnmnu are total tax receipts less domestic transfer, in-
tereet, and subsidy payments made by all levels of government).

Because both measures of GNP are simple accounting identities, the right hand side of equa-
uon tl) roust equal the right hand side of equation (2). From this observation can be derived an

%ond income accounting identity,
(3)[ =€ + (T-G) + M-X)

This is the basis for the statement that national investment equals private saving (S), plus

public saving (T-G), and net imports (M-X).
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Figure 1
Saving and Investment as a % of GNP
1970-1990
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Foreign investment in the United States is also related to the
value of the dollar and the trade deficit. To take advantage of high
interest rates in the United States, foreign investors first must con-
vert their currencies to dollars. This increases demand for the
dollar, thereby increasing the dollar’s exchange rate relative to the
foreign currency. A stronger dollar makes imported goods relative-
ly cheaper and our exports relatively more expensive. As a conse-
quence, net exports fall and the trade deficit increases. A further
accounting identity states that 33

Net Foreign Borrowing = (Imports — Exports)

When net foreign borrowing increases, the trade deficit (the dif-
ference between imports and exports of goods and services) also in-
creases. Thus, many people have blamed the trade deficits of the
1980s on the low national savings rate during that period. 34

3 This ig the relatively of fers to foreigners. For a more
detailed dem.ﬁ' ic saving and i t, see Joint C ittee on
Taxation, Bolcgwnd Issues Relating to the Taxation of Foreign I in the United

oy A oy 2 lm.l(ngmn, and Su “US. Competiti Beyood the
% mmers, * 3 itiveness:
Trade Deficit”, Science, 16 July 1988, Volume 241, pp. 299-307. -
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Is the U.S. saving rate too low?

Consequences of a low saving rate

The consequences of a low saving rate depend on the mobility of
international capital. If capital is not mobile, then, as discussed
above, investment is equal to naticnal savings. When the saving
rate is low, so is the investment rate. Historically, there has been a
strong relationship between a country’s rate of investment and its
rate of saving.3% This relationship is illustrated for a number of
countries in Figure 2. Although this relationship has become
weaker over time,®® it is still true that countries with high saving
rates also generally have high investment rates.

FiGURE 2

Net Saving and Net Investment Rates
Selected Countries, Averages 1960-89
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If capital is mobile (that is, if foreigners can invest in ;he United
States at low cost and without a lot of added risk), then investment
will ne: decline as much when the saving rate falls. Instead, invest-
ment will be financed by foreigners, either by direct foreign invest-
ment in the United States or by foreign lending to American inves-
tors. When domestic saving rates are low, foreign financing of do-
mestic investment results in a higher rate of investment than

9% See, for instance, Martin Feldstein and Charles Horioks, “Domestic Saving and Interna-
tional Capital Flows,” Economic Journal, vol. 90 (June 1380) pp. 314-29. X

34 Ses Phillippe Bacchetta and Marsin Feidstein, - Nati Savizg and International Invest
ment”, Nuﬁonﬂn Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper #3164, November 1989.
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would be possible if investment were financea by domestic saving.
Foreign investment in the United States does increase the produc-
tivity of American workers. However, the profits generated by for-
eign investment flow abroad, since the United States has to pay in-
terest on the funds it borrows. Furthermore, eventually the debt
will have to be repaid, so the net wealth that is left to future gen-
erations of Americans is smaller than it would be if the investment
were financed by domestic saving.

Trends in national saving and investment

National saving is generally divided into private saving and
public saving. Private saving is comprised of household or personal
saving and business saving. Households save by not spending all of
their disposable income (i.e., after-tax income). Businesses save by
retaining some of their earnings. Public saving reflects the extent
to which the Federal, State, and local governments run budget sur-
pluses or deficits. Table 8 presents data on the components of net
national saving in the United States.

45-954 - 91 - 4



Table 8.—Components of Net National Saving, Selected Years, 1929-1990

{In billions of dollars)
Private saving Public saving
Federal

Year Net Net Totalnet surplusor Spie and
personal business private  deficit (~) or
saving saving saving deficit (~)
1929 . 26 24 5.0 12 —02

1989 18 3 21 - [}
1949 74 10.5 17.9 -26 -1
1954 16.4 98 26.2 —6.0 -~11
1959 218 15.7 315 -11 -4
1964 315 254 569 -33 1.0
1969 42.2 26.3 67.5 84 1.5
1974 96.7 20.1 116.8 ~11.6 72
1975 104.6 37.1 1417 —69.4- 4.5
1976 95.8 464 142.2 —535 15.2
1977 90.7 62.3 153.0 ~46.0 269
1978 110.2 69.0 179.2 —293 289
1979 118.1 61.9 180.0 -16.1 216
1980 136.9 311 1746 -61.3 268
1981 1594 433 202.7 —63.8 U1
1982 1539 20.0 1739 -145.9 35.1
1983 130.6 66.0 195.6 —-176.0 415
1984 164.1 94.0 258.1 —169.6 64.6
1985 1254 102.7 2281 —196.9 66.1
1986 1249 84.6 2094 —206.9 62.8
1987 925 83.2 176.7 ~168.2 51.0
1988 145.6 914 2370 -1417 465
1989 171.8 53.1 2249 -184.3 46.4
1930 179.1 29.1 208.2 -161.3 36.4

Source: Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis.

—
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Table 9 presents net saving by component as a percentage of
gross national product (GNP). As the table demonstrates, net busi-
ness saving,’” personal saving, and public saving were all lower
during the 1980s then in any of the three previous decades. Net na-
tional saving declined steadily through most of the 1980s.

Table 9.-~Components of Net National Savings as a Percentage of
GNP, Selected Years, 1929-90

Net Net , Total net Public Total net
Year personal  business private savin national
saving saving saving L3 saving
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Source: Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis.

Some analysts suggest that because households save out of their
disposable income (i.e., after-tax income), it is more appropriate to
examine personal saving relative to disposable income than to ex-
amine personal saving relative to GNP. Table 10 presents personal
saving as a percenta%e of disposable income. Generally, the same
trends observed in Table 9 are evident in Table 10.

37 Tables 8 and 9 present net saving, which equals gross saving lese capital consumption (de-
preciation). Trends in groes saving are preuntedeqm Appendix II.
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Table 10.—Personal Saving as a Percentage of Dlsposable Personal
Income, Selected Years, 1929-90

Personal “::e‘
as & percen
Year of disposable

personal income

AAANRADADIID I 10D TN 0 R0 W
TIANO =M= OO NWEROWWD =N

! Estimate.
Source: Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis.

Figure 1, above, displays domestic saving, domestic investment,
and net forexgn investment as a percentage of GNP for the penod
1970 to 1990. Prior to 1980, domestic saving generally financed do-
mestic investment as well as providing funds for Americans to be
net investors abroad (negative net foreign investment in the
figure). Since 1980, net saving has fallen short of domestic invest-
ment. The figure mdlcates that, as a share of GNP, domestic in-
vestment has declined from its 1984 peak and that net foreign in-
vestment has provided for the difference in domestic savings and
investment.%® Thus, although the decline in saving was coincident
with a decline in investment, this decline was not as severe as it

might have been had there not been foreign investment.

A Appendil table 5 in Appendix II provides data underlying Figure 1.
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Comparison between the saving rates of the U.S. and other countries

The United States’ national saving rate is low when compared to
that of other nations. This comparison is shown in Table 11 for
total national saving and in Table 12 for household or personal
saving. Figure 3 also highlights the data from Table 11 for the
United States, Canada, Germany, and Japan. As the table indi-
cates, the net saving rate of the United States during the 1980s was
below the saving rates of most countries in the OECD.??

FiGure 3

Net National Saving Rates
as a Percentage of GDP
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30 The data on international saving rates in Tables 11 and 12 are not directly comparable to
the data in Tables 9 and 10 because such data are not always compiled consistently across na-
tions. For example, in computing household savmg rates, the OECD subtracts household interest
expense from income to determine U.S. h The Bureau of Economic
Analysis does not make a similar adjustment in defining h hold di Also,
while the source of the international comparisons draws on data from the OECD, which at-
umpu to provide data on an mumauunally comparable basis, the data are not fully compara-
ble. For le, in ing h hold saving rates, the definition of the household sector is
not 1dent1cal across all counmec In pamcular, excep! in Japan. France, and Italy, private non-

rofit insti are luded in the tor. See, Andrew Dean, Mamne Durand,
ohn Fallon and Peter Hoeller, “Saving Trends and Behaviour in OECD Countries,” OECD, Ec-
onomics and Statistics Department Working Paper, No. 67, June 1989.




Table 11.—Net National Saving as a Percentage of Gross Domestic Products (GDP), Selected Years, 1962-1989

1967 1972 1975 1978 1981 1983 1983 1984 1985 198 1987 1988 1989
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Table 12.—~Net Household Saving As a Percentage of Disposable Household Income, Selected Year, 1972-1989

Country 1972 1975 1978 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 ‘;‘m
75 94 73 17 70 55 63 45 43 33 43 56 5.6

. 182 228 208 183 165 163 160 160 164 151 148 153 16.3
. 144 151 120 135 127 108 114 114 122 123 126 122 12.2
. 189 202 204 180 173 159 145 140 132 115 121 122 129
. 312 269 256 205 19.0 198 204 1783 153 143 142 141 15.5
. 96 116 111 128 116 98 102 9.7 8.2 517 4.1 5.0 9.1
. 87 127 126 154 182 148 150 133 106 97 94 104 13.0
. 174 165 166 162 136 147 134 111 131 119 133 141 13.8
. 203 190 204 216 197 188 206 214 176 168 203 21.0 19.8
76 39 25 23 47 20 19 20 28 21 24 38 25
2.3 4.7 4.5 3.0 0.8 1.6 1.3 1.7 03 —-34 -—-51 -387 0.2
102 176 46 4.6 62 58 5.8 5.7 70 84 98 107 6.7
118 149 11.7 9.7 83 19 9.1 .1 68 65 67 19 8.1

1 The figures for France, Italy, and the United Kingdom are gross saving rates.

Source: Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Devel t, OECD E« ic Outlook, 45, June 1989, and OECD Economic
Qutlook, 47, June 1990.
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Generally, saving rates of all nations have declined from the
rates of the late 1960s. In percentage terms, the decline in the na-
tional saving rate of the United States between 1967 and 1989 is
greater than the decline of the saving rates of Japan and Germany,
but comparable to the decline of the saving rates of France and

y.
Although many people have pointed to the low saving rate in the
United States as a cause of declining productivity, others argue
that the United States has long been a relatively low-saving nation,
and yet has enjoyed substantial economic growth. They note that
many of the nations with higher saving rates were nations which
needed to rebuild after the destruction of war on their own terri-
tory.
Furthermore, some argue that the low saving rate in the United
States may be a product of demographics, and that the saving rate
will increase as the baby boomers enter their forties and fifties,
typically the years during which people do much of their retire-
ment saving. However, others note that in the past, demographic
changes have not been very successful at predicting saving rates.
In general, the decline in private saving rates is not well under-
stood. It is likely that demographic changes, capital market liberal-
ization, increased insurance availability, and increased social secu-
rity benefits have all contributed to the decline. However, these
factors have not proved significant enough to account for the total
decline in the saving rate. Similarly, there is no convincing expla-
nation for why saving rates have declined in other nations as well.

Wage growth and productivity

People who are concerned about the low saving rate in the U.S.
point to the relationship between saving, investment, and labor
productnvny Figure 2, above, illustrates the relatlonshlp between
saving and mvestment Figure 4 illustrates the relationship be-
tween investment rates and productivity growth in manufacturing.
Countries that had high investment rates during the period from
1960 to 1989 also experienced large increases in productivity
(output per hour worked).
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D. The Adequacy of Retirement Savings
1. Economic status of the elderly

Sources of retirement income

Table 13 presents a breakdown of the sources of income for indi-
viduals over age 65. As the table indicates, social security is the
largest source of retirement income (38 percent in 1986), followed
by income from assets (26 percent in 1986), earnings (17 percent in
}981(’gé6|3nd private and government employee pensions (14 percent
n .
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Table 13.—Composition of Elderly’s Income Over Time, Selected
Years, 1976-1986

Shares of Aggregate Income of Married Couples and Unmarried
Persons Aged 65 and Older: Percentage Distribution of Income
from All Sources

(In percent)]

Source of income 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1988
Total percentage.........c..ce.cerenue 100 100 100 100 100 100

Percentage of me from
retirement benefits ............. §5 54 65 54 63 54
Social security w 39 38 39 39 88 38
Railroad retirement........ 1 1 1 1 1 1

Government emplo;
nsions......... 6 6 1 17 1 1
vate pension

ities.....cccvuveneee 7 7 7 6 6 7
i 23 23 19 18 16 17
Income from assets . 18 19 22 25 28 26
Public assistance..... 2 2 1 1 1 1
Other 2 2 3 2 2 2

Source: EBRI Data Book on Employee Benefits, 1990; p. 713.

Many researchers have attempted to measure whether people
have adequate savings for retirement. A common measure of re-
tirement savings adequacy is called the replacement rate, which is
defined as the ratio of retirement income over income during the
wor years.

The issue of what replacement rate should be called adequate de-
pends on a number of factors. A replacement rate of 100 percent
means that the person’s income during retirement is equal to their
income during worki . There are a number of reasons that
a replacement rate of 100 percent may not be optimal. First, people
may desire to have more income during the working years because
some of that income is saved for retirement. If people choose to
have constant consumption over time, they save during their work-
ing years and dissave during retirement. geoond, most elderly own
their own homes (75 percent of households in 1987 ¢° ), and most of
these (83 percent in 1987 41 ) have paid off their mortgages. Thus,
most elderly receive housing without incurring any expenses
beyond maintenance and utilities, whereas during their working
mrs, they were likely to have been making mortgage payments.

ird, few elderly households care for children, and therefore
household expenses are likely to be lower. Fourth, the elderly are
Fenerally covered by Medicare, which provides insurance against
arge medical expenses and pays for most expenditures on health.
Fifth, social security benefits, which represent the major source of

49 Statistical Abstract of The United States 1990, Table 1217, page 722,
1 Seatistical Abstract of The United States 1990, Table 1278, page 722.
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retirement income, are largely untaxed.4? Thus, social security
benefits can be smaller than income earned during the working
years and still provide the same after-tax income. For the lowest
income groups, this effect is not large since earned income is sub-
ject to the payroll tax, but probably not subject to the income tax.

These arguments suggest that the appropriate replacement rate
for the elderly to have adequate retirement savings is less than 100
percent. However, there may be some factors which dictate that
the replacement rate should be higher than 100 percent. First, al-
though the elderly are covered by Medicare, they are also more
likely to incur large medical expenses which may not be completely
covered by medicare. Similarly, Medicare generally does not cover
nursing home care or the costs of care in other long-term care fa-
cilities, and only those elderly poor enough to receive Medicaid or
eligible through veterans’ assistance are covered.

Table 14 presents actual replacement rates for social security
and pension income for retired workers. These are calculated using
two methods. The first method calculates the ratio of social securi-
ty and pension benefits relative to a worker’s highest career earn-
ings.*® The second method calculates benefits relative to the aver-
age earnings in the 5 years preceding retirement.4* It seems likely
that the career high earnings overstate average earnings, and
earnings during the 5 years preceding retirement understate aver-
age earnings. Thus, these two replacement rates may be seen as
upper and lower bounds of estimates of the replacement of average
career earnings. These replacement rates measure the replacement
of income through retirement benefits, and do not include any
income earned during retirement or any income from savings.

4% Social security benefit recipi with modified AGI ding certain limits have to in-
clude up to 50 percent of their benefits in income. In 1990, 21% of all elderly included some
portion of social security benefits in taxable income.

*3 Earnings are indexed by the rate of wage growth. Highest career earnings are defined as
the average of the highest 5 years of earnings.

4$ This measure is calculated only for those individuals who worked a significant amount
during the 5 years preceding retirement.
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Table 14.—Social Security and Pension Income as a Percentage of
Individuals’ Preretirement Income

[Post-reti t income repl t rates in percent)
Individuals in
Category Al yowest Second Third  Highest
25% 25% 25% 5%
Men
Highest earnings:!
Median social i
security rate.......... 26 31 28 25 18
Median total rate..... 33 34 34 34 27
Percent with
employer
pensions..........ueee 44 16 41 57 63
Last earnings:?
Median social
security rate.......... 38 67 42 34 25
Median total rate..... 50 72 50 45 40
Percent with
employer
pensions................ 44 22 43 60 66
Wonien
Highest earnings:
Median social
security rate.......... 31 38 30 30 27
Median total rate..... 34 39 31 34 35
Percent with
employer
pensions........c..... 26 5 15 34 54
Last earnings:
Median social
security rate.......... 44 89 45 41 35
Median total rate..... 52 94 47 47 47
Percent with
employer
pensions................ 26 10 20 42 63

! Highest earnings are calculated as the average of the highest 5 years of
earnings.

% Last earnings are calculated as the average of the last 5 years of earnings.

Source: Susan Grad, “Earnings replacement rates of new retired workers”, Social
Security Bulletin, Volume 53, Number 10, October

Because couples receive at least 150 percent of the social security
benefits of the highest earner (for instance, if one spouse did not
work, the couples receives an additional 50 percent of the earner’s
social security benefit), it may be more appropriate to look at re-
placement rates for couples. These are presented in Table 15.
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Table 15.—Social Security and Pension Income as a Percentage of
Couples’ Preretirement Income
[Poet-reti t i repl t rates in percent)

P

Couples in

Al
couples Lowest Second Third Highest
26% 25% 25% 25%

Men
Highest earnings: !
Median social
security rate.......... 30 39 35 28 21
Median total rate..... 30 43 42 35 30
Percent with
employer
pensions................. 51 24 52 67 65
Last earnings:?
Median social
security rate.......... 49 K 55 46 33
Median total rate..... 60 86 64 55 48
Percent with
employer
pensions................. ‘51 30 53 60 71

Women
Highest earnings:
Median social
security rate.......... 28 36 30 28 20
Median total rate..... 33 38 35 32 26
Percent with
employer
pensions................. 52 23 51 61 67
Last earnings:
Median social
security rate.......... 62 131 75 54 38
Median total rate..... 73 154 82 60 48
Percent with
employer
pensions................. 52 40 57 56 64

! Highest earnings are calculated as the average of the highest 5 years of
earnings.

2 Last earnings are calculated as the average of the last 5 years of earninge.

Source: Susan Grad, "Earnixgs replacement rates of new retired workers”, Social
Security Bulletin, Volume 53, Number 10, October 1990.

As the tables demonstrate, social security and pension benefits
replace roughly 33 percent of the career high earnings and 50 per-
cent of earnings over the last 5 years for individuals. When spousal
benefits are taken into account, replacement rates are slightly
higher, averaging 30 to 33 percent of highest earnings hut 60 to 70
percent of last earnings.




106

€5

Tables 14 and 15 also demonstrate that replacement rates are
highest for the poor. For the lowest income quartile, individual re-
placement rates varied between 34 and 39 percent of highest earn-
is.gs, and 72 to 94 percent of last earnings.

%gnall' , Table 16 demonstrates how social security benefits have
increased over time. Social security benefits relative to the income
of the elderly have increased substantially over the past forty

years.,
Table 16.—Social Security Benefits Over Time,
Selected Years, 1950-1985

Ratio of social
security p-yuﬁ:nt-
to per cap
Year disposable income
of the elderly
(percent)

Source: Summers and Carroll, “Why is U.S. National Savmq So Low?”’, Brook-
ings Papers on Economic Activity 2, The Brookings Institution, 1987

Poverty

Another method used to examine the economsc status of the el-
derly is to compare their rates of poverty to those of the general
population. These poverty rates are presented in Table 17. As the
table demonstrates, poverty among the elderly has declined dra-
matically over the last 30 years, from over 35 percent in 1959 to 12
percent in 1988. By 1988, the poverty rate of the elderly was less
than the poverty rate of the general population. The poverty rate
of elderly persons living in families (with a a'llgﬁuse or children) was
6.2 percent, lower than for any other group. The major explanation
for this decline in poverty is the increase in social security benefits
and coverage described in Table 16 above.
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Table 17.—Poverty Rates by Age,

Selected Years, 1959-1988

Age group 1959 1970 1980 1988

All ages ... 224 126 130 131
Children under 18.. . 269 150 179 194
18to 54.....ccevvennne . 165 87 105 107
5580 64.....ovvicin e 215 114 9.5 10.1
65 or older.........cooeeeieinieiniicicnniiien 352 246 157 120
In families. . 269 147 8.5 6.2
Unrelated individuals.. 61.9 471 306 241
Men ... 590 389 244 195
Women.....coviiiiereiiiinniiiinni 633 497 323 265

Source: Social Security Bulletin, Annual Statistical Supplement, 1990, p. 123.

2, Expected retirement income and needs of current workers

The above discussion demonstrates that, as a group, the elderly
are as well off as the rest of society, mdlcatlng that given social
security and pension benefits, savings were adequate. However, to
determine whether the savings of current workers are enough to
provide adequate retirement income, it is necessary to examine
how this group might differ from current retirees.

Social security and employer-provided pension plan coverage

Because social security coverage of workers has increased over
time, 45 and because the labor force participation of women has
also been increaging, current workers are more likely to be covered
by social security than current retirees. Similarly, pension coverage
of current workers is also substantially larger than of current retir-
ees. Table 18 compares estimates of the percentage of current
workers who are projected to be covered by various income sources
with the coverage of current retirees.

*% For a di ry of social munoz , see Committee on
Ways and Mum Ooervnw o/' Enmkmcul Progmma (WMCP 102-9), Msy 7 1991, pp. 105-106.
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Table 18.—Projected Rates of Retirees Eligible for Pension
Benefits
[In percent)
Work
B Income source ::s-:ré:e;l';: B:;{:&“}"
Social security.........ccorvriverenrrrens 86 97
Employer-sponsored pension......... 48 1
Earnings. w 35 29
Supplemental security income. 10 3

! Aged 55 to 64 in 1979.
* Aged 25 to 34 in 1979.

Source: EBRI Databook on Employer Benefits, 1990, p. 15.

Personal saving

Although coverage by pensions and social security is expected to
be higher for current workers than it is for current retirees, the
saving rate of current workers may be lower than the rate at
which current retirees saved during their working lives. This would
imply that although one source of retirement ircome, retirement
benefits, is expected to be higher for current workers, another
source, income from savings, may be lower.

The measure of personal saving used in the National Income and
Product Accounts attributes all corporate pension contributions
and earnings to the household sector. Thus, the increased pension
coverage is already included in the measare of household saving.
Table 9, above, shows that personal saving has been declining over
the past 16 {L‘ears Private saving, which includes the saving of busi-
ness, and which may provide a better measure of total households
saving since businesses are ultimately owned by households, exhib-
its the same downward trend. Thus, the saving of the current gen-
:l:;ation of workers for their retirement seems to be low relative to

e past.

3. Increased retirement costs

Finally, it is possible that the need for retirement income is in-
creasing over time. Increases in life expectancies and trends toward
earlier retirement increase the number of years in retirement and
therefore, increase the need for saving. Furthermore, the normal
retirement age for social security w;';nﬁmnged in 1983. In 1991, the
normal retirement for social security (the age at which retirees re-
ceive full benefits) is 65. By 2010, normal retirement will be 67
years. If the increase in the normal retirement age means that in-
dividuals will be working more years, then current saving need not
adjust. However, if the historical trend toward earlier retirement
continues, then the increase in normal retirement age for receipt
of full social security benefits means that individuals should in-
crease theiz retirement saving.
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Similarly, increased life expectancies and rapid medical cost in-
flation increase the probability of large medical expenses. Table 19
shows that out-of-pocket medical expenditures for the elderly have
been steadily increasing over the last 11 years. Also, many people
have noted that the probability of an individual requiring long-
term care some time in their lifetime has been increasing.

Table 19.—Qut-of-Pocket Health Expenditures of the Elderly

1977 1984 - 1988

Per capita expenditures (current dollars)... $522 $1,059 $1,697
Per capita expenditures (1988 dollars) ........ $1,019 $1,206 $1,697
Peroen of total health care expendi-

t are out-of-pocket ............ccorvennnes 29.4 25.2 29.3

Source: EBRI Databook on Employee Benefits, 1990, pp. 164-165.
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APPENDIX I:
Comparison of S. 612 To Other Tax Incentives For Saving

Qualified plans

Many employers contribute to tax-favored qualified retirement
pension plans to help their employees save for retirement. Under
certain circumstances, benefits accrued under a qualified retire-
ment plan may be borrowed or withdrawn to pay education ex-
penses, purchase homes, or be used for other nonretirement pur-
poses. By design, the after-tax return from investment in a quali-
fied plan is generally the same as the after-tax return to invest-
ment in an IRA. In general terms, both a qualified plan and a de-
ductible IRA exempt the current investment from current income,
but tax the principal and earnings upoin withdrawal.

There are several differences between IRAs, as proposed in
S. 612, and qualified plans that may affect taxpayers’ preference of
saving via an IRA or qualified plan. Contributions to qualified
plans generally are exempt from social security (FICA) taxes,*®
whereas investments in an IRA, to the extent they are made with
wage or salary income, generally are subject to the payroll tax.
However, because payroll tax payments may be seen by the taxpay-
er as providing for a future benefit, it is unclear whether this dis-
parate treatment favors investment via a qualified plan over in-
vestment via an IRA. The extent to which the taxpayer may make
tax-favored saving is subject to annual limitations under both the
IRA and a qualified plan. Generally, the annual contribution limi-
tation under the qualified plan is greater than the annual contribu-
tion limitation under the IRA. As an entirely self-directed saving
plan, the IRA may offer the taxpayer more flexibility in the choice
of his investments. On the other hand, many employers effectively
increase the employee’s return to saving via a qualified plan (e.g.,
sec. 401(k) plans) by matching all or a portion of the employee’s
contribution. Employer matching would give the taxpayer a strong
economic incentive to save via a qualified plan before saving via an
IRA. Certain qualified plans, for example defined benefit plans,
may be perceived as offering the taxpayer protection against some
of the risk of the market place, which a self-directed IRA may not
offer. The provisions of S. 612 providing for penalty-free early with-
drawals from IRAs may make the IRA relatively more attractive
than qualified plans which have more restrictive withdrawal provi-
sions. For example, under the special option of S. 612, the taxpayer
may withdraw his or her funds for any purpose after satisfying a 5-
year holding period requirement.

4¢ This is not true in the case of contributions to a qualified cash or deferred arrangement
(sec. 401(k) plan), which are subject to social security taxes.

(69
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Tax-exempt bonds

The interest on qualified bonds issued by State and local govern-
ments is exempt from Federal income taxation. However, because
the demand for these bonds is large relative to the quantity of
these bonds, most of the benefits of municipal bonds accrue to the
issuers who pay interest rates below those offered on taxable secu-
rities. Because IRAs permit taxpayers to earn taxable yields on a
tax-exempt basis, some have suggested that the expansion of
present-law deductible IRAs and the creation of special IRAs would
reduce demand for qualifying tax-exempt State and local bonds,
thereby increasing issuers’ interest costs. In addition, as noted
above, one would expect that taxpayers receiving social security
benefits might prefer investment in a special IRA to municipal
bonds because interest on tax-exempt securities is includible in
modified AGI when determining whether the taxpayer’s social se-
curiﬁr benefits are taxable, while the earning on the IRA may not
be. However, the annual contribution limit applicable to the IRA
may be small relative to the average purchase of tax-exempt bonds.

U.S. Series EE savings bonds

The interest on U.S. Series EE savings bonds currently is taxed
on a deferred basis. An IRA effectively exempts interest from tax.
A taxpayer would find it more profitable to invest in otherwise
fully taxable instruments, such as other U.S. Treasury securities,
and place those securities in an IRA. Such a strategy would not di-
minish the market for Treasury securities as a whole, although it
might diminish the demand for Series EE bonds. In addition, to the
extent that the annual IRA contribution limit constrains the tax-
payer, Series EE bonds would offer further opportunities for tax-
preferred saving.

If a taxpayer uses the proceeds from qualifying Series EE savings
bonds to pay qualifying post-secondary education expenses, the in-
terest is exempt from tax. This is comparable to treatment of an
investment in an IRA which is withdrawn to pay for education ex-
penses. Unlike the Series EE savings bonds, withdrawals for educa-
tion expenses, or any other withdrawal, are subject to income limi-
tations. This feature would make the IRA a more attractive invest-
ment. On the other hand, the annual purchase of Series EE savings
bonds to be used for education expenses is not limited, as is the
proposed IRA. This feature would make the Series EE savings bond
a more attractive investment.

Life insurance and annuity contracts

While one of the reasons individuals purchase life insurance is
the insurance protection, it can also be a savings vehicle. Income
earned on a life insurance contract accrues annually (“inside build-
up”). Similarly, the earnings on an annuity contract accrue annual-
ly. The income which has accrued to such policies is subject to tax-
ation on a tax-deferred basis. Consequently, the policy could be re-
deemed to meet a saving goal. Alternatively, a loan against the
cash surrender value of a life insurance contract can be used as a
method of tax-favored saving, generally without current income
taxation of the inside buildup. By providing exemption from, rather
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than deferral of, tax, investment in an IRA which provides for pre-
retirement withdrawals generally would be more profitable than
the purchase of life insurance as a saving vehicle. However, the
annual contribution limitation may mean that the expansion of
IRAs would have only a small effect on the purchase of life insur-
ance as a saving vehicle. (Life insurance cannot be purchased
through an IRA.)

Taxation of capital gains upon realization

Under present law, capital gains on assets held by the taxpayer
are taxed upon realization rather than accrual. This offers the tax-
payer the benefit of tax deferral. If such assets are held until
death, the basis of the asset is stepped-up in the hands of the heir,
and the gain is exempt from tax. The IRA offers exemption during
the lifetime of the taxpayer, which is more valuable than deferral.
However, if capital assets are held until death, they are also
exempt from tax. Furthermore, the purchase of assets which may
accrue gains is not subject to an annual limitation, and the assets
may be held by the heir indefinitely, whereas funds in an IRA
must generally be distributed within a certain period after the
death of the taxpayer.

Asset shifting to minor children

Parents can shift assets to children and receive the benefit of the
children’s lower marginal tax rates if the children are over 13
years old. For children younger than 14, the first $500 of income
from investments generally is exempt from tax. To the extent that
parents shift assets to minor children only to the extent that the
children’s tax rate is zero, asset shifting and investment in an IRA
are economically comparable. Both offer the same net return. In
addition, like the IRA contributions, asset shifting to children is ef-
fectively capped. An effective contribution limit exists to the extent
that at some point the income from shifted assets is taxable to the
child, if over age 13, or to the parent, if under 14. At the point at
which income from shifted assets is taxable to the child or the
parent, the IRA offers greater after-tax returns.

Home ownership

The returns to investment in owner-occupied housing receive
preferential tax treatment. The implicit rental income is exempt
from tax. The gain from any appreciated value may be deferred
upon realization if another home is purchased, or $125,000 of gain
may be excluded by certain taxpayers age 55 or older, or if held
until death the gain is untaxed as the property's basis is stepped-up
upon bequest. Consequently, saving by building equity in owner oc-
cupied housing is a tax-preferred saving vehicle. Unlike an IRA,
some of the return to saving via homeownership may be subject to
tax. However, there is no annual limit to the amount of equity the
taxpayer may contribute to his or her housing investment, al-
though in order to receive the favorable tax treatment, the taxpay-
er must take the return from the investment in the form of hous-
ing.



113

APPENDIX II: ECONOMIC DATA

Appendix Table 1.—Gross and Net Business Saving in Billions of
Dollars and Total Gross and Net Saving as a Percentage of GNP,
Selected Years, 1929-90

Capital ross Net
A T
saving allowance sa percen:'t of perc:rft of
(biilions) (billions) (billions) GNP GNP
$12.3 $9.9 $2.4 153 58
9.3 9.0 3 9.7 -1
32.5 220 10.5 14.0 5.6
42.3 32,5 9.8 13.9 5.1
60.3 44.6 15.7 16.2 1.2
79.3 53.9 25.4 16.7 84
106.7 814 253 16.5 8.0
157.6 137.5 20.1 16.8 1.6
1989 161.8 37.1 14.9 48
225.6 179.2 46.4 15.9 58
263.58 201 5 62.3 16.9 6.7
298.9 229.9 69.0 18.2 19
321.7 265.8 61.9 18.3 7.6
341.5 303.8 317 16.3 5.1
391.1 347.8 43.3 17.1 5.1
403.2 383.2 20.0 14.1 2,0
461.6 396.6 65.0 13.6 20
509.5 415.5 94.0 15.1 4.1
539.9 437.2 102.7 13.3 24
544.6 460.1 84.5 124 1.5
570.2 487.0 83.2 12.3 1.5
605.7 514.3 91.4 13.5 29
089... 607.5 554.4 53.1 13.3 2.6
1990... 604.8 575.7 29.1 12.0 1.5

Source: Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis.

(72)
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Appendix Table 2.—Savings as a Percentage of GDP, Decadal
Averages, 1960s-1980s

Average

Country 19608 19708 1980s 1960-89

Appled
9.8 8.2 3.6 7.2
21.9 223 17.8 20.7
18.0 13.6 10.2 14.0
179 154 7.8 13.6
10.0 1.5 48 74
f 17:1 {2 17.8 144 9.6 139
Canada ... 9.8 114 8.4 9.9
Belgium.. 12.8 13.8 7.2 113
Greece......... 144 19.7 8.8 14.3
Netherlands... 18.3 15.8 11.8 183
Sweden........... 13.8 10.7 54 10.0
Switzerland.... 19.3 18.4 18.6 19.1
Australia.........cccocecerrvennens 11.7 9.8 41 85

Source: OECD, National Accounts, 1960-89, 1991.

Appendix Table 3.—~Investment as Percentage of GDP, Decadal
Averages, 1960s-1980s

Country 19608 19708 19808 Average

b
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Source: OECD, National Accounts, 1960-89, 1991.
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Appendix Table 4.—Output Per Hour in Manufacturing in Selected
Couitries, Decadal Averages, 1960s-1980s

[Average annual percentage rates of change]

Country 19608 19708 1980s  Ayerage
3.1 24 3.6 3.0
10.7 1.2 Fb5 7.6
6.2 4.5 18 4.1
6.8 5.0 34 5.0
3.9 2.1 4.7 3.7
6.6 6.0 4.0 5.4
4.7 3.0 1.5 3.0
5.8 7.4 4.9 6.0
NA NA NA NA
6.8 6.9 3.4 5.6
7.0 3.7 2.2 4.1
NA NA NA NA
NA NA NA NA

NA—not available.

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Office of Produc-
tivity and Technology, “Output per Hour, Hourly Compensation, and Unit Labor
Costs in Manufacturing, Fourteen Countries or Areas, 1960-1989,” April 1991.
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Appendix Table 5.—~Net Foreign Investment by Foreigners in the
United States, Selected Years, 1929-1990

Pe;cenhte
Billions } P o e
Year (dollare) GNP private

investment
-8 -8 —4.8
-1 -1 -11
-9 -3 -25
-2 .1 -4
1.2 2 1.5
-5 —-12 -1.5
-17 -2 -1.1
—4.8 -5 —32
-13 -1 -8
2.9 2 14
-88 -6 -37
~54 —.4 —22
—21.6 —-14 —-98
-9.0 -5 —-32
8.7 4 25
10.1 4 24
—26 -1 —.6
-13.0 -5 -30
—10.6 -3 —2.1
1.0 .0 2
33.5 1.1 6.7
90.9 24 13.7
1144 2.8 17.8
135.8 3.2 20.6
154.6 34 22.1
119.2 24 16.0
96.8 1.9 12.6
90.1 1.6 121

1A nﬁaﬁve entry indicates net investment by Americans overseas; a positive
en.t indicates net investment by foreign persons in the U.S.
te,

Source: Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis.

o)



May 15, 1991
ERRATA FOR JCS-5-91

On page 18, in the first line of the second paragraph
under the heading Special IRAs, replace the word
*nonductible” with “"nondeductible”.

On page 23, in Table 2, for the income category "Less
than $10,000", the percent in the phaseout range should
be 0.1 instead of 0.5. Also, for the income category
*$30,000 to $40,000", the percent in the phaseout range
should be 38.8 instead of 22.5.

On page 23, in the last line of Table 2. insert footnote
2/ before "$2,096", and insert footnote 3/ before
¥s$1,428".

On page 33, the firat sentence of the last paragraph
should read as follows: "Funds in a special IRA that are
withdrawn within S years are subject to additional tax."

On page 40, in the first line of the second paragraph
after Table 4, delete the word "savings".

L
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROBERT BERGLAND

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am pleased to testify before you
today in support of S. 612, The Savings and Investment Incentive Act of 1991,

My name is Bob Bergland. I am Executive Vice President of the National Rural
Electric Cooperative Association, the national service organization of the approxi-
mately 1,000 rural electric service sysiems operating in 46 states. These systems
serve over 25 million farm and rural residents in 2,600 of the nation’s 3,100 coun-
ties. Various programs administered by NRECA provide pension and welfare bene-
fits to over 125,000 rural electric employees, dependents, directors, and consumer-
members in these localities.

AMERICAN SAVING RATES ARE LOW

Our association is concerned with maintaining and improving the quality of life
and the prosperity of the rural communities and the members we serve. To this end,
we have sponsored several research studies on pension coverage in small rural firms
and on ways to improve national savings rates. These studies have been distributed
widely to both policy makers and researchers across the nation. My testimony today
is based on the results of these studies.

We believe the nation’s prosperity is threatened by low savings rates. During the
1980s, Americans saved less than at any time since World War II. The Japanese
people, who are among our strongest international competitors, typically save up to
four times as much of their income as we do. Even after accounting for the smaller
size of Japan’s Gross National Product, Americans save only about $1 for every $2
saved by the Japanese. The Germans, the French, and the British typically save two
to three times as much of their income as Americans do.

Despite our low saving levels, businesses still need investment capital to create
new jobs, and the Federal Government still needs savings to finance the deficit. For-
eign savers have taken up the slack in U.S. savings rates by pumping enormous
amounts of money into our economy. As a result, the U.S. has become the world’s
largest debtor nation.

But when our foreign debts come due, income generated by Americans will have
to be devoted to paying them. Dependence on foreign capital commits our future
income, and the income of our children, to foreign investors rather than to meeting
our own, urgent, domestic needs. The availability of foreign cash is also a shaky
foundation for building our economic well-being. Foreign investment depends on
world events that are often out of our control. Thus, it may not always be there
when we need it.

Generating the savings we need to restore our economic strength will not be an
easy task. The American Society of Pension Actuaries has estimated that business
and personal saving would have to increase by about 20 percent to offset the Feder-
al deficit; 16 percent to offset net foreign investment in the U.S. economy; and 72
percent to offset the nation’s international debt.

WHAT WE CAN DO

We will never be able to close our doors to foreign trade and investment—and
shouldn’t want to. What we need, instead, are tools to encourage Americans to do
more for themselves. IRAs can be one of those tools: they are proven, attractive, and
effective.

There are many explanations for this country’s abysmal savings rate, but many
economists believe that the tax code makes saving less financially attractive than
spending. Money saved is taxed twice: once when it is earned and once when it
earns interest. Money spent, in contrast, is taxed only once. The tax code encour-
ages us to live only for today.

IRAs have long been attractive to older workers preparing for retirement. The
Employee Benefit Research Institute found that when IRAs were deductible for all
workers, those age 55 or older were more than three times as likely to set up an
IRA as their younger colleagues.

8. 612 1S A BETTER APPROACH

S. 612 would apply some of the lessons we have learned over the years to make
IRAs work better.

1. The bill would add a savings incentive for younger workers. It weuld permit
penalty-free withdrawals of IRA savings for education, first-time home purchases,
and “financially devastating” medical expenses. We believe the exceptions proposed
in the bill are appropriate for several reasons:
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¢ In the past ten years, higher education costs have grown twice as fast as infla-
tion.

* Housing prices are rising faster than people’s ability to save for a down pay-
ment.
* Basic health care costs are two and one-hulf times what they were in 1980.

¢ The home and education exemptions would be multi-generational. Parents and
grandparents would be able to help their children and grandchildren without losing
the IRA’s tax advantages. Children would be able to help dependent parents with
high medical bills.

2. The contribution amount exempt from taxes each year would be indexed for
inflation. IRAs are currently vulnerable to inflation as the contribution amount is
not indexed. Pension contributions are already indexed for inflation, since they tend
to keep pace with the employee’s wage growth. Since the passage of the 1986 Tax
Reform Act, personal exemptions and deductions are also indexed for inflation. We
believe indexing will encourage greater use of IRAs and make saving more competi-
tive with spending.

3. People who have already set aside money in IRAs would also be able to take
advantage of the more lenient withdrawal regulations. This would avoid the incen-
tive to shift money among tax-exempt accounts.

4. Participants in section 401(k) and section 403(b) savings plans also would be eli-
gible for the education and home-purchase tax break on early withdrawals. This
would avoid the incentive to switch from employer plans to IRAs as a means of re-
tirement savings. \

IRAS ADD TO SAVING

A major element in the IRA debate has been the degree to which IRA contribu-
tions constitute a net addition to savings. Early evidence that IRAs represented pri-
marily transfers of existing savings encouraged limits in the 1986 Tax Reform Act
on the deductibility of IRAs for some participants. IRA contributions have now de-
clined by about half. Ironically, many of those reportedly abandoning IRAs would be
eligible to deduct them, even under the complex new rules. Americans continue to
save less than the workers of almost every otger developed nation.

More recently, improved data and analyses suggest that IRAs worked better than
we thought. Economists at the National Bureau of Economic Research believe that
expanding IRA availability would generate a respectable $0.67 in new saving for
each dollar of deposits. By comparison, employer pension plans are estimated to add
$0.70 to $0.84 to savings for every dollar deposited. IRAs have thus been rehabilitat-
ed as part of the nation's savings tool kit.

The IRA debate has also been clouded by a host of innovative savings proposals.
The last few years have seen proposals for specialized medical, educational, and
housing accounts, for example, with no end to their proliferation in sight. We urge
the Congress to stick with a proven winner. We know how IRAs work, and we know
how to use them. Research indicates that established tax incentives are more effec-
tive than those that taxpayers perceive as transitory. This is common sense: a per-
manent tax provision becomes a habit. A new, temporary, rule, on the other hand,
becomes just one more burdensome piece of information to absorb.

IRAS AND RURAL AMERICA

Expanding IRAs would helg rural businesses, workers and investors.

It 18 no secret that the U.S. agriculture sector is in crisis. Even those rural com-
munities that do not depend on agriculture are facing difficult times. Rural econo-
mies tend to be less diversified than those of urban areas, depending heavily on one
firm or one industry for employment and income. As a result, if one firm—maybe a
branch of a larger business—pulls out of a community, the whole community can
face disaster.

IRAs can help many rural communities adjust to economic change. Businesses in
smell, rural communities depend largely on their local bankers for start-up and ex-

nsion capital. IRA holders consistently invest their funds in their local banks.
RA_stalwould thus help rural communities by providing sorely needed investment
capital.

ural Americans also need the added retirement income that would be provided
by expanded access to an improved IRA. A few years ago, we surveyed employee
benefit ptactices in over 800 rural businesses with 60 or fewer full-time employees.
We found that employees of small rural firms are less than one-third as lhkely to
have employer-provided retirement coverage as those in larger firms nationwide.
Nearly 30 percent of the employers who did not offer coverage said cost was the
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major deterrent to offering a plan. Twenty percent also said their firms were too
small to offer a plan.

S. 612 would not directly improve retirement coverage in smaller firms, but it
could redress one important inequity that arose out of the 1986 Tax Reform Act.
The tax reform law provides that a two-earner household with an adjusted gross
income of $50,000 or more can deduct no IRA contributions at all if even one earner
is covered under an employer-sponsored plan, while households with incomes below
this level may deduct a reduced share of their IRA contributions. Spouses of covered
employees who would otherwise be eligible to deduct IRA contributions are thus
denied deductibility solely on the basis of marital status.

This provision reduces the ability of employees to use IRAs during periods of em-
ployment without pension coverage. It also disproportionately affects small-firm em-
ployees, since they are the least likely to be covered under employer-sponsored
plans. S. 612 would help bridge this important gap in the nation’s retirement
income safety net.

IRAS AND OTHER RETIREMENT INCOME

Our nation’s retirement income system has been built on what is often called the
“three-legged stool.” One leg is Social Security, another is employer-provided pen-
sions, and the third is individual saving. This nation should support a mechanism
that encourages workers to provide today for their retirement tomorrow.

Basic human nature and family needs dictate that young people save for purposes
other than retirement. These purposes may include home purchases and educating
their children. As they get older, they start to focus more on retirement security.
Getting a late start on retirement saving means that contributions have a shorter
time ;o accumulate investment earnings, which reduces the retirement income they
provide.

To be effective, savings incentives must attract younger workers, for one funda-
mental reason: there are more of them than ever before. Washington needs to come
up with savings incentives to encourage both younger and older employees to put
money aside for future needs.

NRECA believes that the Savings and Investment Incentive Act of 1991 does that.
We believe this bill is both good savings policy and good retirement policy. We urge
the Congress to act promptly to restore this important element of economic security.

Thank you for your attention.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF NEAL CUTLER

Good Morning, Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee: My name is Neal
Cutler. I am the Director of the Boettner Institute of Financial Gerontology, a small
nonprofit academic research institute. Qur research is on the social and financial
aspects of aging in the United States and in other economically developed countries.
We are located on the campus of the American College in Bryn Mawr, Pennsylva-
nia. I am a Professor in the Graduate Gerontology Program at the University of
Pennsylvania, in Philadelphia.

Mr. Chairman, this hearing and the general issue of retirement income reflects
the well-known Graying of America. But I am here this morning to modify, at least
slightly, the terms of the discussion away from the aging of America: the theme of
these brief comments is, instead, THE MIDDLE-AGING OF AMERICA.

One of the more important conclusions of our Institute’s continuing research in
Tinancial gerontology is that the truly dramatic population trend of the 1990s and,
indeed over this next Quarter-Century, is not the aging of our country, but middle-
aging.

Mr. Chairman, our Institute is not here this morning to take a partisan or politi-
cal position on the issue of Individual Retirement Accounts, But I am happy to sum-
marize some of our work, in the hope that our research will focus discussion on the
crucial issue of individual responsibility for financial and retirement planning.

The message here is fairly straight-forward. I would like to malke just two points,
and then add an international comparison as a final footnote.

The two points have to do with two kinds of aging which gerontologists study. We
distinguish between Individual Aging and Popui’:ztion Aging. Both of these are rele-
vant to the connection between the Middle-Aging of America and how our citizens
prepare financially for their retirement years.

First: about Individual Aging. It wasn’t too long ago, perhaps at the beginning of
this Century, that we would not be talking about middle-age. But in the past 50 to
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15 dvears circumstances have changed so dramatically that we now recognize that
middle age has become a separate stage in the life cycle.

Life expectancy at age 65 has steadily gotten longer during this century. Indeed, it
has been estimated that two-thirds of the improvement in life expectancy from pre-
historic times until now has taken place in the years since 1900. And at the same
time, Americans have been retiring earlier and earlier. And so our financial re-
sources for old age must be accumulated during a shorter work life, and must be
adequate to finance a longer period of older age.

Much of this planning for retirement, then, should take place in middle-age. It's
also the case that sometime between our late 40s and our early 60s we begin to see
and to feel our age. Our children grow up, and leave home; our parents grow old,
a‘rlldeleave us. We begin to sense our own mortality, and we feel the need to plan for
the future.

I realize, Mr. Chairman, that I'm giving a very short summary of a complex stage ¢
of life. But, in brief, middle-age is typically a time when family earnings are ex-
panding, when most major household purchases are complete, and the children have
left home. As a consequence of these various separate but inter-connected financial
and gerontological dynamics, discretionary income may be growing, and the family
pattern of savings versus spending begins to change. And at the same time, there is
a felt need to use this third quarter of life to plan for the fourth quarter.

Let me briefly turn to the second of the two kinds of aging: POPULATION
AGING. Here we refer to the overall number of people of different ages in the
nation. And as “shocking” as it might sound, the Baby Boom will be middle-aged
before it enters old age.

In fact, the first Boomer, born in 1946, had her 45th birthday just this year. And
so 1991 begins a period when 80 million Baby Boomers produce a massive increase
in the number and percentage of middle-agers in the United States. When we com-
pare the previous quarter century, 1960-1935, with the quarter-century that has just
begun in 1990, the difference between older-age growth and middle-age growth is
fairly clear.

1360-1985 1990-2015

[ Poputation increase n
|
|
+

Two quartercentury periods ... .. .. ... . . S i age 45-64 24.1% 11.6%
) age65+J T1.1% 39.9%

The specific numbers are in my written testimony. But the conclusion is that for
the quarter-century beginning in 1990, the real action is in middle age. While the
older (65 +) age group is projected to increase by about 409%, middle-agers will grow
by over 70%. There's no mystery here: it’s the middle-aging of the Baby Boom.

The first graph included with my testimony illustrates the difference in more
visual termns. While there is continuing growth in the older population from 1950
through 2025. the United States is now entering a period of rapid middle-aging.

In conclusion, Mr, Chairman, when we combine the dynamics of individual aging,
with the numbers of population aging, the importance of the legislation you are con-
sidering today becomes even more apparent. The U.S. is facing a gerontological and
financial opportunity that is literally unprecedented in human history. Since
middle-age is a time of financial planning for later-life, the number of individuals
that would be affected by incentives to save and to plan is simply staggering.

And to emphasize the connection between saving and middle-age, our research
offers a final, international, footnote. Qver this past decade there have been many
comparisons between Japan and the U.S. on the issue of our national savings rate:
Ja&an has high rate, the U.S. has a very low rate.

e recognize, of course, that many factors contribute to a high or a low national
savings rate. But to the degree that middle-age plays a role, a comparison of Ameri-
can and Japanese demographic trends is most revealing. And so may I conclude by
directing your attention to the second graph included with my testimony. It com-
pares the percentage of the national population that is middle-aged in the two coun-
tries over a 75-year period, from 1950 to 2025.

It’s clear that substantial Japanese middle-aging began back in the 1950s. And so
Japan has had a substantial percentage of its people in the high-savings stage of
their life-cycle. But by comparison, from the 1960s to the 1980s the 80 million Amer-
ican Baby Boomers were teenagers and young adults. :
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But notice what is happening right now. The U.S. is beginning a period of very
rapid middle-aging: Baby Boom middle-aging.

During the previous three or four decades,-Japan has had a large middle-aged
population and simultaneously has had a national policy that encourages private
savings. And so this research suggests that now just might be the right time for the
U.S. to evaluate its own national policy in this regard . . . .

. . . Because, Mr. Chairman, whatever financial and gerontological benefit Japan
has had in terms of the middle-aging of its population, the United States is about to
get a lot of it over the next 25 years.

Thank you. I am ready to answer any questions you may have.

————
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USA: Middle-Aging vs. Older Aging
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JANE G. GRAVELLE

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, I am Jane G. Gravelle, a Senior
S?ecialist in Economic Policy in the Congressional Research Service of the Library
of Congress. I would like to thank you for the invitation to appear before you today
to discuss the economic effects of Individual Retirement Accounts. I shall address
three issues: the effects on savings, who benefits, and how much a restoration and
expansion of these accounts would cost in foregone revenues.

t me summarize first the economic evidence on savings effects.! Conventional
economic theory and the empirical research which existed prior to the expansion of
IRAs suggest that IRAs are not likely to increase savings, at least not by amounts
in excess of the revenue loss. Indeed, they are likely to reduce national savings.
There are three separate points which support this view. First, theory cannot deter-
mine a priori that a tax subsidy to savings would increase savings, owing to offset-
ting income and substitution effects. Empirical research has failed to identify a posi-
tive effect. Historically, the savings rate has remained relatively constant despite
significant changes in after-tax rates of return. Time series econometric studies—
studies which estimate the relationship between aggregate savings rates and rates
of return over time—have reflected this characteristic, and predict small effects
which are ambiguous in sign.2 Secondly, even if a tax subsidy, in general increases
savings, IRAs are unlikely to do so because individuals contributing to the maxi-
mum allowed experience no marginal price incentive. In our earlier experience,
about three quarters of the revenue loss from IRAs was associated with limit con-
tributors.® Finally, the experience of the eighties does not support the case that
IRAs increased savings. While IRA contributions were significant, the overall pri-
vate savings rate fell substantially during that period. Barry Bosworth has é)ointed
out that if IRAs and Keoghs were all new savings, discretionary savings dropped
frobn;lG pex;cent in the mid 1970s to zero by 1986, a conclusion which seems difficult
to believe.

There have been two cross-section studies (studies which examine the behavior of
individuals in single time period) focused on the effects of IRAs on savings, which
support this conventional view. While I have doubts about the ability of cross-sec-
tion studies to provide evidence of the effects of IRAs on savings, which is essential-
ly a dynamic process, these studies do report some interesting results. Gale and
Scholz’s study estimated desired IRA contributions and tested whether individuals
at the limit made up the difference in between their desired IRA savings and the
limit through additional non-IRA savings.® They found that there is approximately
a dollar for dollar offset, suggesting that an increase in the IRA limit would simply
reduce other savings. These findings indicate that IRAs did not increase savings.
Manegold and Joines compared the change in total savings of newly eligible contrib-
utors and previously eligible contributors, and found no difference.® If IRAs in-
creased savings, then newly eligible contributors should have increased their sav-
ings relative to previously eligible contributors.

There are three studies which are sometimes cited as evidence that IRAs will
have a pronounced effect on savings.” The cross section studies by Venti and Wise
are perhaps the most widely cited.® I believe that the Venti and Wise studies con-

! A more detailed review of the issue of the effect of IRAs on savings can be found in Jane G.
Gravelle, Do Individual Retirement Accounts Increase Savings? Farthcoming, Journal of Eco-
nomic Perspectives, Spring 1991. These issues are also discussed in Jane G. Gravelle, Capital
Gains Taxes, IRAs and Savings, Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress, Report 89-
543 RCO, September 26, 1989. .

2 For a survey of the literature indicating this conclusion see Lans Bovenberg, Tax Policy and
i\g?;ticl)gsal Savings in the United States: A Survey, National Tax Journal, June 1989, Vol. 63, pp.

3 See Harvey Galper and Charles Byce “Individual Retirement Accounts: Facts and Issues,”
Tax Notes, June 2, 1986, pp. 917-921, and Galper and Byce Respond to Summers on IRAs, Tax
Notes, June 30,1986, pgl. 1356-13517.

4 See Barry Bosworth, There’s No Simple Explanation for the Collapse in Savings, Challenge,
July-August 1989,32, pja. 27-32.

5 William Gale and John Karl Scholz, Effects of IRAs on Household Saving, July 1990.

¢ James G. Manegold and Douglas H. Joines, IRAs and Saving, An Empirical Analysis with
Panel Data, January, 1990.

71 do not include in this discussion several studies which have found a positive relationshi
between IRA contributions and other savings. It is widely recognized that this finding probably
reflects an individual specific effect (people who tend to save tend to use IRAs) rather than cau-
sality, and some more sophisticated analysis is needed to relate IRAs to saving.

8 Steven F. Venti and David A. Wise, Have IRAs Increased U.S. Savings? Experience from
gg?s&xger Expenditure Surveys, Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol. 105, August, 1990, pp.
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tained two serious analytical errors which render their results highly questionable.
First, they failed to take into account risk and the nature of life cycle savings,
which suggest that many individuals do not save for retirement at every point in
their life. Rather individuals may be saving for short term goals (e.g. a car or a va-
cation), or for a cushion against economic misfortune, and would not desire to place
their savings in IRAs because of the penalty for early withdrawal. Secondly, they
characterized IRAs as a new commodity rather than a subsidy to an existing com-
modity—that commodity being, of course, future consumption. Thus, their finding
that IRAs increase saving, which rests on the observation of many individuals who
save outside of IRAs without reaching the IRA limit or even using IRAs, is suspect.?
This conclusion is 180 degrees from the conclusion of Gale and Scholz, even though
both studies used essentially the same data.

Another frequently cited study is that of Feenberg and Skinner.'® This study
found that IRAs in the aggregate did not appear to come from reductions in existing
assets. This finding, however, tells us nothing about whether IRAs increased saving,
since IRAs could have reduced either additions to assets or consumption. The Feen-
berg and Skinner study also argues that there may be an irrational “psychological”
effect or an advertising effect which induced individuals to put money into IRAs.
This view is based in part on finding a correlation between owing tax and the size of
the IRA contribution. But such correlations could be independently related to a
number of other factors and do not necessarily indicate causality. (These factors in-
clude asset income and two earner married couples, both of which tend to be over-
withheld and both of which might have a greater tendency to hold IRAs; the econo-
metrics did not control or controlled imperfectly for these factors). Moreover, even if
these effects were present, they did not demonstrate that IRAs reduced consump-
tion; they might just as well have reduced other savings.

A third study is a time series study by Carroll and Summers comparing savings
rates in the US. and Canada.!! This study suggested that the recent divergence be-
tween savings rates in the U.S. and Canada could be explained in part by more gen-
erous IRAs in Canada. Aside from the questionable reliability of cross country com-
parisons, it is important to note that an independent regression in the United States
did not indicate a positive effect of IRAs on savings. Moreover, the savings rates in
the two countries came closer together after IRAs were rc lricted in the United
States. In any case, a recent study by Altig indicates that the statistical relationship
found by Carroll and Summers disappears when the results are controlled for differ-
ences in wealth between the two countries.2

In sum, I do not believe the economic evidence provides a case for a strong sav-
ings effect of IRAs. While we cannot be certain of the effects of IRAs on savings, a
surer way to increase national savings is likely to be through reductions in the
budget deficit. And, given the limited participation in IRAs discussed subsequently,
the surest way to ensure some minimum level of retirement security for most Amer-
icans is probably through programs such as socia! security.

Let me turn now to the question of who benefits from universal IRAs. In general,
any subsidy to capital income tends to benefit higher income individuals. The dollar
limits on IRAs restricted the magnitude of benefits that the wealthy could receive.
Nevertheless, data indicate that IRAs cannot be characterized as a subsidy to the
middle class. In 1986, 82 percent of IRA deductions were taken by the upper third of
individuals filing tax returns (based on adjusted gross income).!® Since these higher-
income individuals had higher marginal tax rates, their share of the tax benefit was
even larger. A restoration of IRAs would likely benefit primarily higher-income in-
dividuals, not only because they are more likely to use IRAs but also because IRAs
are currently available to low-income and middle-income individuals. For example,

? Similar concerns regarding the basic model underlying the Venti and Wise studies have also
been expressed by Leonard Burman, Joseph Cordes, and Larry Ozanne, IRAs and National Sav-
ings, National Tax Journal, September 1990, Vol. 43, pp. 259-283; Laurence J. Kotlikoff, The
Crisis in U.S. Saving and Proposals to Address the Crisis, National Tax Journal, September
595130.1\913(1). 43, pp. 233-246; William G. Gale and John Karl Scholz, IRAs and Household Saving,

uly .

10 10 See Daniel Feenberg and Jonathan Skinner, Sources of IRA Savings, In Lawrence H.
Summers, ed., Tax Policy and the Economy 1989, Cambridge: M.L.T. Press, 1989, pp. 25-46.

11 Chris Carroll and Lawrence H. Summers, Why Have Private Savings Rates in the U.S. and
Canada Diverged? Journal of Monetary Economics, September 1987, Vol. 20, pp. 249-80.

12 David Altig, The Case of the Missing Interest Deductions: Will Tax Reform Increase U.S.
ggv:iﬁgs Rates, Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland Economic Review, Vol. 26, No. 4, 1990, pp.

13 The data on the distribution of [RA contributions is based on the Internal Revenue Service
Statistics of Income, Individual Returns, 1986.

45-954 - 91 - 5 .
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in 1988, the last year for which data are available, only twenty percent of the filing
population had adjusted, gross incomes-above $40,000 and only thirteen percent had
incoines above $50,000. These percentages would, of course, be somewhat larger cur-
rently.

In {;ddition, while significant amounts were contributed to IRAs, their popularity
was not very widespread. In 1986, only 15 percent of returns filed reported contribu-
tions to IRAs. These participation rates are lower in the lower and middle income
classes: only 2 percent of taxpayers in the bottom third of returns and only 9 per-
cent of taxpayers in the middle third contributed to IRAs. Participation rises with
income: 33 percent of the upper third contributed, 54 percent of taxpayers in the top
tetr;d percent contributed, and 70 percent of taxpayers in the top one percent contrib-
uted.

These low contribution rates for lower and middle income classes should not be
surprising given the data on savings by income class. Individuals of modest means
can afford very little savings and that savings must often be readily available as a
cushion against economic adversity.

The final question I would like to discuss is the cost of restoring IRAs. The cost
depends on the particular proposals being considered, and I would like to discuss S.
612, for which revenue estimates are available. The cost over FY 1992-FY 1996 is
estimated by the Joint Committee on Taxation at $25.8 billion. This short run esti-
mate, however, will understate the eventual cost of such a plan, because the
amounts in IRAs tend to grow over time. This growth in cost can be quite rapid for
the special IRAs which are not deductible up front. Using a simple growth model of
the economy, I have estimated that the cost of a non-deductible IRA would, assum-
ing contributions keep pace with GNP, be almost eight times as large in the long
run as in the first five years.'4 The cost of the deductible IRA would be over twice
as large at its peak, and about a third larger in the steady state. (Both of these costs
are measured at current income levels).

While I have no information on the share assumed to be contributed to each ac-
count by the Joint Committee on Taxation, if half were assumed to go to each ac-
count the long run cost of this plan, measured in initial dollars, would be over two
and one half times as large—or about $66 billion. Or, alternatively if we were to
adopt a proposal whose revenue cost was constant relative to GNP, which had the
same present value as the new plan, the cost would be $59 billion.

In any case, the eventual cost of an IRA program is likely to be considerably more
than its cost over the current budget horizon.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ALAN GREENSPAN

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the invitation to appear before this committee today.
As you know, I have long been concerned about the low level of saving in the
United States and—pleased that this important problem is drawing renewed atten-
tion. In my prepared statement, I will address some of the broader issues bearing on
saving and investment, as well as provide a review of the available evidence on tax
incentives for personal saving.

Put simply, inadequate domestic saving is impairing our economic prospects for
the longer run. I say this with full recognition that the appropriate level of saving
for any economy is gest left to private preferences, as reflected in the marketplace.
However, as a society, we have in recent decades clearly intervened in the market
process through subsidies that enhance consumption at the expense of saving. And,
we would be well-advised to endeavor to redress such imbalances.

Saving, of course, arises when part of the nation’s current production is diverted
from consumption, both private and public; it provides the funds for capital forma-
tion. Thus, by choosing to consume more now—and to save less—we are limiting our
ability to expand and upgrade our stock of capital. It is the size of that stock and
the new technologies embedded within it that, together with the quality of the labor
force, ultimately determine our overall productive capacity and the future standard
of living of our population.

The damage from low saving does not show up immediately. It is more insidious—
it chips away at the productivity gains we are able to achieve over time; it gradually

!4 The calculation of the long run cost of IRAs is based on Jane G. Gravelle, testimony before
the Committee on Finance, Subcommittee on Deficits, Debt Management and International
Reb_t], lemltgngtat.es Senate on the subject of the Federal budget and long term decisionmaking,

pril 12, .
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hampers our competitiveness in international markets; and, after a period of years,
it results in a lower standard of living than we would otherwise enjoy.

Of course, U.S. investment can be funded by foreigners, as well as by domestic
residents. Indeed, since the 1mid-1980s, sizable inflows of capital from abroad have
helped to sustain domestic investment and, thus, have cushioned the effect of inad-
equate domestic saving on worker productivity. But heavy reliance on foreign
saving is neither a satisfectory nor a sustainable solution over the longer run. This
may seem contrary to the idea that international capital markets are well-integrat-
ed and that competing rates of return will draw funds to the most productive uses
anywhere in the world. To be sure, in today’s world, such inflows may tend to be
sustained longer than in the past. Nevertheless, the evidence for the United States
and for most other industrial nalions over the past hundred years indicates that
large inflows have not persisted ard, thus, cannot be viewed as a reliable substitute
for domestic saving on a long-term: basis. In other words, domestic investment, for
the most part, appears to follow domestic saving in the long run.

Reflecting the ?:rge current account deficits of recent years, foreigners are accu-
mulating claims on a sizable portion of our future output. Furtherimore, we know
that we will have to support a rapidly growing population of retirees two or three
decades in the future. In the end, our ability to meet those commitments, while pro-
viding rising living standards to future workers, will depend on the investments
that we make in capital and in new technologies in the interim.

Indeed, on the basis of our recent saving behavior, it is difficult to see how we
were able to achieve the high standard of living that we now enjoy. The answer is
that we have not always been a low-saving society. Granted, the statistics are prob-
lematic, but it appears that in the period following the Civil War, when the United
States began to emerge as an economic power, our saving and investment rates, as
conventionally measured, were much higher than those in Europe and Japan. For
example, between 1870 and 1910, domestic saving in the United States averaged
close to 20 percent of GNP. The best available estimates for Japan and Germany
during that period place their saving ra‘es at 15 percent or less. The saving rate in
Great Britain, whose preeminence was fading, was closer to 10 percent.

The shift toward both a relatively low and an absolutely low saving rate began
during the Great Depression, when the U.S. rate fell dramatically. In the decades
after World War 11, it stabilized at a level slightly below its pre-Depression average.
Notably, between 1950 and 1979, domestic saving averaged about 16 percent of
GNP—roughly the same as total investmant. Budget deficits generally were small,
at least by today’s standards, and the private saving rate showed no discernible
trend. Meanwhile, the U.S. enjoyed a positive—and gradually increasing—net for-
eign investment position. In the 1920s, the pattern changed markedly, as domestic
saving fell well below investment, reflecting not only the enormous Federal deficits,
but also a large drop in the private saving rate. In recent years, U.S. saving (public
and private) has totaled only about 13 percent of GNP.

Saving rates in Japan and Germany also have declined some over the past two
decades, following their surge in the post World War 1l recovery period, but they
remain substantially above those in the United States. Relative to their GNPs, the
Japanese have been saving roughly twice as much in gross terms as we have, while
Germany's saving rate has been about 1'% times ours. Cross-country comparisons of
net saving should be viewed with some caution because of differences in how depre-
ciation is measured; nonetheless, the gap in net saving probably is even larger than
in the gross measures. The high saving rates in Japan and Germany have been mir-
rored in rapid rates of capital formation that have helped them improve their com-
pe(tiitiveness relative to the United States and close much of the gap in living stand-
ards.

The issue of why one nation saves a lot while another saves relatively little—or
why saving behavior changes over time—is complex. It undoubtedly reflects cultural
influences as well as economic forces. I suspect, however, that part of the explana-
tion relates to how well members of a society, both individually and collectively,
assess their future needs and take action in the present to meet them. Collectively,
we have recognized the need to build saving and capital, and to improve our produc-
tivity performance, in anticipation of the significant increase in the ratio of retirees
to workers next century. However, as last year's debate over the financing of social
security made clear, we have yet to take sufficient actions to meet these needs. As
you are well aware, the surpluses in the social security trusts have been over-
whelmed by enormous deficits elsewhere in the Federal budget.

Just as t%;e budget deficit accounted for a large part of the fall in domestic saving
in the 1980s, the surest way to raise saving in the 1990s is to get the deficit down.
Last fall, you enacted a significant program of spending and tax changes and budget
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process reforms. Those actions set the underlying or ‘‘structural” deficit on a down-
ward track and thus represented a strategy that is geared to the longer-run needs of
the economy. I recognize that, in the near term, those savings are being swamped by
the transitory effects of the weak economy. But, as the recovery takes hold, the Fed-
eral sector’s absorption of private saving should return to a downward trend.

The goal of a balanced budget is a good place to start. But, as I have said fre-
quently in the past, it probably is not ambitious enough as a target for the longer
run. As long as the non-social-security deficit remains sizable, we are doing little to
ensure that adequate provisions are being made for the income of future retirees.
Further actions must be taken to bring the rest of the budget into balance, so that
the trust funds will no longer be financing current government consumption, but
will translate dollar for dollar into national saving.

The Federal budget deficit is only part of the story of the past decade. Saving by
households and businesses also has dropped. The fall in personal saving, in particu-
lar, has been studied extensively; in large part, it appears to be associated with the
sizable increases in household wealth through the latter part of the 1980s. To under-
stand the relation between wealth and the saving rate, it is important to note that
personal income, as defined in the national income and product accounts (NIPA),
measures the income from current production; it does not include the effects of cap-
ital gains or losses on assets already held by households; personal saving also ig-
nores revaluations of existing assets. Thus, an increase in the value of an individ-
ual’s stock portfolio or his house has no direct effect on his measured income. But, if
he raises his spending in response to the capital gain, NIPA saving will fall.

Looking at the data, one sees clearly that the surge in the stock market between
1982 and 1987 was associated with increased consumption out of financial capital
gains and, therefore, with reduced saving out of current income. In addition, the
build-up of readily accessible home equity enabled many individuals to spend more
out of current incomes than they would have otherwise—especially with home
equity lines of credit making it much simpler to borrow against the value of one’s
house. The data for Great Britain in the late 1980s support a similar linkage be-
tween surging real estate prices and falling rates of saving set aside out of personal
inccl)n:ie; more recently, the British saving rate has turned up as house sales have
cooled.

Analyses of the relation between saving and demographics in the 1980s also have
attracted much attention; on the whole, however, the results of these studies—as
well as the implications for the 1990s—are less clear-cut than one would have ex-
pected. Nonetheless, with older members of the socalled “‘baby boom’ generation
moving into their forties, the issue of retirement saving is coming to the forefront.

One way to engender more national saving, of course, is to reduce the Federal
budget deficit. But, we can also take actions that should encourage individuals to
save more. There is no shortage of proposals for new saving incentives. Some would
function in a manner similar to that of the individual retirement accounts (IRAs) of
the early and mid-1980s, which allowed workers to make deductible contributions
and to defer the tax on both the principal and earnings until the accounts were
cashed in. Other suggested incentives, such as the Family Savings Accounts favored
by the Administration, would not allow deductible contributions up front, but would
permit earnings to accumulate tax-free as long as the account balances were main-
tained for a specified amount of time. The plan offered by Senators Bentsen and
Roth (S. 612) incorporates both approaches.

When considering these proposals, a fundamental question that must be ad-
dressed is how they are likely to affect total national saving. It is relatively easy to
imagine an incentive that will raise personal saving. But unless the increase is large
enough to outweigh any associated drop in tax revenues—or sufficient deficit-reduc-
ing actions are taken elsewhere—the net effect on national saving will be negative.
In other words, the sum of private consumption plus public consumption as a per-
cent of income must fall for the national saving rate to rise.

I recognize that, under the current budget procedures, any anticipated loss of rev-
enue to the Treasury from a new tax-favored saving plan will have to be offset by
increases in other taxes or by reductions in mandatory spending. This requirement
should blunt much of the concern about potential drains on national saving—at
least over the next five years. But, as a matter of sensible tax policy, any new incen-
tive must first be evaluated on its own merits and in isolation from other consider-
ations.

Essentially two types of evidence bear on that assessment. The first is the broad
economic evidence on the relation between saving and the rate of return on saving,
which has been studied intensively over the years. In theory, the higher after-tax
rate of return produced by an IRA or other incentive has two effects. On the one
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hand, it increases the amount of future consumption that each dollar of current
saving will buy, thereby providing an incentive to save more now in order to con-
sume more later. On the other hand, because each dollar of existing saving gener-
ates more after-tax income, the individual can reduce current saving and still enjoy
more consumption both now and in the future. In principle, either effect could domi-
nate, leaving the question to empirical resolution. Unfortunately, economists have
not been able to develop unambiguous evidence on this score.

The second type of evidence for evaluating a new tax incentive comes from the
microeconomic studies of the 1982-86 IRA experience. Clearly, IRAs were very popu-
lar, with contributions averaging nearly $35 billion per year; this amount was equiv-
alent to roughly one-quarter of personal saving as measured in the national and
product accounts. However, at the time, many analysts believed that little, if any, of
the money flowing into the accounts represented new saving—a perception that un-
doubtedly contributed to the scaling back of IRAs as part of tax reform in 1986. It is
important to remember that in order to have increased saving, an IRA would need
to have reduced consumption.

Since then, many new data have become available. and several studies of the IRA
experience have been carried out. These studies provide a wealth of information,
but, again, the results are inconclusive. Some essentially confirm the ‘‘conventional
wisdom” that IRAs involved primarily a shifting of saving from one pile to another,
without much effect on the total. But others suggest that IRAs provided a substan-
tial boost to overall saving and that their effectiveness would have grown over time
as people exhausted their opportunities to shuffle existing assets.

The lack of conclusive evidence on saving incentives makes it difficult to take a
strong position either way on the desirability of a new IRA. In addition, that deter-
mination depends on how you plan to meet the pay-as-you-go requirements in the
new budget procedures; the necessary cuts in spending or increases in other taxes
may, in turn, have incentive effects of their own. In any event, the overall desirabil-
ity of the package cannot be assessed until you specify and evaluate the offsetting
elements.

In conclusion, it is important to continue to focus on the crucial need to restore
saving in the United States to levels that are consistent with our longer-run eco-
nomic objectives. As I noted earlier, the time is particularly opportune for exploring
ways to facilitate retirement saving, given the large increase in the number of retir-
ees that will occur within the next few decades. There may well be a role for a well-
designed private saving incentive in that process. But, the historical evidence sug-
gests that devising such an instrument will be a difficult task. In the end, substan-
tial reductions in the Federal budget deficit are still the surest way to overcome the
shortage of domestic saving and, thus, to increase permanently the supply of domes-
tic funds available for investment.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DoNALD W. RIEGLE, JR.

I want to commend the Chairman for holding this very important hearing cn S.
612, The Savings and Investment Act of 1991. I am one of the seventy-six co-spon-
sors of this legislation.

If we are to meet the world economic challenges of the next century, it is vitally
important that we increase our rate of savings in the United States in order to have
both the physical and human capital that will be required to meet the challenge.

Making Individual Retirement Accounts (IRAs) and annuities fully deductible for
all taxpayers, providing up-front and deferred incentives, indexing of contribution
limits, and allowing penalty-free withdrawals for first home purchases, college edu-
cation expenses and financially devastating medical expenses, will help spur a re-
newed vigor in our dismal national savings rate. The Bentsen-Roth legislation pro-
vides a real incentive for all taxpayers to begin to save and invest in our future.

I re-introduced legislation this year, S. 307, that would allow for penalty-free with-
drawals for first-time home purchases. This legislation also defers any taxes due
until the home is subsequently sold. While I have not specifically requested a reve-
nue estimate, it is my expectation that S. 307 will have a very minimal cost. Ex-
panding the type of investment applicable to IRAs and annuities to include a home
will have two very important effects: (1) allows more Americans to get into the eco-
nomic mainstream of home ownership and (2} provides a real stimulus to our econo-
my through increased homebuilding.

There has been a great dea) of discussion about the cost of the Bentsen-Roth bill.
Those opposing the Bentsen-Roth bill on the basis of cost miss a very important



130

factor. It is my feeling that there will be a much greater cost to our economic future
if we don’t provide incentives for people to save and invest.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR WiLLIAM V. RoTH, JR.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As I've expressed many times over the past few
months, this piece of legislation represents the hope and future of America. Those
who support our endeavors to realize a Super IRA are clearly those who believe in,
and are willing to work for, a strong and economically vibrant America. It is those
of little faith, little confidence in the willingness of Americans to save for their own
future who doubt the practicality of this legislation.

These latter—the naysayers—are those who claim there is no proof, no certainty
that this Super IRA will result in new savings. To them, I can only say:

Hog wash!

Ironically, they are these same people who don’t hesitate to vote for billion dollar
spending bills that cannot be certified to bring about specific results—Ilet alone the
pro-growth policies our nation so desperately needs as it looks to secure its future in
the emerging global economic community.

But fortunately for this legislation—and the future—the majority of our col-
leagues, like the majority of Americans, understand that the Super IRA offers hope
and promise of a brighter future for everyone. It offers hope for better jobs, better
standards of living, and security in old age. (And this latter hope cannot be under-
estimated, especially given the persistent concerns regarding Social Security and
the fact that America is reaching the period where the typical man and woman may
live as long in their retirement years as they do in their working years. Thus it is
important to provide incentives io help our people provide for their golden years.)

Concerning America’s economic future, Federal Reserve Board Chairman Alan
Greenspan has said that the single most important requirement of a prosperous
America is increased savings. And all we have to do is look at our trading competi-
tors abroad to verify the depth of that wisdom. Japan and Germany far out save
America. Consequently, their capital is relatively inexpensive, and business is boom-
ing, and we—as a nation—are forced to borrow from their resources for our invest-
ment here at home. Only through personal savings can we both guarantee inde-
pendence from foreign savings and investment (that so many Americans decry) and
establish independence for our families.

To see how illogical even the most logical reasoning of the naysayers is, let’s ex-
amine their attacks on this important piece of legislation:

First, they claim that it does not produce new savings. Nothing could be further
from the truth. In a few minutes, we will hear from economists—not only supply-
side economists (who I hold so dear to my own heart)—but also well-respected liber-
al economists, who, as one-time disbelievers in the IRA, critically examined thou-
sands of income tax returns to determine—contrary to their original beliefs—that
IRAs do result in substantial new savings. They found that 80 percent, or more, of
IRAS essentially result in new savings.

The second myth perpetuated by the naysayers is that we can’t afford IRAs. What
this myth says, in fact, is that we can’t afford to let hard-working, thrifty and val-
iant Americans save for their future. What the naysayers are claiming is that our
nation can’t afford to allow these people to use their own savings to send their chil-
dren to college, to help with that first-time home purchase, or to pay for catastroph-
ic health costs. (I suppose what the naysayers propose to do to deal with these real
family needs is to provide more social spending and greater dependence on govern-
ment and the naysayers’ willingness to vote even more multi-billion dollar spending
bills! It's ridiculous!) This myth continues that we can’t let American families help
each other. We can't let grandparents help their grandchildren invest in the Ameri-
can dream of home ownership. We can’t let grandchildren help grandparents pay
for catastrophic health care costs.

What people with little faith these naysayers are. What people of little vision.

The third reason the they claim we can't pay for this important legislation is be-
cause the budget summit conference is built on myths of it's own—on anti-growth
non-realities. In fact, the budget summit artfully loaded the bases against the Amer-
ican family. Given the summit requirements, the Joint Committee on Taxation has
calculated the cost of the Super-IRA program using a static model. For example, no
consideration is given to any growth resulting from the increased savings and the
affect those savings will have on the economy. What the naysayers aren’t telling us
is that given a dynamic economic model—one that takes economic growth into ac-
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count) the program will result in a positive stream of revenue, instead of a $25.8
billion static revenue loss.

Outrageous, isn’t it? But that’s the result of the budget summit and its policy of
no-growth. And I don’t buy it. Neither do a majority of my colleagues—nor our tax-
paying citizens. These people know the hour has come for real policies that lead to
growth and opportunity.

The time has come to bet on America’s future—to bet on Americans' willingness
to build that future. Don’t tell me Americans won't save. Scores of people—Sena-
tors, teachers, men and women on the street—have stopped me to say: "Go to it,
Bill.” And that’s what I intend to do.

I'm pleased to work with our distinguished Chairman to lead the charge.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DALLAS L. SALISBURY !

I am pleased to appear before you today to discuss individual retirement account
(IRA) deduction eligibility. My name is Dallas Salisbury and I am accompanied by
Joseph Piacentini. I am the president of the Employee Benefit Research Institute
(EBRI), a nonprofit, nonpartisan, public policy research organization based in Wash-
ington, D.C. EBRI has long been committed to the accurate statistical analysis of
public policy benefit issues. Through our research, we strive to contribute to the for-
mulation of effective and respensible health, welfare, and retirement policies. In
keeping with EBRI’s mission of providing objective and impartial analysis, our work
does not contain recommendations. Joe is a research associate with EBRI and is re-
sponsible for all of our primary analyses of pension and individual retirement ac-
count coverage and participation.

INTRODUCTION

Today’s retirees are at an historic high in cash and non-cash income. Social Secu-
rity and Medicare have played a significant role ini providing this economic security.
Employment-based pensions and individual retirement savings have also made a
large difference. Social Security paid $227.3 billion in retirement benefits and pen-
sion plans paid $244.4 billion in 1989, compared with $1.4 billion and $652 million,
respectively, in 1950.

Americans like retirement. So much, in fact, that they told the EBRI/Gallup poll
that, on average, they would love to retire by age 61. In recent years, as a result of
retirement savings, individuals have been able to retire earlier. Americans like the
i;_)rograms that have made retirement possible, but they are concerned about the
uture.

Americans like Medicare. But 71 percent tell the EBRI/Gallup poll that they be-
lieve Medicare will provide a lower level of benefits when they retire than it does
today. Over one-half would willingly pay higher payroll taxes tomorrow to secure
the program. They have reason to be concerned. The program is projected to move
to negative cash flow in 1996 and run out of investment earnings in 2001. To main-
tain benefit levels, the program will grow from 2 percent of GNP in 1990 to 6 per-
cent in 2060. Far more Americans believe that employers will provide health insur-
ance in retirement than is the case. Seventy-three percent believe employers should
be required to provide health insurance in retirement. In the future, Americans will
need to increase savings for retirement to retire when they want to and in order to
afford health care expenses in retirement.

Americans like Social Security. But 42 percent of poll respondents not currently
retired do not think the system will pay them a benefit when they retire; 44 percent
of those aged 18-34 and 45 percent of those aged 35-54 do not think the system
would pay them a benefit. One-half oppose payroll tax reductions, particularly (64
percent) if it would mean an increase in other taxes. The vast majority say employ-
ers and the government should do more to encourage them to save and to make it
possible for them to save. And, that if this were done, they would save.

Employers and individuals have saved a great deal. Pension and individual re-
tirement plans have, as a result, had a major impact on capital markets. At the end
of 1990, employment-based retirement plans held $2.5 trillion in assets and individ-
ual retirement accounts and Keoghs held an additional $564 billion. This represents

' The views expressed in this statement are solely those of the author and should not be at-
tributed to the Employee Benefit Research Institute, its officers, trustees, sponsors, or other
staff. The Employee Benefit Research Institute is a nonprofit, nonpartisan, public policy re-
search organization.
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more than $3 trillion in patient capital to finance the nation’s growth and, over
time, the economic security of retirees.

Government tax and social policy has encouraged the development of these pro-
grams, but this support has not been consistent. Changes since 1981 in general, and
the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (TRA ’86) in particular, significantly reduced incentives.
The data indicate that, in the absence of some of these changes, there would be
more pension coverage today, more individuals with individual retirement savings
today, and hundreds of billions of dollars of more assets in retirement plans.

Under restrictions imposed beginning in 1987 by TRA '86, 63 percent of all work-
ers aged 21-64 were eligible for a full $2,000 IRA deduction in 1987, and 58 percent
are eligible today. By 1995, 52 percent will be eligible.

The Bentsen/Roth Super IRA proposal would extend eligibility for deductible con-
tributions to IRAs to all workers. TRA '86 restricted that eligibility for workers with
pensions and incomes over certain thresholds, beginning in 1987. This testimony
quantifies the extent of IRA deduction eligibility under current law for workers
today and in the near future. It documents the use of deductible and nondeductible
IRAs following TRA '86. Finally, it examines the proportion of workers in different
income groups and family types that would gain IRA deduction eligibility under this
provision of the Bentsen/Roth bill.

BACKGROUND

With the enactiment of the Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974
(ERISA), Congress established IRAs, effective in 1975, to provide workers without
employer-sponsored pensions an opportunity to save for retirement on a tax-de-
ferred basis. In general, ERISA allowed workers without pensions to contribute the
lesser of $1,500 (unindexed) or 15 percent of earnings annually to an IRA on a tax-
deductible basis. As ERISA originally provided, investment earnings on IRA contri-
butions are also tax deferred, and IRA withdrawals in retirement are taxable. IRA
eligibility restrictions were basically unchanged from 1975 through 1981. In 1975,
1.2 million taxpayers claimed $1.4 billion in IRA deductions, according to the Inter-
nal Revenue Service (IRS). By 1981, 3.4 million taxpayers claimed $4.8 billion in
IRA deductions (chart 1). ]

The Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 (ERTA) extended eligibility for deductible
IRA contributions to all workers, including those with employer-sponsored pension
plans, and raised the deduction limit to the lesser of $2,000 (unindexed) or 100 per-
cent of earnings. ERTA became effective in 1982. At this time, banks and other in-
vestment services vendors began to market IRA products aggressively. IRA deduc-
tion eligibility remained nearly universal among woarkers from 1982 to 1986, with
restrictions only for workers earning less than $2,000 annually. In 1982, the number
of taxpayers claiming an IRA deduction increased to 12.0 million, and the total
amount deducted reached $28.3 billion. In 1985, IRA deductions peaked at $38.2 bil-
lion from 16.2 million taxpayers (chart 1).
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Effective in 1987, TRA '86 restricted IRA deductions for taxpayers with employer-
sponsored qualified retirement plan coverage and income over certain unindexed
thresholds. Specifically, the maximum allowed IRA deduction—$2,000 per worker—
is phased out evenly for single workers with adjusted gross incomes (AGls) between
$25,000-$35,000 and for married couples filing jointly with AGIs between $40,000-
$50,000. These restrictions apply to joint filers if either spouse is covered by a pen-
sion. (Married individuals filing separately are not affected by their spouses’ pension
coverage. However, if they are covered by a pension plan, their IRA deduction eligi-
bility is phased out between AGIs of $0 and $10,000.) Workers who are not eligible
for the full IRA deduction are permitted to make riondeductible contributions. Com-
bined deductible and nondeductible contributions. generally must not exceed the
lesser of $2,000 (unindexed) or 100 percent of earnings.

Primarily as a result of TRA '86, use of the IF.A deduction fell sharply. In 1987,
7.3 million taxpayers claimed $14.1 billion in IKA deductions; in 1988, 6.4 million
taxpayers claimed $11.9 billion (chart 1).

CURRENT IRA DEDUCTION ELIGIBILITY

New EBRI research quantifies changes in workers’ IRA deduction eligibility re-

sulting from the TRA 86 restrictions for different income groups and family types.
The research also measures IRA use by both eligible and ineligible workers.
- Under pre-TRA '86 law, 95 percent of all workers aged 21-64 would have been
eligible for a $2,000 IRA deduction in 1987. As a result of TRA 86, 65 percent were
eligible in 1987, and 58 percent are eligible today. By 1995, 52 percent will be eligi-
ble. Looking at the data another way, at 1991 income levels, 35 percent of those who
contributed to an IRA in 1982 retain full eligibility, compared with 64 percent of
those who did not garticipate. If TRA '86 was intended to stop those who were de-
d;lfcting IRA contributions from doing do, Census Bureau data indicate it was very
effective.

Higher-income workers are more likely to be covered by employer-sponsored plans
and to have AGIs above the TRA '86 thresholds and therefore are less likely to be
eligible for the full IRA deduction. Just 21 percent of workers aged 21-64 with AGIs
of $50,000 or more are currently eligible for a $2,000 deduction, compared with 55
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percent of workers with AGIs between $30,000 and $49,999 and 86 percent of work-
ers with AGIs less than $30,000.

Because the TRA '86 income thresholds are not indexed for inflation or income
growth, between 1987 and 1991 the proportion of lower- and middle-income workers
who were eligible declined, while the proportion of higher-income workers who were
eligible remained nearly the same. This trend is expected to continue through 1995.
Among workers with AGIs of less than $30,000 (in constant 1991 dollars), the pro-
portion eligible for a $2,000 deduction declined from 90 percent in 1987 to 86 percent
in 1991; it is expected to fall to 83 percent in 1995. Workers with AGIs of $30,000-
$49,999 are facing the sharpest decline in eligibility, from 75 percent in 1987 to 55
percent in 1991 to an estimated 43 percent in 1995. Among workers with higher
AGIs, between 20 percent and 22 percent remained eligible from 1987 to 1991, and
the number is expected to remain in that range through 1995.

Two-earner couples have been disproportionately affected by the TRA '86 IRA de-
duction restrictions, in part because the presence of two workers increases the like-
lihood of coverage under an employer-sponsored pension plan. Morcover, many two-
earner couples’ combined earnings and other income already exceeds the TRA '86
thresholds. Given expected inflation and income growth, more two-earner couples
will become ineligible in the near future as more of their incomes surpass these
thresholds. Among all workers whose spouses also work, the proportion eligible for
the full IRA deduction declined from 53 percent in 1987 to 45 percent in 1991; it is
expected to drop to 38 percent in 1995 (table 1).

One other issue at the center of legislation and regulation in the 1980s was non-
discrimination, that is, the desire to have individuals at all income levels participate
in programs. TRA '86 also had an interesting impact on this objective, according to
analysis of the statistics of income from the Internal Revenue Service (IRS). In 1986,
the proportion of all returns by income category with an IRA deduction ranged
from a high of 67 percent of those with incomes of $75,000 or higher to a low of 7
percent for those with incomes below $30,000. With TRA ’86 in effect, 1987 returns
showed a high of 15 percent for those earning between $30,000 and $49,999 and a
low of 5 percent for those earning below $30,000. For those at $75,000 or higher, the
rate dropped to 10 percent.

Table 1. —PERCENTAGE OF CIVILIAN WORKERS AGED 21-64 BY FLIGIBILITY FOR IRA DEDUCTION

{In percent]
Ebgibuiity under TRA 86 IRA Elgibitity undes Bentsen/Roth (RA  Percentage
S e S e Gistribution of
Full Partial None Fuh Partial None all workers
1987
All workers. .. . ... .. . . . 65 16 20 95 4 2 100
Family type
Single ... o L . ‘ 76 14 10 94 5 2 36
Married, sole worker.. .. . L " 10 16 97 2 1 17
Married, spouse works ... . . 53 18 28 95 4 2 48
Family pension status
Pension..... . ... . . o 457 22 33 97 ? 1 57
Nopension.... ... .. .. 91 6 3 91 6 3 43
Family income (1991%)
Less than $30,000 ... .. . . 90 1 3 91 7 3 41
$30,000-$43,999. .. .. . 75 20 6 97 2 | H
$50,000-$74,993 ... ... . s . 20 34 45 98 1 1 20
$75,000-0r more ... . .. . 22 (" 18 98 1 (‘) 10
Age
Under 35... .. ... ... .. .. .. b 14 12 94 4 2 2
35-84 - 17 26 9% 3 1 46
55 or older. ... .. ... 64 14 22 94 4 2 11
1991 (Projected)
All workers.... .. .o e e, 98 15 27 94 5 1 100
Family type
Single . et e TS 11 94 6 () 37
Married, sole worker... 69 11 20 97 3 i 1

Married, spoase wocks . ... ... ... . 45 16 3 9 5 1 53
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Table 1.—~PERCENTAGE OF CIVILIAN WORKERS AGED 21-64 BY ELIGIBILITY FOR IRA DEDUCTION—
Continued

{In percent}

Eligibility under TRA '86 1RA Eligibifity under Bentsen/Roth IRA  Percentage
distribution of
ful Partial None Full Partial None all workers

Family pension status
Pension 3 2 49 97 3 (M 55
No pension 91 8 1 9 8 1 45
Family income (1991$)
Less than $30,000 86 13 1 90 9 1 [k}
$30,000-$49,999 35 35 10 9% 3 (1) 2
$50,000-$74,999.......onrnnprs s 2] 1 18 98 2 )] 18
$75,000 or more 21 1 8 98 2 1 12
Age
Under 35 69 15 16 94 6 (1) L]
35-54 . 48 15 37 95 4 1 46
55 O OMBe ..........cooesereenrs wovrcraeceernnnns conriisrienns 4 15 13 92 6 1 11
1995 (Projected)
All WOrkers ......oooveveercecennea. 52 12 36 95 4 1 100
Family type
Single - e 69 14 17 95 5 () 37
Married, sole worker........ ... .. o ces .. 81 10 28 97 2 i n
Married, SPOUSE WOTKS .. .....cc.cc.coccvcr e cocrics s 38 12 50 95 4 1 53
Family pension status
Pension 19 17 64 97 2 () 55
No pension ... [ 92 7 1 92z 7 1 45
Family income (1991%)
tess than $30,000........c.. v . 83 16 1 91 8 i 43
$30,000-$49,999 .. . A3 22 35 97 3 (M 21
$50,000-$74.999 .......ccocce i e+ e 22 1 18 98 4 (1) 18
$75,000 or more. ....... 21 1 19 98 1 1) 12
63 13 23 9 5 () 43
42 1l 47 9% 3 1 46
49 13 38 93 6 1 1

b Less than 0.5 percent .
Source. EBRI estimates and projectons based on Census Bureau data and Social Security Adminsstration assumplions

CONCLUSION: EFFECT OF IRA DEDUCTION ELIGIBILITY EXTENSION

Legislation introduced in March by Senators Lloyd Bentsen and William Roth
would extend IRA deduction eligibility to all workers. This provision would increase
the proportion of all workers who are currently eligible for a $2,000 IRA deduction
from 58 percent to 94 percent (table 2). it would improve IRA deduction eligibility
for 37 [l))ercent of all workers in 1991 and for 43 percent of all workers in 1995.

Eligibility gains would be greatest among high-income workers. Seventy-eight per-
cent of workers with AGIs of $50,000 or more would enjoy improved eligibility under
this provision in both 1991 and 1995. Because the TRA (86 thresholds are not in-
dexed, the proportion of moderate-income workers whose eligibility would improve
is expected to increase. Among workers with AGIs between $30,000-$49,999, eligibil-
ity would improve for 41 percent in 1991 and for 54 percent in 1995. Among workers
with working spouses, eligibility would increase for 50 percent in 1991 and for 58
percent in 1995 (table 3).

IRA deduction eligibility does not guarantee that workers will make IRA contri-
butions. Most eligible workers do not contribute, and some ineligible workers make
nondeductible contributions. Among workers who were fully eligible for the IRA de-
duction in 1987, IRA contributions were more common among workers in higher-
income families. Likewise among ineligible families, nondeductible contributions
were most common at higher income levels. These patterns suggest that increased
IRA deduction eligibility under repeal of the TRA ’'86 restrictions would be dispro-

rtionately concentrated among high-income families, and actual tax benefits flow-
_1ng from the repeal might be even more concentrated.
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Table 2.—CHANGES IN IRA DEDUCTION ELIGIBILITY RESULTING FROM BENTSEN/ROTH, CIVILIAN
WORKERS AGED 21-24

[in percent)
e Etigibility increases £ligibifity unchanged
Petm{d o Percent of alt Pescent Percent of at
WOREIS Percent gaining gainers unchanged unchanged
1991 (Projected)
All workers 100 37 100 63 100%
Family type
. Single 37 20 21 80 46
Married, sole worker. e 11 28 8 1 12
Married, SPOUSE WOKS .........rcvorrocrcnnnrereressncnnn 43 50 712 50 2
Family pension status
Pension . 55 67 100 33 28
No pension ST 45 0 0 100 7
Family income {1991$)
© Less tham $30,000.........ooccoicois e LK 4 5 9% 65
$30,000-$49,999. 2 41 30 59 25
$50,000-$74,999. 18 78 39 22 6
$75,000 or more... 12 78 26 22 4
Age
Under 35............ oo 43 25 29 15 $1
35-54....... 46 47 59 53 38
55 or older....... et et e 11 38 12 62 11
- 1995 (Projected) )
Al Workers........... .. o e . 100 43 100 57 100
Family type
SINGIR oo e e e e e 37 25 2 15 49
Married, sole worker... 11 36 9 64 12
Married, Spouse WOrKS .............. .o oo voees e 53 58 7 42 39
Family pension status
Pension 55 13 100 21 2
No 0ension ...........cooevvvevevennns 45 0 0 100 80
Family income (19918}
Less than $30,000. 40 8 7 92 66
$30,000-$49,999. ... ........ 26 54 33 46 21
$50,000-$74,999 19 18 34 22 8
$75,000 0 MOE........vooervrr e v 14 18 25 22 S
Age T
Under 35 43 3l 3 69 52
35-54..nn. . SR 46 54 51 46 37
55 of older ....... 11 45 12 55 11

Source: EBRI estimates and projections based on Census Bureau data and Social Security Administration assumptions.

Table 3.—IRA SUE RATES: PERCENTAGE OF CIVILIAN WORKERS AGED 21-24 CONTRIBUTING TO AN

IRA IN 1987
{In percent)
(RA deduction eligibitity
All workers
fut Partial None

All Workers 13 12 13 19
Family Type

Single st oot aretreeee 10 9 : 13 16

Married, sole worker. . 17 15 22 22

Married, SPOUSE WOTKS ......... ..cccoooemrmrnoiersrscereeneeneseccescrcere s ceveionnns 15 i3 12 20
Family Pension Status

Pension 15 12 16 20

No pension e 10 12 3 ("
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Table 3.—IRA SUE RATES: PERbENTAGE OF CIVILIAN WORKERS AGED 21-24 CONTRIBUTING TO AN
IRA IN 1987—Continued

[In percent}
1RA L ibili
Al workers deduction eligibility
Full Partiat None
Family Income (19918}

Less than $30,000.................cocecrivererricreeirerenien e eeevnnsions oo e 7 7 4 )
$30,000-$49,999 14 14 16 14
$50,000-$74,999...... 19 26 15 17
$75,000 or more........ 28 38 () 25
7 6 8 12

16 14 13 20

28 27 33 28

' Sample too smal to prowide reliable estimate.
Source: EBR estimates and projections based on Census Bureau data and Social Secunity Adminisiration assumptions

APPENDIX

All estimates of IRA deduction eligibility and IRA use contained in the tables pro-
vided with this testimony are based on U.S: Census Bureau Current Population
Survey (CPS) data. Estimates for 1987 are based on 1987 income and pension data
contained in the March 1988 CPS income supplement and 1987 IRA data contained
in the May 1988 CPS employee benefit supplement. Estimates for 1991 and 1995 are
based on 1989 income and pension data contained in the March 1990 CPS income
supplement. Income and earnings are projected forward from 1989 to 1991 and 1995
based on Social Security II-B intermediate assumptions on growth in average cov-
ered wages. AGl is assumed to equal the reported total personal income of individ-
uals or the combined reported total personal incomes of married couples. Workers’
earnings are assumed to equal their reported total income from all employment
during ihe base year.

Because CPS data do not provide for a reasonable determination of tax filing
status, all married couples are presumed to file jointly. The effect of this limitation
on the estimates is probably very small due to the small number of married couples
who file separately. IRS reports that in 1987 no more than 3 percent of married cou-
ples filed separately. However, some married workers—particularly those with em-
ployer-sponsored plan coverage only through their spouses—could gain IRA eligibil-
ity by filing separately. A separate set of EBRI estimates suggests that, if all mar-
ried workers chose their filing status to maximize the combined IRA deduction
available to themselves and their spouses, the proportion of all workers eligible for
a full IRA deduction in 1991 would be 63 percent rather than the 58 percent report-
ed above. However, under this approach, 16 percent of married couples would file
separately in order to improve their IRA deduction eligibility—a proportion far
larger than the 3 percent reported by IRS. Moreover, many of the couples who actu-
ally file separately may not improve their IRA deduction eligibility by doing so. For
these reasons, assuming that all married couples file jointly should provide reasona-
ble estimates of IRA deduction eligibility.

Some workers would remain eligible for less than the full IRA deduction under
the Bentsen/Roth proposal because they do not report enough earnings to qualify
for the full deduction.

In the preceding analysis, “improved” eligibility status refers to a change from
partial eligibility to full eligibility or from no eligibility to partial or full eligibility.
Increases in partial eligibility are not included.

All estimates are restricted to workers aged 21-64. Estimates for 1991 dand 1995
hold pension coverage and work force demographics constant at 1989 levels.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JONATHAN SKINNER
CAN INDIVIDUAL RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS CURE THE PROBLEM OF LOW NATIONAL SAVING?

Abstract

Individual Retirement Accounts have been criticized as providing little or no in-
centive to save. They have been viewed instead as a windfall to wealthy taxpayers
who would have saved the money anyway. First, I believe these criticisms of the
original IRA program are largely misplaced. While there is conflicting evidence
about whether IRAs were effective at promoting saving, I think that the evidence
still suggests that IRAs are largely new saving. Second, I believe that IRAs were
effective at promoting saving largely because of their up-front deduction. The psy-
chological gratification of getting that instant rebate was enough to overcome the
reluctance of US households to save for the future. And third, IRAs will not by
themselves solve the saving problem. They never accounted for more than one per-
cent of GNP, so they must be used in concert with other policies—such as reducing
the deficit—to remedy the low rate of national saving. They may ultimately be most
effective at what the IRA was originally designed to do in 1974: to provide liquid
assets for retirees facing ever larger out-of-pocket medical and other expenses.

My name is Jonathan Skinner, and I am Associate Professor of Economics at the
University of Virginia and Research Associate at the National Bureau of Economic
Research. My research focuses on why people save, and in particular the effective-
ness of saving incentives such as Individual Retirement Accounts.

The United States saves less than 3 percent of GNP, one-fourth the rate in Japan
and -one-half that in West Germany. We as a country are not providing enough
saving to finance domestic investment. This is disturbing for at least two reasons.
First, as long as foreign capital is necessary to finance domestic investment, the
trade deficit will continue to be large. Second, consuming rather than saving income
today means a lower standard of living in the future.

Much of that low saving rate can be blamed on the United States government
deficit. But personal saving rates in the United States have been low since the mid-
1980 and show no signs of recovery. In March, personal saving was only 3.7 percent
of disposable income, well below the average 7.3 percent saving rate between 1960
and 1979. I am pleased that attention is being focused on ways to encourage US
households to save through an expanded Individual Retirement Account program
such as the Bentsen-Roth bill.

IRAs came under considerable criticism almost since their expansion in 1982.
They were viewed not as generating new saving, but as simply providing a windfall
subsidy to wealthy taxpayers who would have saved the money anyway. Critics have
pointed to the sharp decline in US saving rates during 1982-86, the “golden years”
of IRA enrollment, as evidence that IRAs not only were ineffective at generating
new saving, but actually reduced national saving by widening the budget deficit
(Gravelle, 1991).

I will make three basic points in this testimony. First, I believe these criticisms of
the original IRA program are largely misplaced. While there has been some conflict
recently as to whether IRAs were effective at promoting saving, I believe that the
evidence supports the view that IRAs are largely new saving. Second, I believe that
IRAs were effective at promoting saving largely because of their up-front deduction.
The psychological gratification of getting that instant rebate was enough to over-
come the reluctance of US households to save for the future. And third, IRAs will
not by themselves solve the saving problem. They never accounted for more than
one percent of GNP, so they must be used in concert with other policies—such as
reducing the deficit—to remedy the low rate of national saving. They may ultimate-
ly be most effective at what the IRA was originally designed to do in 1974: to pro-
vide liquid assets for retirees facing ever larger out-of-pocket medical and other ex-
penses.

1. DID IRAS INCREASE SAVING?

The evidence from aggregate statistics appears to contradict the view that IRAs
increase saving. In 1981, the personal (or household) saving rate was 7.5 percent of
disposable income. By 1986, the last year in which IRAs were generally available,
the personal saving rate had plummeted to just 4.1 percent of disposable income.
But I do not consider this evidence entirely conclusive for at least two reasons.
First, the saving rate has remained low since IRAs eligibility was largely curtailed
in 151)87; saving rates in early 1991 have even declined slightly relative to their 1986
evels.
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Second, and more importantly, the pattern of decline in saving during the 1980s
was played out in a number of other countries as well. Figure 1 shows the personal
saving rate as a fraction of disposable income in Canada, France, Great Britain, and
the US. In each country, saving rates fell through the 1980s, before recovering in
1987 or 1988. ! Any impact (positive or negative) of IRAs on national saving rates
was likely swamped by global factors affecting world saving rates.

Another approach to testing the effect of IRAs on saving is to use large-scale sur-
veys of individuals to compare saving behavior of those who contributed to IRA ac-
counts with those who did not. The pioneering work by Stephen Venti of Dartmouth
College and David Wise of Harvard University suggested of every one hundred dol-
lars contributed to an IRA, only 8 dollars were shuffled from previous saving. Of the
remaining 92 dollars, 57 were withdrawn from consumption and 35 from a reduction
in taxes (Venti and Wise, 1989). Their results suggested that IRAs were largely new

saving.

Figure 1: Household Saving in Selected
OECD Countries, 1976-89

Percent of Disposabie Income

2 i ¥ ¥ Ll LJ L] U L L T T L 9 LJ L
1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988
Year

In a study with Daniel Feenberg of the National Bureau of Economic Research, [
examined nearly 4000 IRS tax returns between 1980 and 1984 to test whether IRAs
were new saving. We originally set out to disprove the Venti and Wise study be-
cause at the time, we believed that taxpayers took money out of existing taxable
assets and shuffled them into IRAs. We expected that IRA contributors would
gradually report on their tax returns lower interest and dividend income over time
as they shifted taxable assets into IRAs. 'To our surprise, we found that IRA contrib-
utors tended to increase their taxable (as well as nontaxable) saving by more than
those who did not purchase IRAs. That is, rather than disprove the Venti and Wise
study, we confirmed it.

One objection to our comparison between IRA contributors and noncontributors is
that the contributors tend to be wealthier. Hence it is no surprise that they save

! The data source for Figure 1 is OECD Economic Outlook 48 (December 1990), pages 186~87.
Most of the other OECD countries experienced a decline in saving during the 1980s, but not
every country saving rate rebounded in the late 1980s.
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more, both in IRA and non-IRA sources, To correct for this, we compared families
with the same initial wealth, and found that our results still held. 2

A related objection is that families who contribute to IRAs are just different than
noncontributors. They have a stronger taste for all types of saving, so it is not sur-
prising to observe IRA contributors saving in other types of assets. William Gale of
UCLA and John Karl Scholz of the University of Wisconsin allowed for these differ-
ences in saving behavior in their estimates of how IRAs affect saving. Their conclu-
sion that only a small fraction of IRA contributions were new saving directly con-
tradicted the Venti and Wise results. So the standard economic models of saving are
unable to determine conclusively whether IRAs are new saving or old saving be-
cause of the inherent difficulty of determining what taxpayers would have done had
there been no IRAs.

In standard economic models, IRAs are prized solely because they yield a higher
after-tax rate of return than other assets. One difficulty with this approach is the
weak support for the notion that households save more when the real return is
high. For example, during the 1970s the real after-tax interest rate on corporate
bonds was low and negative, but personal saving rates were at a postwar peak. The
situation was reversed in the 1980s. Statistical correlations typically show a negative
rather than a positive correlation between saving rates and the after-tax rate of
return.

My own belief that IRAs promote saving is based less on the notion that higher
interest rates induce saving than the view that caving is as much a psychological as
an economic decision. For example, recall the advertisements for IRAs during the
mid-1980s. They promised that a $2000 annual contribution to an IRA would make
the investor a millionaire. And in fact my study with Daniel Feenberg found that
one-third of all enrollees did contribute exactly $2000 to the penny, even if they
were eligible to contribute up to $4000. Why? We interpreted this to mean that the
marketing blitz was effective at conveying both correct information—that IRAs
were a good investment, and incorrect information-—that the upper limit was only
$2000. The sharp drop-off in IRA contributions after 1987 even among those still eli-
gible to contribute lends support to the view that vigorous marketing and advertis-
ing played a key role in the popularity of IRAs (Summers, 1989). R

A final bit of evidence on IRAs comes from the finding that once hooked, few IRA
contributors drop out. Figure 2 shows the reenrollment rate of initial contributors
in 1982. Three-quarters of these contributors purchased IRAs in 4 of the 5 years
during which IRAs were generally available. The persistence of IRA purchases does
not prove that IRAs were new saving. Still, relatively few families hold more than 5
or 6 years of maximum IRA contributions. 3 If at first these consistent contributors
did shuffle taxable saving into IRAs, they could not continue to do so indefinitely.
That is, to the extent that IRA- contributors are persistent, the long-term potential
for shuffling is small.

*There was no correlation between IRA purchases and taxable saving among the very
wealthy with assets above $50,000, perhaps because of the relative unimportance of IRA wealth.

?* This was a point first made by Feldstein and Feenberg (1983). Gale and Scholz (1990) report
that the median liquid wealth holding of IRA enrollees is $13,500. Venti and Wise (1989) have
reported considerably lower values of median liquid wealth. Also see Gravelle (1991) and Skin-
ner (1991) for further discussion of this issue.
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Figure 2: IRA Contributions 1982-86
[For the Sample of 1982 Contributors]
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Source: IRS/Michigan Public Use Tapss

2. THE UP-FRONT DEDUCTIONS OF IRAS MAY ENCOURAGE SAVING

I believe that the up-front deductions available from IRAs were a key factor both
in the popularity of IRAs, and in inducing taxpayers who wouldn’t otherwise save to
invest in an IRA. For example, Dan Feenberg and I found that a taxpayer who owed
taxes above the amount withheld to the IRS on April 14th was much more likely to
contribute to an IRA. We interpreted this to mean that a taxpayer in the 40 percent
bracket would prefer to open a $2000 IRA account than write an $800 check to the
IRS. That is, the up-front deduction provided the instant gratification necessary to
get taxpayers into the saving habit.

The tax benefit of a back-ended plan, such as that offered in the Bentsen-Roth
plan, or the Bush Administration’s Family Saving Account, is provided in the future
by exempting interest income from taxation rather than providing the immediate
tax break today. For a constant marginal tax rate, either plan provides the taxpayer
with the same after-tax return on her investment. So it is likely that canny and
sophisticated investors may even prefer the back-ended saving incentive to the up-
front deduction, depending on their tax strategies. But my suspicion is that the ma-
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jority of savers will continue to seek the immediate reward of the up-front option in
the Bentsen-Roth bill.

The back-ended IRA is more attractive to legislators laboring under budget re-
strictions. While back-ended IRAs don't lose much revenue now, they do in the
future. By making a potentially large fraction of national saving permanently
exempt from taxation, the true revenue cost of back-ended plans are put off into the
future. By contrast, the current revenue cost of front-ended IRAs are overstated.
Much of the revenue lost through up-front deductions will ultimately be returned—
with interest—when the IRA is cashed out. By 1990, there were $400 billion in IRA
assets, representing $80 billion in future tax revenue at a conservative 20 percent
marginal tax rate. *

Either the back-ended or the front-ended saving incentive will cost the govern-
ment revenue. I would favor taking the revenue loss today with a front-ended
saving incentive rather than putting it off to some future budget. The pressure of
the 1990 budget act will at least ensure that the revenue loss from the front-ended
IRA will be offset elsewhere. By contrast, back-ended programs such as the Family
Savings Account escape such fiscal discipline, and will put increased pressure on
future deficits. And there is no question in my mind that an IRA program financed
by deficit spending will do more harm than good to the nation’s saving rate.

3. IRAS CANNOT ALONE SOLVE THE SAVING PROBLEM

Suppose IRAs were effective at stimulating saving. Then the final question is: are
IRAs enough to stem the decline in aggregate saving? IRA contributions have never
exceeded one percent of GNP. So IRAs alone could not have offset the decade-long
slide in saving rates. Nor can IRAs alone offset the negative effect of Federal budget
deficits on national saving—estimated by the CBO to be nearly 5 percent of GNP in
fiscal 1992. One question is, can the new Bentsen-Roth IRA proposal do a better job
of stimulating saving?

The Bentsen-Roth bill expands the scope of the original IRA by allowing qualified
withdrawals for both housing and educational expenses. This expansion will make
IRAs more attractive by providing financial relief for middle-income families strug-
gling with rising tuition costs. But to the extent families are saving for college or a
house in the first place, this type of short-term IRA saving will do little to stimulate
aggregate saving. My own preference for restricting IRAs to retirement saving is
based on the evidence that few families have accumulated adequate liquid wealth at
retirement. Venti and Wise (1990) report that the median family aged 60-65 has
only $6600 in liquid assets available for catastrophic illnesses or other contingencies.
One or two years of IRA contributions can therefore have a substantial effect on
financial assets for a large number of families. In short, the original goal of IRAs
when first introduced in 1974—to encourage retirement security—may ultimately
be their most effective use. .

1V. CONCLUSION

There has been conflicting evidence about the effectiveness of IRAs at promoting
saving. While I believe that the evidence supports the view that IRAs do encourage
families to save, it is not simply because IRAs provide a higher rate of return on
saving. Instead, both the heavy marketing and advertising by banks, and the entice-
ment of an up-front deduction, encouraged households that normally would not be
saving for their retirement. Encouraging families to lock in their saving for the
long-term through a front-loaded IRA could be the most effective means to promote
household saving and retirement security.
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PREPARED STATEMENT or Davib A. WisE

Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate Finance Committee, thank you for in-
viting me to speak today about IRAs and saving.

IRAs rapidly became an enormously popular form of saving after they became
available to all wage earners in 1982. Annual contributions grew from about $5 bil-
lion in 1981 to $28 billion in 1982, and by 1986 had reached almost $40 billion, about
25 percent of total personal saving. The Tax Reform Act of 1986 restricted eligibility
for roughly 40 percent of prior contributors and even for these families only the up-
front tax deduction was eliminated. Nonetheless, contributions fell by over 50 per-
cent between 1986 and 1987. The reporting of the tax reform act and the less in-
tense promotion by financial institutions apparently left the widespread impression
that the IRA had been eliminated. !

Discussion of the merits of IRAs has focused on two issues. One was the conten-
tion that IRAs were simply a tax break for the wealthy. Although higher income
households are much more likely than lower income households to make IRA contri-
butions, about three-fourths of contributors are in families with incomes less than
$50,000. The other and much more difficult issue to address was the net saving
effect of IRAs. Both simplified theoretical arguments and the fact that aggregate
personal saving continued to decline after the introduction of IRAs led some com-
mentators to conclude that IRAs had had no effect on net saving. The argument was
that contributions represented saving that would have occurred anyway, or were
simply transfers from other existing accounts. The theoretical arguments are based
on the expected saving response to the subsidized return on IRA assets. However, it
is likely that the expansion of IRA contributions is attributable to other, perhaps
more psychological, features of the program not accounted for by these models. It is
difficult, also, to infer the saving effect of IRAs from aggregate National Accounts
saving data. For example, a substantial fraction of personal saving as defined in the
National Income Accounts is composed of net contributions to private (and state and
local) pension funds. Because of funding conventions, these contributions can vary
widely with interest rates and stock market fluctuations. They declined by almost
$30 billion between 1983 and 1984, for example, when IRA contributions were at
about this same level. ? Institutional funding of pension plans is of course independ-

'Indeed, a 1988 survey showed that about half of all Fersons who were in fact still eligible to
gntsr(i)btit; 88“; an IRA thought that they were not. (The IRA Reporter, Volume 6, No. 9, Septem-
r 30, .
1See Bernheim and Shoven [1988].
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ent of personal saving decisions, but can have a large effect on the aggregate saving
rates as customarily defined.

Thus in a series of papers over the past several years Steven Venti and I have
analyzed the saving effect of IRAs based on the experience of individual households,
as reported in several government surveys. * Qur analyses were based on the Feder-
al Reserve Board’s 1983 Survey of Consumer Finances (SCF), the Bureau of Labor
Statistic’s 1980 to 1986 Consumer Expenditure Surveys (CESs), and the Census Bu-
reau’s 1984 to 1986 panels of the Survey of Income and Program Participation
(SIPP). The different ways that savings are reported in the various surveys and the
different time spans over which data are collected allow several alternative methods
of analyzing the saving effect of IRAs.

In my view, the weight of the evidence suggests that IRA contributions represent
new saving in large part. Indeed in our analyses we find very little substitution of
IRA saving for other forms of financial asset saving.

Much of our analysis is based on formal econometric models. The results of the
formal analysis are consistent with inferences that can be drawn from more descrip-
tive evidence. Thus for ease of exposition, I will emphasize descriptive data here.
Our analyses and the results reported here are based on households with heads aged
21 to 65 and excludes the self-employed. The data show that:

* Personal financial asset saving is extremely low. The median of financial assets
in American households in 1985 was about $1,600. The median among households
with heads 60 to 64 years old was only $6,600. B

¢ As the percent of households that saved in IRA accounts increased from about 3
percent in 1981 to 20 percent in 1986, there was essentially no change in the percent
of households that saved in other forms of financial assets, suggesting little substitu-
tion between IRA and other forms of financial asset saving.

¢ The average median level of IRA assets in households with IRA accounts in-
creased from about $2,000 in 1982 to $8,000 by 1986 (the mean in 1986 was almost
$9,500). Yet the median non-IRA balances of households with IRA accounts did not
decline over this period, but instead increased from $6,500 in 1982 to $8,250 in 1986.
There is no suggestion of substitution between IRA and other forms of financial
asset saving.

* By 1986, the median level of IRA assets in households that had IRA accounts in
that year was close to the median level of non-IRA financial assets. Indeed, by 1986
the IRA assets of contributors were substantially greater than the non-IRA financial
assets of contributors three to four years earlier at the outset of the IRA program.

¢ Typical IRA contributors had not been saving even close to $2,000 per year in
financial assets prior to the advent of IRAs.

* When households who had not been making IRA contributions did contribute,
they reduced non-IRA saving by only a small amount. Conversely, when households
that were contributing switched to non-contributor status, they increased non-IRA
saving by only a small amount.

Thus it is implausible to me that IRA assets were simply transferred from other
pre-existing accounts, or that they represented saving that would have occurred

anyway.
A. DESCRIPTIVE DATA

1. Low Personal Saving.

Most American families have almost no financial asset saving. Based on SIPP
data, the median level of financial asset balances among all households was $1,600. *
Among households with annual incomes betwee.: $40,000 and $50,000 and with
heads aged 40 to 50 the median balance was only $5,000.

Even among households approaching retirement, personal saving is extremely
low, as shown in figure 1. The figure shows the composition of total wealth by age.
The amounts reflect total wealth by asset category. It is clear that most families
approach retirement age with very little personal saving other than housing equity.
For example, among households with heads 60 to 65, the median of liquid financial
assets is only $6,600; the median of housing equity is $43,000. The majority of fami-
lies rely heavily on Social Security benefits and to a lesser extent on firm pension

3See Venti and Wise [1990a, 1990b, 1989, 1988a, 1988b, 1987, 1986).
‘Based on the 1983 SCF, it was $1,300. The median based on the 1982 to 1985 CESs was

$1,200
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plans for support after retirement. > The median of Social Security and pension
wealth combined is $118,400 among families with heads between 65 and 70. (The
median of Social Security wealth is $83,700 and the median of pension wealth is
$11,200). The median of housing wealth is $38,000 and the median of financial assets
is only $10,000. ¢

2. Trends in IRA vs Non-IRA Saving.

If IRA saving were replacing other saving, one would expect to see a reduction in
the percent of households that save in non-IRA forms as the percent that save in
IRA accounts increases. But that did not happen. As shown in figure 2, the percent
of households saving in non-IRA forms of financial assets remained essentially con-
stant—at around 30 percent—as the percent making IRA contributions increased
from about 3 percent to 20 percent between 1980 and 1986.

4. IRA vs Non-IRA Financial Assets.

If IRA contributions simply represented transfers from other financial asset ac-
counts, or if IRA contributions were taking the place of saving that otherwise would
have occurred in other financial asset forms, we should see a decline over time in
the other financial assets of families making IRA contributions. But that is not the

case.

Figure 3 shows the median non-IRA financial asset balances (excluding stocks) of
households with IRA accounts, for the years 1980 through 1987. It also shows IRA
balances for 1985 through 1987. ? The data are based on random samples of families
in each of the years. Thus the families are essentially equivalent except that by the
later years they had had more years in which IRA contributions could be made. In
particular the median age of the family heads is about 42 in each of the years. By
1986, the median IRA balance in families with IRA accounts was almost as large as
the median balance in non-IRA accounts and was slightly higher than the non-IRA
balance by 1987.

But the rapid increase in IRA balances that began in 1982 was not accompanied
by a reduction in other forms of financial assets. Indeed the non-IRA balances of
households with IRA accounts increased over the period. For example, the median
non-IRA balance of households who had IRA accounts in 1983 was about $6,000. Of
households who had IRA accounts in 1986, the median balance in non-IRA accounts
was about $8,000. Yet the median balance in IRAs had increased from about $4,000
in 1983 to almost $8,500 in 1986. ® In other words, by 1986 the median IRA balance
of contributors was larger than the 1983 non-IRA balance of contributors, and be-
tween these years the non-IRA balance increased as well. Thus it is implausible to
me that the IRA contributions were simply transfers from non-IRA accounts, or
that they represented saving that would have taken place in non-IRA financial
assets

The median of total financial assets, including IRAs, of IRA contributors was
about $18,150 in 1986. The total financial wealth of families with IRA accounts was
about $8,500 in 1982, assuming a median level of IRA assets of $2,000 in that year.
Thus the increase between 1982 and 1986 was about $9,650, almost 114 percent.
Recall again that these differences are based on a random sample of contributors in
each year. In particular in both years, the median age of the respondents was 42.

*The SIPP data allow estimation of the value of Social Security and pension plan benefits
only after the payments are received. Thus wealth in these forms is only recorded for persons
who have begun to receive the payments. Most persons have retired by age 65 and therefore are
reoeiving the benefits to which they are entitled.

¢The decline in Social Security and pension wealth with age is largely an artifact of declining
life expectancy. The lower housing equity of older households is a cohort effect and does not
reflect a reduction of housing equity as individual households age; in fact, housing equity in-
creases on average as the elderly age, there is little change in housing equity even among fami-
lies that move from one home to another. .

"The data for 1980 through 1984 come from the CESs; and for 1985 through 1987 from SIPP.
Financial asset saving includes all non-IRA saving accounts, money market accounts, U.S. gov-
ernment securities, certificates of deposit and savings bonds. The values for 1985 are available
from both surveys and the estimates from the two surveys essentially match in that year. The
same graph using non-IRA assets including stocks looks very similar to the figure as shown al-
though IRA assets do not reach the level of non-IRA assets, just over $12,000 in 1987. The value
of stocks is much more difficult than other financial assets to measure and the estimates tend to
vary more from year to year. The 1985 SIPP estimate is about $2,000 less than the 1985 CES
estimate. Nonetheless, the data suggest that the non-IRA financial assets of IRA contributors,
including stocks, increased substantiallg' between 1982 and 1987.

*The 1983 figure is based on the 1983 SCF. This estimate includes Keogh accounts and is thus
likely to be an overestimate of the IRA median balance.
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But persons 42 years old in 1986 who were making IRA contributions had much
more financial asset wealth than similar persons who were 42 in 1982 and typically
had at most one year of IRA contributions.

In contrast, while contributing families in 1986 had somewhat greater non-IRA
assets than comparable contributing families in 1983—and much larger IRA bal-
ances—the non-IRA assets of households without IRA accounts changed little over
the 1980 to 1986 period, as shown in figure 4.

It is also clear from these data that prior to the advent of IRAs, the typical IRA
contributor was not saving close to $2,000 per year in other financial asset accounts.
The median balance in these accounts was about $6,000 in 1983, based on CES data;
it was $7,641 in 1985, based on SIPP data.

4. Change in IRA Contribution Status versus Change in Non-IRA Saving.

If IRA saving were simply taking the place of non-IRA saving, one might expect
to see a fall in non-IRA saving when households who had not been contributing to
an IRA account began to contribute. But that was not the case. Among households
that were followed for two years in the SIPP, non-IRA saving fell only a small
amount when the household switched from non-contributor to contributor status.
Conversely, when households switched from making IRA contributions to non-con-
tributor status, the switch was accompanied by only a small increase in non-IRA
saving. Thus, when a typical IRA contribution of more than $2,000 began or was
discontinued, the change in other forms of financial saving was not nearly that
great. This is true even when income changes are controlled for.

B. MORE FORMAL ANALYSIS

Furmal econometric analysis yields results that are consistent with the descriptive
data. The analysis shows very little substitution between IRA and non-IRA saving.
We find that without IRA accounts, the typical contributor would save 3 to 5 cents
of a dollar increase in income. If there were no IRA limit, this same group would
save more than 20 cents of a dollar increase in income. Thus there is a much great-
er preference for IRA than for non IRA saving and the net effect on saving is sub-
stantial, as the descriptive data suggest.

The formal analysis is based on a model that would admit complete substitution
between IRA and other forms of financial asset saving. But that possibility is not
consistent with the behavior of households as reported in the several data sets that
we have analyzed. Similar results are obtained using methods of analysis that do
not depend on any model restrictions. The model itself can be tested by comparing
the model predictions with actual saving behavior before the advent of IRAs. The
correspondence between the actual and the predicted behavior is very close. In par-
ticular, IRA saving does not show up as other saving before 1982 when IRAs were
introduced on a broad basis.

In summary, both the descriptive data and our extersive formal analysis give
almost no hint of substitution of IRA for non-IRA assets. In my view the data sug-
gest a substantial net saving effect. Indeed, it seems to me that the rug was pulled
out from under IRAs just as they were beginning to take hold.

C. WHY WERE IRAS SO POPULAR?

Economists tend to emphasize the narrowly defined economic advantages of tax
deferred saving. The models generally treat tax-advantaged saving through IRAs as
a subsidy to dne single form of saving, and assume that IRA saving is treated by
real people as a perfect substitute for other saving. Indeed some simple theoretical
reasoning suggests that saving with IRAs might even be less than saving in their
absence. For example, with tax-advantaged saving, a househuld could save less and
still have as much accumulated wealth at retirement. I find that these assumptions
are inconsistent with the data. In particular, people are clearly more inclined to
save given the IRA incentive and they do not treat IRA and non-IRA saving as per-
fect substitutes, as interchangeable.

In fact, the widespread promotion of IRAs may have been the most important
reason for their rapid adoption. The advertisement typically emphasized the avoid-
ance of current taxes through IRA contributions, as well as the importance of pru-
dent planning for retirement. They are available through almost any bank and
through many other financial institutions. In addition, the promotion narrowly tar-
%eted IRA saving for retirement, which typically had been very small, as shown in
igure 1. They are available through almost any bank and through many other fi-
nancial institutions.

In addition, I believe that the up-front tax deduction is an important reason for
the popularity of IRAs, it is what gets peoples’ attention. Thus, in my judgment, an
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“‘economically equivalent” back-loaded scheme would not be as effective in attract-
ing saving. The experience with the personal equity plan (PEP) in the United King-
dom supports this belief. The U.K. plan is patterned after the U.S. IRA but contri-
butions are made on an after-tax basis, with no taxes paid when funds are with-
drawn. Financial institutions have found it difficult to attract contributions to the
U.K. plan. On the other hand, a larger limit would attract more saving. Thus in my
view there is a tradeoff between a backloaded plan with a higher limit and a plan
with a lower limit but an up-front deduction. Which plan would lead to greater
saving is not clear. But I feel confident that the up-front deduction would lead to
more widespread saving.

D. LESSONS FROM CANADA

A program comparable to the IRA has existed in Canada since 1956. In the early
1970s the contribution limits were increased substantially and the program was
widely publicized. The maximum individual limit was $3,500. New limits will be as
high as $15,000. Although the program has been in existence much longer than in
the U.S, and although the limits are based on income and for some are much
higher than in the U.S,, the relationship between desired contributions and income
is virtually the same in the two countries, after accounting for the difference in the
limits. Summers and Carroll show that after moving in tandem for almost 25 years,
the private savings rates in the two countries diverged dramatically after 1975, fol-
lowing expansion of the RRSP program. Corporate savings in the two countries,
they find, has shown no long-term trend since 1954. The increase in the Canadian
private saving rate and the decreasc in the U.S. rate resulted from changes in the
behavior of individuals, not corporations. Whether the increase in Canada was due
to the RRSP program can only be judged by the coincidence of the two events and
by the apparent lack of other explanations.
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Medians for Contributors, by Year

Figure 3. IRA vs Non-IRA Balances
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STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE

Mr. Chairman, | am pleased to offer some views to this distinguished committee
on America's low national saving rate and measures to increase it. Specifically, I
would like to offer a few general comments on saving and then focus specifically on
alternative approaches to individual retirement accounts.

The purpose of saving is to maintain and increase the growth of future consump-
tion. More saving finances more capital accumulation and a larger stock of capital
enables generation of a higher income steam. Viewed in this way, a high saving
level is especially important for a country that wishes to increase the well-being of
future generations.

It may not be too surprising that a wealthy nation like the United States displays
less anxiety about the welfare of future generations than do poorer nations, nations
less endowed with natural resources or nations not blessed with 200 years of history
that saw every generation better off than its parents’ generation. While it is true
that other nations such as Japan and, until recently Germany, have a higher saving
rate than the United States along with a level of wealth comparable to that of the
United States, this is part of an inevitable catch-up phenomenon displayed by long
term data on real income and wealth per capita. Furthermore, the tax codes of
other industrial countries do not contain either the disincentives to save or the in-
centives to over-borrow for consumption purposes that are contained in the Ameri-
can tax code.

Measurement problems plague the comparison of national saving rates. However,
the American tax code is heavily biased toward accumulation of real estate relative
to tax codes of other countries. Measures of personal saving, such as the residual
approach taken in the national income accounts do not take account of the accumu-
lation of durable goods and housing that is part of the American approach to saving.
A high level of tax concessions for the use of debt to accumulate housing and dura-
ble goods encourages Americans to do part of their saving in the form of a large
stock of housing capital and durable goods capital. Such measurement problems ac-
count for part of the difference between America’s national saving rate and the na-
tional saving rate of other industrial countries, but even adjusting for these factors
America’s saving rate, especially that of its households, is still low.

The low level of household saving has led to proposals for additional incentives for
household saving. Among the most popular of these incentives are individual retire-
ment accounts which operate to reduce the disincentives to save. However, it must
be remembered that since these measures do not address incentives to over borrow,
such as the full deductibility of mortgage interest expense and interest expense on
second mortgages- used to- accumulate durables, individual retirement accounts
cannot be expected to boost America’s national saving rate to the measured rate of
saving in other industrial countries. A program to accomplish that task would in-
clude a full panoply of measures designed to restore inter-temporal neutrality to the
American tax code. These would include: full indexing of interest income and ex-
pense and taxing only real capital gains upon realization.

It appears that taken altogether these measures are not politically feasible and so
the focus has been on more targeted individual retirement accounts.

NOTE.—The above statement represents the viewe of John H. Macon, Director,
Sii'seal I;otlli)coy ASEt\lldies. at the American Enterprise Institute, and not neceesarily the
ews of .
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COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE INDIVIDUAL RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS

It is useful to compare three alternative IRA plans: the pre-1986 plan, current law
and the super-IRA proposal contained in the Bentsen-Roth bill. It is important to
remember, in the context of a proliferation of saving incentive proposals, that what-
ever decision the Congress makes, it should do so with the intention of leaving
saving provisions in the tax code untouched for a long period of time. Nothing is
more damaging to fundamentally long-run saving and investment decisions than
frequent changes in tax provisions affecting saving and investment.

In order to compare the three IRA proposals, it is necessary to make some stand-
ardizing assumptions. Naturally, the conclusions derived will be sensitive to those
assumptions but I have attempted to adopt assumptions that will be applicable to as
many taxpayers affected by these proposals as possible.

The comparisons assume a marginal income tax rate of 33%. The reasoning is as
follows. The largest number of participants are in the 28 percent Federal tax brack-
et. In addition [ assume state income taxes of 5 percent. The 33% marginal tax rate
is also appropriate for married taxpayers in the $78,000 to $167,000 bracket without
any state and local taxes. Pre-1986 IRA provisions allowed individuals to deduct up
to $2,000 from taxable income as a contribution to the IRA account. Therefore, both
the principal and the interest earned on the principal compounded tax free until
the funds were withdrawn at which time they were taxable as ordinary income.
Funds could not be withdrawn until age 59-1/2 without paying a substantial penal-

ty.

After 1986, deductibility on the original contribution was disallowed for many tax-
payers. The individual who had been putting $2,000 toward an IRA account would
on an after-tax basis with a 339 tax bracket be able to contribute only $1340 per
year unless income fell below the $25,000 and $40,000 income thresholds that are
not indexed for inflation. The compound interest build-up remained tax-free and,
- upon withdrawal, non-deductible contributions would be exempt from tax but the
cumulative interest build-up would be taxed as ordinary income.

The super IRA proposal is superior to the pre-1986 law in three ways. First, it
indexes the allowable contribution to maintain its real value in the face of inflation.
Second, it increases the allowable contribution to an after-tax $2,000. Finally, the
super-IRA allows withdrawal without penalty after five years thereby eliminating
the lockup effect for younger taxpayers contemplating contributions to existing IRA
accounts with unpenalized accessibility to the funds 25 to 35 years in the future.

The Bentsen-Roth bill also allows penalty-free IRA withdrawals for first time
home buyers, education expenses and financially devastating medical expenses.
While these measures will likely increase the popularity of the super-IRA’s they
may greatly complicate administration of the IRA provisions and may be unneces-
sary in view of the relatively short 5-vear time horizon after which tax-free with-
drawals are available. Further, while it seems appealing to help first-time home
buyers, outlays on education and to help deal with medical costs, it is not clear that
increasing the demand for these services is as desirable as increasing their supply.
Special provision only for first-time home buyers will be difficult to enforce and
even if enforceable will push up the demand for housing and thereby the price. The
primary reward will go to those who already own the homes that first-time home
buyers will be seeking and therefore probably will be regressive. It seems unlikely
that most households would be unable to plan five years in advance for education
expenses and therefore the special early withdrawal provisions may be unnecessary.
Medical expenses are financially devastating largely because the cost of medical
services is rising twice as fast as the overall price level due, in some part, to the
increase in demand for medical services coming from Federal programs. Again it is
not clear that additional effective demand for medical services will accomplish the
laudable goal of availing high quality medical care to more American households.

Table 1 compares the three IRA alternatives under the assumptions outlined
above. Comparisons are undertaken for holding periods of five, fifteen and thirty
years, assuming that under each plan assets earn a 10% rate of return.
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Table 1.—VALUE OF ALTERNATIVE IRA PLANS *

[Current dollars; undiscounted]

Plan
Pre 1986 Post 1386 Current Law Super IRA
* Deductible contribution « Nondeductible contribution ~ « Nondeductible contribution
« No tax on accumulation » No tax on accumulation * No tax on accumulation
o Full taxation upon o Tax accumulation upon o No tax upon w.thdrawal
withdrawal withdrawal
Years of participation. 5 15 36 5 15 30 5 15 0
Accumulation:... . .coooooo.o..... $13,431 69,899 361,887 9,000 46,833 242464 9,000 46833 242464
After tax accumulation: ... 9,000 46833 242464 8241 38011 175717 9,000 46833 242,464

* Assumptions
1. Marginal tax rate 33% : 28% Federal, $% state & local. .
2 Amnual contnbution $2000/yr or $1,340/yt for nondeductible contribution
3. Rate of return on assets in IPA 10%
4. Conlnbutions made at beginning of eligible perod

Several conclusions are immediately obvious from Table 1. Under the pre-1986
IRA, assuming that an individual contributed $2,000 a year for five years and then
reached age 59-1/2 or older and withdrew the full amount and paid the tax, the un-
discounted after tax value of the plan is $9,000. The after-tax value of plans in effect
over 15 and 30 years.is 346,833 and $242,464 respectively. The 59-1/2 year minimum
age for withdrawal without penalty obviously means that more taxpayers would be
forced to tie up their funds over a longer period of time under the pre-1986 plan.

After 1986 the after-tax, lump sum withdrawal value of a $2000 contribution is
reduced by the fact that at a 33% tax rate the after-tax contribution falls to $1340

r year. The after-tax lump sum value falls to $8241 for the five-year period,

38,011 for the fifteen-year period and 8175,717 for the thirty-year period. The value
of the post 1986 law relative to pre 1986 law falls the longer the IRA account must
accumulate until age 59%. This is because, upon withdrawal, only the buildup is
taxable not the original contribution, But the share of the buildup in the total rises
with time and so the after-tax value of a lump sum withdrawal falls as the share of
buildup in the total benefit rises over time.

If alternatively under post-1986 law a taxpayer continues to make a full $2000
contribution to the IRA plan at an annual pre-tax cost of $2985, the fuil accumula-
tion of $361,887 could be withdrawn tax-free after 30 years.

The super-IRA is identical to pre-1986 law based on an after tax lump sum with-
drawal only if one ignores the five-year withdrawal option, indexing and the ability
to contribute up to $2000 after-tax dollars. The five-year option means that more
taxpayers can avoid the liquidity problem of accumulating a large portion of total
saving in an account not accessible without penalty until age 59-1/2. The indexing
provision protects the real value of the incentive against inflation and thereby helps
taxpayers to plan without fear of the uncertainty implicit in changes in the level of
inflation. For taxpayers not liquidity constrained, the indexed $2000 contribution al-
lowable after tax will encourage maximum participation.

All three IRA proposals share two basic problems: the asset switching problem
and the liquidity problem. The asset switching problem refers to the well-known
phenomenon whereby, at least during the initial years of the program, most IRA
participants are those with accumulated assets who merely shift part of such accu-
mulated assets into IRA accounts. The absence of a marginal incentive to save
means that asset switching results in no addition to national saving. IRA advocates
have pointed out that over time the number of taxpayers with sufficient accumulat-
ed assets to engage in asset switching will fall and cavers having acquired the “IRA
habit” will begin to make IRA contributions not drawn from accumulated assets
thereby adding to national saving.

The best way to deal with the asset switching problem is to design a saving incen-
tive that operates at the margin. Indexing interest income would increase the after-
tax incentive to save for every additional dollar saved. A further incentive indexing
interest expense would reduce the disincentive to save implicit in the subsidy to bor-
rowing that arises from full deductibility of interest expense. -

Many analysts are skeptical of the eftectiveness of marginal incentives to increase
saving behavior because of the theoretical uncertainties associated with income and
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substitution effects. While the empirical evidence on the responsiveness of personal
saving to interest rates is mixed, some careful empirical analysis suggests that past
estimates of the responsiveness of saving to interest rates have been biased against
a finding in favor of such responsiveness. An article authored by myself and co-
author Kenneth Couch on this subject is appended to my testimony.

The liquidity problem with IRA accounts is more speculative. It is, however, a
real constraint for a 30-year old to take what may be the total of his’/her liquid
assets and place them in an IRA account that is not accessible without penalty until
age 59%. Speaking more broadly, IRA accounts do not satisfy the precautionary
motive for saving for younger individuals. Since American demographics suggests
that when the first IRA plans were introduced baby boomers were in their early to
mid-30’s, it is little wonder that many individuals at the early stages of their earn-
ing life were reluctant to take most or all of their liquid assets and place them into
IRA accounts that were in effect inaccessible for 30 years.

The Bentsen-Roth super-IRA proposal mitigates this problem by making funds
available without penalty or additional tax after five years. This means that for
baby boomers now centered in their late 30's and early 40’s IRA plans become an
attractive means to accumulate funds for education of children and/or medica! ex-
penses associated with aging parents. For younger taxpayers in their late 20's and
early 30’s the five-year window is far less daunting than the 30-year window that
they would have faced under the original IRA proposal and under existing law.

SUMMARY

]

It is almost axiomatic that IRA plans induce some addition to personal saving
since, despite their shortcomings, there will be some individuals who either go
beyond asset switching or who are undaunted by the liquidity problem who add to
saving in view of the effective rise in the after-tax return to saving implicit in IRA
proposals.

The Bentsen-Roth super-IRA is superior to current law or original IRA programs
by virtue of its inflation indexing, its superior liquidity provisions implicit in the
five-year no penalty withdrawal option znd the full $2000 of allowable after-tax con-
tribution that will tend to use up accumulated assets more rapidly and thereby per-
haps help to mitigate the switching problem.

Since it is costly both to the Congress and to taxpayers to tamper frequently with
tax code provisions affecting the important areas of saving and investment, it might
however be desirable to take the energy devoted to specific provisions such as IRA
and move instead toward comprehensive intertemporal neutrality «f the tax code.
The model, already provided by the November 1984 Treasury Tax P:an includes in-
dexing of interest income and expense, ending the double taxation of corporate divi-
dends and full indexation of capital gains. Such measures taken altogether would
increase saving investment and capital formation and thereby help to address the
problems pointed to by those who decry our low national saving rate. Short of these
comprehensive measures the Bentsen-Roth proposal is the next-best alternative.



156

SAVING, PENSION CONTRIBUTIONS, AND THE REAL
INTEREST RATE

John H. Makin and Kenneth A. Couch*

Absiroct—A test of the hypothes:s that esumates of the inter-
est elasucity of persooal and privaie saving may be biased
downward by a failuie 10 coauol for behavior related to
defined benefit pension programs fails o reject existence of a
positive nterest elasticity of private saving. Correcung for
peasioa funding bias, the esti d interest el. of private
saving is 0.04, well below Boskin's (1978) esumate of 0.4
obtuned with a different dawa set and different estimation
procedures. The esumated interest elastinty of personal saving
3028

HIS paper tests the hypothesis that empirical

estimates of the interest elasticity of personal
and private saving may be biased downward by a
failure to control for behavior related to defined
benefit pension programs. Questions related to the
level of the U.S. national saving rate, while impor-
tant, are treated elsewhere. See Makin (1986) and
Summers and Carroll (1987).

In one of the most widely cited studies of pri-
vate saving, Boskin (1978) reported a substantal
positive interest elasticity of pnvaie saving on the
order of 0.4. Summers (1981) employved Boskin's
results, along with a life-cvcle model of aggregate
saving behavior. to infer implied wnterest elasuct-
tes of U.S. saving, ranging from 0.74 to 3.71.
Reacting to the Boskin and Summers estimates,
Friend and Hasbrouck (1983) undertook an em-
pirical study of pnvate saving and reported that
“there is little scientific jusufication for the recent
literature purporung to show a positive interest
elasticity of saving, so that government tax poli-
cies predicated on such saving behavior rest on a
dubious foundation.”

The interest elasticity of saving is a crucial
variable in estimating the welfare gain associated
with the elimination of captial income taxation or,
equivalently, with the adoption of a consumption
tax. More responsiveness to the pnce of future
consumption (the inverse of the interest rate)
translales into more saving, investment and output
after a tax on consumption replaces the income
tax. Summers’ (1981) estimates of such welfare

Recaeived for publicauon May i1, 1987 Rewision accepted
for publicauon Apnl 1989

* American Enterpnse Insutute and University  of
Wiscoasin-Madison, respecuively.

Copyright ©1989

gains are sensitive to the assumed interest elastic-
ity of saving. Fullerton, Shoven and Whalley
(1983) report that dynamic welfare gains obtained
by replacing the personal income tax with a pro-
gressive consumption tax more than double when
the assumed saving elasticity rises from 0 to 2.
Measurement of the interest elasticity of saving
has become closely tied to the impact of changes
in interest rates upon unfunded liabilities of de-
fined benefit pension programs. Bernheim and
Shoven (1985) have shown that defined benefit
pension contracts are equivalent to a classic target
saving case. Higher real returns on assets reduce
unfunded liabilities of such plans, and thereby
recduce contributions recessary to meet the fund-
ing target. A rise in real interest rates coupled with
a rise in equity values and slower wage increases,
such as occurred during the 1980s, have reduced
sharply unfunded liabilities in defined benefit pen-
sion plans and also reduced contributions to those
plans. The resuit is to couple a rise in real interest

rates with a reduction 1n measured personal sav- _

ing. Whether or not the pension funding effect
unon personal saving is offset elsewhere on a full
national balance sheet remains an empirical ques-
tion that will be investigated further in this study.

Significant problems remain related to the mea-
surement of saving descnbed by Blades and Sturm
(1982), Boskin and Roberts (1986), and others.
Uncertainty about the theoreucal sign of the in-
terest elasticity of saving discussed by Van
Wijeobergen (1983), Starrett (1986), and Gupta
(1987) adds to the dificulty by denying investiga-
tors a refutable hypothesis with which to confront
the data. The use of time series data to investigate
saving behavior is complicated: under the life-cycle
hypothesis aggregate saving rates ought to vary
over time due to demographic changes.

In spite of these difficulties and in view of the
implied bias on the measured ifiterest elasticity
resulting from pension contributions. it is useful
to reexamine agaregate saving behavior while at-
tempting to control for the pension contribution
phenomenon.

[ 401 |
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TaBLE ). — PERSONAL SAVINGS
Full Sample Furst subpenod  Second Subpenod
With Full Wit Fuli
With  Without Period Without Penod With  Without
Dummy Dummy Dummy Dummv Dummy Dummv Dummy
Sample Range 195).2-1985.4 1953.2-1979 4 19801-19854
Equauon No 11 140 13 14 [ 16 17
Permanent Iacome/

Wealth on 04 042 012 046 010 -019
-Stausuc 592 504 497 438 s12 137 -303
Transnory

Income 045 058 060 045 064 044 003
r-Suausuc 988 1060 1030 937 1036 382 017
Monotoncally

Inereasing Dummy - 1948 - ~1740 — -1619 =-1995 —
-Statisuc ~-459 —_ =307 - 378 -568 -
Resl Interest/

XANFIT 167 518 5.55 610 -1} 130 1660
-Suatistic 121 0.86 0.91 0.4 ~-0.26 407 1.24
Constant -34T -1437 -1679.00 ~360.07 -2037.25 -15448 247960
-Stausuc -231 -8 ~345 -167 -446 -055 389
AR* 031 - 0.95 087 088 - -
r-Statisuc 14.5t - .69 15.24 [ X ] I— -
SAR' - - - - -023 - -
+-Suatisuc - - - - -216 - -

AD - - - - 9 - —
Adjusted R? 089 049 0.89 0.91 0.93 072 028
See 4913 an 4824 45.4) 4238 675 9060
F 0690 4178 21560 2709 1180 1£71 404
Q2 1169 881 946 1508 $24 1009 173
P 039 072 058 018 087 D6l 204

Sources and Ncies

Pennnsi Saving Nauonal Income and Product Accounts (NTPAL, Bureau of Econoguc Anavsis (BEA) Deparr
merce

ment of Com.

Privaie Saving. Pemonal Sawng plus reimned earmungs with invesion valuauon and

LIpHAN Lanumphicn

sdjusiment NIPA BEA. Depariment of Commerce
Dusposable Personal Income. NIPA. 3EA. Deparument of Commerce
Imphicit Price Deflator NIPA. BEA. Depaniment of Commerce

Populanon NIPA BEA. Depanment of Commerce
EX ante Real Rate of Interest calcuisted as

Q)7 = o= 1) 100

where g, =+ 12 mosth whaboa forecast Lrom e Livingsion Survey provaded by (e Federal Reserve Bank of
Phuladeipiua. aad

¢, = vieid oa Treasmiry secunbdes 31 comstant marunty of | vear. Federal Reserve Bulleun .
To compute 1he &1 anwe e the Apnl aad Oclober cbservanoas of e T-Bill rate are used 10 maich the uming of
Ihe Livingsion Survey Alwersatrve quanen are compuled A3 & hoesr 1aterpolsnon

Actual ienes avulabie upon request
*Esumated in hest differenced form

L. The Modei

The model estimated is given by
S,=a,+ a\YP, + a,YT + ay, — a,pfe + ¢,
a(i=0...4)>0 (1)
where 1 is time. S is real per capita private or
personal saving (see discussion below). YP is per-
manent per capita real income YT is transitory
per capita real income, r is the expected real
interest rate, pfe is the pension funding efiect
described by Bernheim and Shoven (1985), and e,

45-954 - 91 - 6

is an error term. Full details on these variables are
provided below in the footnote 1o table 1.

The theory of saving underlying this model is
based upon analysis of the intertemporal alloca-
tion of consurr)'ion by utdity-maximizing con-
sumers pionee. ¢d uy Fisher (1907). Ramsey (1928),
and Hicks (193%). Households or firms spend or
save out of current income based on a desire to
maintain a smooth path of consumption relative
to some long-run notion of its ability to support a
given level of consumption. The separation of
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consumption and current income was articulated
in a lifecycle context by Ando and Modigliani
(1963). The relation of consumption to an under-
lying notion of weaith was developed by Friedman
(1957) whose permanent income hypothesis repre-
sented an attempt empirically to implement a
measure of wealth based on an exponentially de-
clining weighted average of past measures of in-
come.

The hypothetical signs of the coefficients are
straightforward. Higher permanent income and
higher transitory income increase saving. A higher
expected real interest rate will raise saving pro-
vided that substitution effects outweigh wealth/
income effects. The pension funding effect wll
depress measured personal saving. It will also
depress measured private saving provided that all
of the change in pension funding does not go into
retained earnings. (See discussion below.)} Finally,
the omission of pfe from equation (1) cught to
bias downward the estimated interest rate coeffi-
cient. a,. (See discussion below.)

II. Measurement

Estimation of a saving equation like (1)} amounts
to testing a )oint hypothesis. The final equation 1s
estimated conditional on hypotheses concerrung
measurement of permanent income or wealth,
transitory income and the real rate of interest
faced by savers. All are unobservable vanables.
More obvious but just as important is the man-
tained hypothesis that saving itseif 1s being prop-
erly measured.

Personal saving (the residual NIPA measure)
and private saving (personal saving plus retained
earnings with inventory valuation and capital con-
sumption adjustment) each measured in real per
capita terms. are employed as dependent variables
in thuis study. Primary focus is upon personal
saving that ought to be sensitive to the pension
funding effect. If all of the reduction of required
pension funding when interest rates rise goes into
corporate retained eamings, the overall effect on
private saving—the sum of personal saving and
retained earnings—ought to be zero. If. however.
some of the reduced pension contnbution is em-
ployed to finance investment or dividends. the net
effect on private saving will be negative.! There-
fore. the estirated interest rate coefficient on pni-
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vate saving may also be biased downward. Still,
the estimated interest rate coefficient in the private
saving equation ought to be smaller than the same
coeficient in the personal saving equation since
the pension funding etfect on corporate saving will
be zer0 or negative.

The scalar in our saving cquation is a measure
of permanent income derived (rom a time series
mcdel of NIPA disposable personal income.? As it
turns out, disposable personal income is a random
walk with drift and so our measure of permanent
income is simply lagged measured income with a
constant added.? This finding, consistent with the
finding by Nelson and Plosser (1980) that most
economic aggregates are difference stationary pro-
cesses, suggests that the loog distributed lags
empioyed to measure permanent income by
Friedman (1957) and Friend and Hasbrouck (1983)
included many redundant lagged values of income
on the right hand side of their equations. It is
consoling 0 note that our simple flow proxy for
weaith is highly correlated (p = 0.96) with the
FOF measures of houschold net worth. Another
bonus from the time series modeling approach to
measurement of a flow proxy for wealth is that the
while noise residuals serve as a measure of purely
random deviations from permanent income.

The interest rate has attracted the most atten-
tion among the variables employed to explain
saving. A higher real interest rate lowers the rela-

! The use bv firms of reduced pension funding contnbutions
when inlerest raies nse 10 Nnasce more wnvesiment may be
prudent Pensioa funding formulae are set as if changes in
asset values of 1nterest rates are permanent. [f such changes are
reversed. 2 firm may be well adwised to bave lated
addiuooal real capual to wield higher future earmngs with
which 10 sausly possible tugher future peasion clums.

¥ Nauoaal income would be a more appropnate scalas for
prnivate saving, but since it is almost perfecily correiated (p =
099) w1th disposadle personal income the latter 1s used to
esumate permancat income 13 both saving equauons

¥ Speaifically for the full sample (1953 2-1985.4).

Y e3s121 4 Y, + E,.
(519)

For the first subpenod (1953.2-1979.4).
YV e MO0+ Y, +E.
(4 83)

For the second subpenod (1980 | -1985 91, an AR(l) process
provided the best fic:

Y2 = 09093 + 093237 ¥, +
(365)  (s1.81)
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tive price of future goods embodied in the durable
real or financial assets acquired by the saver.
Therefore, the substitution effect is positive.

The wealth effect is ambiguous since a change
in the interest rate may transfer wealth between
populations with different saving propensities.
Prospective net borrowers (the young) expenence
a loss in wealth when interest rates rise. while
prospective net lenders (the old) expenence a
wealth gain. The net effect on measured saving
depends on how numerous and how wealthy (the
weights in aggregate saving) the members of each
group are and what their saving behavior is. If
prospective net borrowers, who experieace a
wealth loss as interest rates rise, dominate—as
they will in an open deblor economy like the
United States since 1986—the net wealth effect on
saving is negative.! In such a case the pet umpact
upon saving of a rise in interest rates is ambigu-
ous, since the positive substitution effect and the
negative wealth effect operate in opposite direc-
tions.

Pension funds comprise the largest group of
prospective net lenders in the United States. Yet
pension funds act like target savers and as such
respond (o higher tnierest rates as would prospec-
tive net borrowers. The unfunded liabilities of
defined benefit pensions are calculated as the
present value of the fund’s obligauons less assets
in the fund. The present value of obligauoas 1s
calculated as a stream of annuities. dependeat on
growth of wages, turnover and other factors, dis-
counted at an assumied interest rate. As market
interest rates rise, a higher return on assets enables
defined bencfit peasion plans to meet target fund-
ing levels with lower contributions. Effectively,
future obligations can be discounted at a higher
rate. Therefore corporate pension contributions. a
large portion of personal saving, can be reduced.

This view of -pension funding suggests that if it
is ignored. the estimated response of personal and.
possibly, of private saving to interest rates will be
biased downward and may be negative. In order
to estimate properly the unconstrained coefficient
measuring the responsiveness of saving to iaterest
that is relevant to measuring gains from the shift
10 a consumption-based tax, it is necessary to
control for the target saving behavior of pension
funds.

¢ See funther discussion in Makin (1986).
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As a m. *sure of what shall be termed the “pen-
sion funding effect” (p/e), we employ a simple
monotonically increasing dummy variable begin-
ning in January of 1980, the period that according
to Berheim and Shoven (1985) coincides with
emergence of a rising share of Fortune 500 com-
panies whose assets equal or exceed accrued, vested
pension benefits. As that share nises, the share of
companies whose pension funds are at or above
funding targets rises and therefore contributions, a
large share of personal saving, fall. If the pfe is
positively correlated with interest rates. as it is in
our sample, the coeflicient on the interest rate in a
saving equation is negatively biased.

The expected real interest rate is estimated as
the nominal yield on U.S. Treasury securities at a
constant maturity of one year less the 12-month
iaflatior. iorecast from the Livingston Survey data
on inflationary expectations.>® An attempt to ad-
just the expected real interest rate for taxes was
unsuccessful. Quarterly time series data on effec-
tive marginal tax rates on interest income are
unavailable. It is consoling to note that annual
1955-82 estimates of such tax rates suggest that
they are relatively stable over the 1953-85 sample
peried.’

L. Estimation

This section presents results of esumating equa-
ticns descnbing real per capita U.S. personal and
private saving. Equations are esumated using
quarterly data drawn from the sample period run-
ning from 1953.2-1985.4. The sample includes the
period after 1982 during which the rate of per-
sonal saving, about 40% of private saving, fell

sharply.

* The Luviogston survey is cooducled twice 2 vear 1 Apnl
and October. Average one-year ponunal rates 10 the second
and fourth quarters are aligned with the Apnl and October
wfauonary expectauons First and thurd quarter real rates are
esumated by Lioear mlcrpohuon

There is oo ur g ly supenor of
expectauons. However, tests of the Livingsion survey data lor
consistency with ravooality reveal oo sirong presumpuon that
1t consututes a biased measure of in-sample inflation expecta-
uons. See Pearce (1979). Also, see Zamowiz and Lmbros
(1987) for a thorough di of the rel "
Lmnpwn survey dala and other inflation forecasts.

* Gupta's (1987) approach employing separate terms for ex-
pected inflation and the noounal interest was not employed
since our main objective is 10 test for the impact of the pension
fundm; effect upon the real interest elastiaity of savizg.

? See Tanzi (1980).
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The model underlying the estimated personal
and private saving equations is given by equation
(1). The saving equation includes & wealth term
and a transitory income term, both positively re-
lated to saving. Additional explanatory variables
include a real interest rate and a measure of
pension overfunding, pfe, described above. An
instrumental ex ante real interest rate is estimated
employing a univariate time series model. Sepa-
rate equations for the instrumental -interest rate
XANFIT were estimated for each sample period.t

The results of stage two estimates of personal
saving equations employing the XANFIT interest
rate are preseanted in lable 1. The personal saving
equations are estimated over three sample periods.
The full sample, 1953.2-1985.4, the first subpe-
riod, 1953.2-1979.4, and the second subperiod,
1980.1-1985.4. The first subperiod excludes the
period over which the pension funding effect is
dentified in the data employed by Bernheim and
Shoven (1985). Also, it is comparable to the
1952-80 sample period employed by Friend and
Hasbrouck (1983) to invesugate pnvate saving
behavior. The second subperiod coincideswith the
penod over which the pension funding effect
should operate.

A Chow test was performed to test the hypothe-
sis that observations in the second subperiod came
from the same relationship as the first subperiod
with the pension funding efect omitted from both
penods. The resulung £ = 16.60 > [FY, ,, =
3.47] indicated decisive rejecuon of the hypothesis
for personal saving. (The same hypothesis was
rejected for private saving (F = 10.4).

For the estimated equations, the wealth and
transitory income terms are significant with anuci-
pated positive signs. The only exception is the
second subperiod equation omitting the pension
funding effect, a purposely mis-specified equation.

The most interesting results emerge from com-
parison of the second subperiod equations esti-
mated with and without the pension funding varn-
able. (See equations (1.6) and (1.7). Without the
pension funding variable, the overall fit is poor
with an insignificant coefficient on the interest rate
and wrong or insignificant signs on wealth and
transitory income variables. Addition of the pen-

* The results for the sample periods discussed below were
various ARMA models. For each. Box Pierce-Ljung Q-staus-
ues for 12 I d d purely random residualy.
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sion funding variable greatly improves the fit.
Coefficients on wealth and transitory income terms
become significant and take oo the right signs.
The interest rate term becomes positive and highly
significant while the peasion fuading terra carries
the anticipated negative sign. The implied elastic-
ity of saving with respect to expected real interest
is 0.28.

The results for the {ull sample (equations (1.1}
and (1.2)) are not so sensitive to inclusion of the
peasion funding effect as are results for the second
subperiod. The pension funding effect operates
much the same in both periods but the estimated
interest rate effect is smaller (implied elasticity
= 0.04) and only marginally significant. For the
first subperiod (equation (1.4)) during which the
pension funding effect is inoperative, the interest
rate term is not significantly different from zero.

Taken altogether, the personal saving resuits
suggest that during the 1953-79 subperiod either
offsetting wealth effects accompanied changes in
real interest rates or other exogenous factors af-
fected personal saving. A monotonically increasing
dummy variable starung in 1953.2 for both the
1953-7% subperiod and the full sample (equation
(1.3) and (1.5)) is significant with a negative sign.
but fails to yield a significant 1nterest rate term.
The monomtonically increasing duemmy variable
starting in 1980.1 appears to control better for
negative wealth effects than does a monotonically
increasing dummy vanable starung tn 1653.2.

The second subpencd results may reriect consis-
tendy negative wealth effects. captured by the
pension funding dummy variable that operated
more uniformly during the 1980s than durning the
1953-79 period. The steady post-1980 rise in the
United States’ external indebtedness (from + $141
billion in 1981 to —$112 bitlion in 1985) and the
baby boom-generated rise in the share of the
prospective-net-borrower population aged 22-39
(from 28.3% in 1980 to 30.4% in 1985) both indi-
cate enhanced negative wealth effects associated
with a rise in real interest rates. Neither phe-
nomenon operated consistently during the 1953-
79 sample period.

Private saving equations estimated over the full
period and the first subperiod. close to the Friend
and Hasbrouck 1952-80 sample, yield conclusions
sirmilar 10 their results concerning the interest sen-
sitivity of private saving. (See table 2.) During the
full sample period with the pension funding
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TARLE 2. —PRIVATE SAVINGS

Full Sample First Subpenod Second Subpenod
With Without Without With Without
Dummy Dummy Dummy Dummy  Dummy

Sample Range 1953.2-1985.4 1953.2-1979 4 1980.1-1985 4

Equauon No. 21 2 23 24 25

Permanent Income/

Wealth 0.24 020 024 032 012
1-Statistic 181 11.19 1447 52 174
Transitory

Income 0.42 048 0.57 0.7 024
t-Staustic 10.30 9.84 1021 401 114
Moootoncally

Increasing Dummy -12.6) - - -lag4 -
+Staustic -403 - - -403 -
Real Interest/

XANFIT 0.01 -413 -091 1431 -2.83
+Stausuc .00 -058 -010 11 -0.14

*  Constant -363.83 -116.58 -358.27 -121189 65929
«-Starsue -154 -0 -1 -200 08
AR("Y 0.74 o8 078 - -
-Stausuc 11.51 15.19 10.90 - -
SAR(1) -~ - - -060 -065
-Stausuc - - - -198 -1
Span - —_ — 4 4
SMA(D) 0.3 0.3 - - - -
+-Stausue 24 240 - - -
Span 4 4 - - _
Adjusied R? 097 097 097 0.73 04l
SEE 54.55 5706 5189 5813 8527
F 730.40 798 80 895 60 10.40 392
Qu2 13.36 1676 1815 14.57 .20
P 0.20 008 008 020 000

dummy vanable in place frcm 1980.1-1985.4, al.
though the dummy captures a signuficant negauve
pressure on private saving during that period, the
estimated coefficient on the interest rate term
XANFIT is almost zern.

Addition of the pension funding effect to a
private saving equation for the 1980.1-1985.4 sub-
period improves the fit. The pension funding effect
is highly significant with a negative sign. The
interest rate term is positive but only marginally
significant (¢ = 1.13). The implied elasticity is 0.04,
considerably below the elasticity of 0.28 in the
personal saving equauon. These values are consis-
tent with the hypothesis that the business portion
of private saving is unaffected by the pension
funding effect so that the impact, concentrated on
personal saving is muted in a private saving aggre-
gate that includes personal saving.

The private saving results. taken in conjunction
with personal saving results, suggest that the pen-
sion funding effect together with negative wealth

atfects tied to hugher real interest rates may have
depressed personal and private saving dunng the
1980s. The implied bias on the estimated sensitiv-
ity of saving to real interest is more pronounced in
the personal saving equation, although inclusion
of the pension funding effect in the pnivate saving
equation during the 1980s does resuit in esuma-
tion of a marginally significant (+ = 1.13) positive
interest rate term.

IV. Summary and Conclusions

Thic study finds that target saving behavior
implied b; funding formulae for defined benefit
pension plans. as described by Bernheim and
Shoven (1985), biases downward the estimated
interest elasticity of personal and, possibly, of
pnivate saving. Such bias is especially likely to be
present in post-1980 sample periods. since it is
during that period that highes real interest rates
have been associated with large reducuons in re-
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quired contributions to defined benefit p

Correcting for the pension-funding bias, the im-
plied interest elasticity of private saving is found
10 be 0.04, well below Boskin's (1978) estimate of
0.4 obtained with a different data set and differeat
estimation procedures. The implied interest elas-
ticity of personal saving is 0.28. Still, the Gnding
of a low (0.04) marginally significant interest elas-
ticity of private saving suggests a need for further
investigation of the claim by Friend and Has-
brouck (1983) that there exists little scieatific sup-
port for the positive interest elasticity of private
saving.

The results reported here, while suggestive, are
not conclusive. Failure to reject the hypothesis
that some monotonically increasing variable has
over a 1980-85 sample pe-iod depressed per-
sonal/private saving doe~ not prove the pension
funding hypothesis.

Two other events durine this sample period may
have operated to depress s*ving through negauve
wealth effects that were in tum directly linked to
sharply higher real interest rates since 1980. The
United States’ net external indebtedness has nisen
steadily since 1980. So too has the share of the
populiation aged 22-39 lixely to be prospective net
debtors and thereby subject to negauve wealth
effects given a sharp nse in real interest rates.
Efforts to link these factors to lower saving rates
have so far proved inconclusive but further 1nves-
tigation is deemed worthwhile.
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May 14, 1991

Mr. Wayne Hosier
U.S. Senate, Committee on Finance
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Mr. Hosier:

I am writing in regards to the bearing on super IRA bill (5.612) held
on May 16y 1994. The measure should be passed no matter what the cost.
Economically and historically it makes sense. When the Reagan IRA
prorosal was enacted in 1982, the country began the boom of the 1980's.
When this was reversed by IRA of 1986 the country began it's dive into the
current recession. Why did this occur? Capital, the source for
investments and lending began to dry up.

This proposal will provide needed capital in the private sector which
will do the fv'lowinoi

- Foster lending and new projects.

- Cre:te jobs that will bring in tax revenue (put people back to
work).

- bailout banks and S & L’s (less federal money needed for
bailouts).

- Foster savings by the young peorple.

- Assist people with home purchase- . education and medical expenses
that will translate into federal, state and loca' tax revenues.

- Provide a long term solution to economic fluctuations.

- Enable our companies to compete,

By allowing the public to save for life on a deferred basisy we will
also decrease the reliance on government provided support for basic
needs. We must also regulate and monitor the fimancial ta ensure the
ruture.

The government spends too much time worrying about short term .
situations. IRA’s provide a long term solution for many of our economic
ills. None of the genius economists can accurately predict the rebound of
the economy but one thing is fairly certain, the economy will turn around
as more capital becomes available.

Another impaortant point is the fact that this country provides next to
no incentive for people to save money. In summary, this proposal, if
passedy can benefit:

-~ Government
~ Businesses
- Citizens -
What more qould you ask for?

Sipferely

Gironta

9-D Brfookside Heiahts

Wanaguey N. J. 07465 -
SGimza
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STATEMENT OF THE CHICAGO TAX COUNCIL FOR RATIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE POLICIES
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS TAX SIMPLIFICATION PROPOSAL

Certain qualified retirement plan rules and welfare plan rules have become
overly complex. The benefit to plan sponsors of plans subject to such overregulation
often no longer outweighs the administrative, compliance and litigation costs of
maintaining such plans, when the alternatives are considered.

Entire industries have sprung up to assist plan sponsors in testing for discrimina-
tion, top-heaviness and combined benefit limitations and to counsel plan sponsors
and participants regarding alternative tax treatments and myriad other complex
rules. Costs to plan sponsors have become burdensome and such monies should be
better spent on the productive expansion of the businesses involved rather than in
the unproductive payment of fees to lawyers, accountants, consultants and record-
keepers and in ever expanding plan administrative staff (which unproductive ex-
penses lessen the competitiveness of domestic employers in the world marketplace).

It is axiomatic to state that the only monies (benefits) that may be paid out of a
plan are the gross expenditures by the sponsor for the plan, plus net investment
earnings thereon, minus plan maintenance costs. The costs of delivering a dollar of
benefits have simply become too high.

It is respectfully suggested that the 401(a) (4) and 401(]) nondiscrimination and in-
tegration rules, the 401(a) (17) maximum compensation limitation, the 401(a) (26)
and 410(b) participant coverage rules, the 411 five-year cliff vesting or three to seven
year vesting rules, the 41S plan benefit and contribution limitations, the 412 fund-
ing rules and the 404 deduction limitations are sufficient to reasonably prevent per-
ceived discriminatory abuses, and that other complex rules may be eliminated.

Accordingly, the following changes are proposed for consideration:

1. The following code sections and provisions would be repealed:

1. Section 401(k) would be repealed, eliminating all salary reduction arrange-
ments under qualified retirement plans and the nondiscrimination testing asso-
ciated therewith. Existing salary reductions would automatically become after-
tax contributions (subject to the old 6% of pay/10% of pay safe harbors and the
415 contribution limitations).

2. Section 401(m) would be repealed, eliminating the employee contribution
and matching contribution nondiscrimination tests.
| 3. Section 415(e) wonld be repealed, eliminated the combined plan benefit
imits.

4. Section 416 would be repealed, eliminating the top-heavy rules.

5. The special taxation rules regarding distributions of net unrealized appre-
ciation would be repealed, with net unrealized appreciation taxable unless
rolled over to another qualified plan or IRA.

6. The special five-year averaging distribution rules would be repealed.

7. Section 125 would be repealed, eliminating flexible spending accounts and
other cafeteria plans and nondiscrimination requirements and salary reductions
:E’ated thereto. Existing salary reductions would automatically become taxable

uctions.

II. The following compensating changes believed to be more fair and efficient
would be enacted:

1. The IRA contribution limit would be increased to the lesser of $4,000 (sub-
ject to annual cost of living adjustments) or 100% of compensation, with the de-
duction being available only if an individual's compensation does not exceed the
wage base.

2, The 415 annual addition limitation unler a target benefit money purchase
pension plan would be the lesser of $30,00u (subject to the current law cost-of-
living adjustments) or 25% of compensation for employees under age 50, and
$60,000 (subject to cost-of-living adjustments) or 100% of compensation for em-
ployees aged 50 or older; provided that the enhanced limit for older employees
would only be available under a plan which determined contributions on the
basis of PBGC factors and assumptions for defined benefit plans that terminate
either at the beginning or end of that year.

The foregoing would facilitate the accumulation of more meaningful retirement
savings for non-highly compensated employees and certain older employees and also
would allow plan sponsors to return to the provision of retirement and welfare ben-
efits through traditional and simple plans that have worked well historically, with-
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out the current maze of conflicting overregulation and the unreasonable administra-

tive costs thereof.
In addition, it is believed that the recommended changes would:

A. Foster the growth of traditional retirement plans and retirement savings
through the creation of a more receptive legal environment by reducing admin-
istrative complexity and uncertainty.

B. Preserve the fair treatment of non-highly compensated employees provided
by the 401(a) (4), 401(a) (17), 401(a) (26}, 401(l), 410 and 411 rules which we be-
lieve are fully sufficient to enforce fair and nondiscriminatory treatment in
qualified plans.

C. Preserve adequate limitations on benefits for highly compensated employ-
ees through the nondiscrimination rules in B above and the excess accumula-
tion and excess distribution excise taxes, early distribution penalties, required
minimum distributions, 415 separate plan limits, 412 reasonable funding re-
quirements and 404 deduction limitations.

D. Stop the transfers of benefit funding responsibility from employers to em-
ployees occurring through employer utilization of salary reductions under 125
and 401(k), which provisions can fairly be categorized as failed experiments
gone awry. )

E. Recognize both the relative unattractiveness to a plan sponsor of defined
benefit plans (resulting from the legislative changes during the past 16 years)
and the inherent limitations in the ability of defined contribution plans to pro-
vide adequate benefits for non-highly compensated older workers, by enhancing
the ability of target benefit money purchase pensxon plans to deliver adequate
retirement benefits to older workers.

It is hoped that the above would tend toward a positive revenue impact, especially
if studies take into account the enhanced net income of each plan sponsor due to
reduced administrative expenses in maintaining plans.
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Credit Union National Association, inc. ﬁ

805 15th Strest, NW, Suite 300, Washington, DC 20005-2207, 682-4200

Charles O. Zuver

Senlor Vice President

Goveramental Alairs Oivision

Home Phone: (703) 768-1155 May 28, 1991

The Honorable Lloyd Bentsen
Chairman, Committee on Finance
United States Senate

703 Senate Hart Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The Credit Union National Association and Affiliates (CUNA) takes this
opportunity to write in support of your efforts and those of Senator Roth to
re-instate individual retirement daccounts for all of working America. We are
pleased to see that about three-fourths of your colleagues have co-sponsured
your bill. We request that our letter be included as part of the hearing
record on S. 612.

CUNA represents 90% of the nation’s 14,500 credit unions through 50 state
credit union leagues and leagues in the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico.
About half of these credit unions offer IRA accounts to their members, and IRA
deposits constitute about 15% of the total savings currently held by credit
unions.

CUNA agrees with your observations that individual retirement accounts help to
stimulate long term savings that can be used to provide both capital for our
nation’s growth and financial security for individuals’ retirement years. The
expansion of the IRA concept to all workers in the early 1980's was a valuable
savings incentive program that unfortunately was so successful its revenue
impact made it an obvious target during the tax reform in 1986.

Under the terms of your bill, an individual -- regardless of income level or
participation in a company pension plan -- could contribute $2,000 a year
either to a traditional IRA, where the federal income tax deduction would be
taken in the year of contribution, or to a new type of special IRA, where
earnings on contributions held for longer than five years would be exempt from
tax. The $2,000 contribution limit would be indexed, another positive element
of your bill.
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Page 2
May 28, 1991

We can see merits in having both income tax approaches, but we believe that
taxpayers might shy away from the "back-ended” IRA because of concerns that
Congress might change the rules of the game at some point. The individual who
chooses to wait and receive the tax benefits 5+ years down the road may never
benefit i{f it were decided to once again eliminate the IRA program or to re-
instate an income test.

We believe that it {s important that a renewed IRA program eliminate the
income limitations that have existed in the law since 1986. As Federal
Reserve Board Chairman Greenspan noted during the hearings last week, an
important purpose of the program is to raise capital, Congress should not be
overly concerned about the impact on various income groups. Moreover, as
Senator Roth observed, does it make sense to encourage a long-term course of
savings by the current IRA program, but eliminate the incentive as a person
progresses through the ranks and reaches a certain income level (and is in a
better position to save). In addition, as you observed sbout the farmer, in
the year with a good crop he is in a position to actually set something aside
for his retirement, but may be precluded from doing so.

Your proposed IRA program integrates the "super IRA" concept to allow with-
drawals without penalty for purchase of a first home, higher education
expenses, and extraordinary medical expenses. Clearly, these features will
enhance the attractiveness of the IRA savings incentives, since people have a
reluctance of planning for their retirement years if they first, for Instance,
needs to address the issue of savings for their children’s college education.
We also applaud your efforts to allow similar withdrawals from 401(k) and
403(b) plans.

We listened with great interest last week to the panel of witnesses debate the
issue of whether the broad-based IRAs of the mid-1980‘s created new savings or
merely reflected a switch from one type of savings into IRA savings vehicles.
There is obviously not a definitive answer to the question, but we believe the
broad IRA program contributed positively to the mentality of savings in this
country. Why? The telling point was made both by witnesses and some members
of your committee that financial institutions extensively marketed the IRA
concept from 1982 to 1986. This was a savings/planning program sanctioned by
the federal government and people were encouraged by television, radio and
newspaper advertisements to participate. The current eligibility rules for
deductible contributions limit the effectiveness of widespread advertisement.

We recognize that there is a large price tag attached to reviving a national
savings program such as proposed in §. 612. The Joint Committee on Taxation
estimates that this new p oyram will cost between $4 billion and $7 billion a
year. Unlike other large expenditures that are considered annually by
Congress, we think that the "super IRA™ will be shown to have some very
positive benefits to our country both in capital formation and in retirement
planning in the years ahead. We recognize your commitment and the support of
many co-sponsors to your bill is premised on developing options to cover the
costs without adding to the federal deficit. We know that will be a chal-
lenge, but esrtainly one worth undertaking to the benefit of all of working

America.

CUNA appreciates having the opportunity to submit this letter for inclusion in
the committee’s hearing record.

Sincerely,

<hdeo O 2o

Charles 0. Zuver
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Charles R. Enis
Coopers and Lybrand Faculty Fellow of Accounting and
Associste Professor of Accounting and Management Information Systems
Smeal College of Business Administration
225 Beam Business Administration Building
The Pennsylvania State University
University Park, PA 16802
(814-865-1149)

Behavioral and Economic Factors Linked to IRA Contributions:
Evidence from Tax Retu.n Data

ABSTRACT

This research constructs cross-sectional und first difference econometric
models using the Individual Tax Model Files ani the panel of individual returns
from the Ernst and Young Tax Research Data Bise. In addition to the typical
price and income effects these models test the applicability of prospect theory
relative to expected utility theory in explaining taxpayer decision-making
behavior. Prospect theory purports reforence point effects to influence
taxpayer choice behavior while expected utility theory considers reference point
effects to be irrelevant in the normative sense. This study examines reference
points identified using rational expectations and current cash concepts. These
models also investigate the relationship between savings in the form of
individual retirement account (IRA) participation and consumption behavior.
This is an important policy issue because a reduction in consumption must be
observed in tandem with increases in IRA participation to show the formation of
new savings. IRAs have even been alleged to increase consumption because the
tax advantages enable investment goals to be met with lower levels of savings.
The findings indicate that prospect theory does make a modest contribution in
explaining taxpayer decision-making behavior. Allegations that IRA
contributions are merely recycled prior savings were not supported. Also, no
linkage was established between IRA participation and consumption- behavior.
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Behavioral and Economic Factors Linked to IRA Contributions:
Evidence from Tax Return Data

Introduction

Prior studies of taxation and individual retirement account (IRA)
participation have focused on traditicnal economic analysis whereby IRA
contributions are explained in terms of price (1- the marginal tax rate) and
income elasticities while controlling for salient demographic variables; see for
example, 0'Neil and Thoupson (1987). Such models are grounded in expected
utility theory as derived by von Neumann and Morgenstern (1944). Expected
utility theory whereby individuals code outcomes as final states of wealth is a
major paradigm in studies of decision-making behavior. However, studies have
shown that the behavior of individuals is inconsistent with the tenets of
expected utility theory (Lichtenstein and Slovic, 1971). Prospect theory
developed by Kahneman and Tversky (1979) is an alternative to describe
individual choice behavior. Prospect theory conflicts with expected utility
theory in that individuals are purported to code outcomes as gains and losses,
as opposed to final states of wealth, B

According to prospect theory, gain or loss reference points influence
decision-making behavior. In contrast, reference points are irrelevant to
expected utility theory. The first objective of this research is to construct
models using tax return data to examine the relevance of the reference point
concept to taxpayers' decisions to participate in IRAs. A second objective is
to investigate the relationship between IRA participation and savings versus
consumption behavior. Ascertaining the relevance of alternative models of
taxpayer decision-making behavior is an important topic in tax policy research
(Stiglitz and Wolfson, 1988). Also, whether IRAs encourage new savings by
reducing consumption or merely recirculate old savings in a policy issue that

has seen much debate.
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The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: the Background
section discusses prior research related to prospect theory and taxpayer choice
behavior and the interface between the present empirical work and the
savings/consumption choice; the Method section describes the cross-sectional and
first-difference models used in this research and the rationale for the
independent varisbles; the Results section presents the empirical findings and
relates such to the expectations as drawn from prior research. Finally, the

Conclusions section offers some summary comments.

Background

P:ospect theory hypothesizes asymmetric risk preferences depending upon
whether the decision context is framed as a gain or a loss (Kameda and Davis,
1990). That is, individuals who have experienced losses are purported to have a’
value function that increases at an increasing rate and thus prefer riskier
alternatives than those who have experienced gains (Fischhoff, 1983).

McGlothlin (1956) observed more long shot bets during the last race of the day
as gamblers who have sustained losses make riskier bets. A football team that
is losing is more likely to attempt risky pass plays than the team that is
winning.

The reference point concept can be applied to the decision-making context
of a taxpayer. When current cash position is the appropriate frame of reference,
a taxpayer who is underwithheld (owes taxes) has a loss reference point.
Conversely, an overwithheld (refund) position is framed as a gain. Taxpayer
expectations can also serve as a frame of reference. Here the gain or loss

“reference point is a function of the actual amount of taxes owed or refunded as

compared to that anticipated.
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Prospect theory predicts that a risky choice is more likely to be made from
a loss (underwithheld) than from a gain (overwithheld) reference point. In
contrast, according to expected utility theory, withholding reference points
should not affect risk preferences because withholding position only reflects
the timing of payments and ndt the actual tax liability.

Previous studies of prospect theory and taxpayer behavior hgve focused on
reporting and compliance decisions. Prospect theory predicts a positive
relationship between underwithheld reference points and aggressive reporting and
noncompliant behavior. In other words, a taxpayer faced with a large payment on
April 15 is more likely to claim a questionable deduction and risk an audit.
Chang and Schultz (1990) refer to the association between withholding position
and risk preference as the withholding phenomenon. Clotfelter (1983) observed
evidence from a random sample of tax returns that showed a positive relationship
between underwithholding and underreporting of income.

Most empirical studies of prospect theory and taxpayer choice have been in
laboratory settings where observations of the withholding phenomenon have been
mixed. Chang, Nichols and Schultz (1987) report a significant relationship
between framing and risk preference in their study of audit risk attitudes and
tax reporting using MBA students as subjects. LaRue and Reckers (1989) using
tax practitioners as subjects found an inverse relationship between the strength
of the withholding phenomenon and subject experience. Schadewald (1989) using
MBA students a&s subjects and both current cash position and expectations to
formulate reference points observed prospect theory to hold in a neutral nontax _
context. However, in a tax context the withholding phenomenon was observed only
when the reference points were specifically labeled as gains or losses. Hite,
Jackson and Spicer (1988) using jurors as subjects did not find support for the

withholding phenomenon except in the case of low income subjects. Chang and
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Schultz (1990) using Taxpayer Compliance Measurement Program (TCMP) data found
strong support for the withholding phenomenon across filing statuses, income
sources, income levels and magnitudes of withholding positions. Schepanski and
Kelsey (1990) observed in their experiment using undergraduate business students
that framing can induce a substantial degree of risk aversion in compliance
decisions. Their findings were okplained in terms of Markowitz utility theory
as well as in terms of prospect theory.

Similar to prior research, the present study uses withholding
positions to identify gain and loss reference points. Two reference point
concepts.are used. First, the cash position reference point is used in the
cross-sectional models where taxpayers' withholding positions before considering
their IRA deductions are assumed to determine their reference points. Second, a
rational expectations reference point is used in a panel-data model where
taxpayers expect to make the same IRA contribution as in the prior year and
expect to encounter the same refund (paywment) as in the prior year. If such
rational-expactations are not met, taxpayers are predicted to adjust their IRA
contributions accordingly. However, unlike the other studies addressing
prospect theory, the present research draws observations from tax return data
rather than from subjects in a laboratory experiment, and IRA participation
rather than reporting behavior is the decision-making variable.

The decisions to underreport income and participate 1; an IRA are similar
in two respects. First, both decisions can be made between the end of the tax
year and the filing deadline for that year. Two-thirds of all IRA contributions
are made between Ja;uary 1 and April 15 (Boynton, 1984). Secondly, both
decisions involve a risk-return evaluation that should be independent of

withholding position according to expected utility theory.
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The decision to hold an asset in an IRA does not alter the before-tax
return or the investment. However, the after-tax terminal weaslth per dollar
invested 1n an IRA {s increased by a factor computed using equation (1) given
that funds are not withdrawn until the taxpayer reaches age 59 1/2.

a+0"a-t)

Str )" ¢V
(-t

vhere:

r = before-tax rate of returrn

t_ = combined federal and state marginal tax rate for the contribution year
n = the number of years from the contribution year to the ;oar of

withdrawal

t_ = the combined federal and state marginal tax rate for the year of

withdrawal
For example, if in equation (1) r=.10, to = .3, n =15 and tn = .2; the terminal
wealth from an IRA will be 2.015 times that obtained from the same asset if held
diractly. The additional risk the taxpayer faces in order to realize this
1ncteas; in terminal wealth is & liquidity risk. This risk is the probability
that the taxpayer makes an early withdrawal from the IRA and sustains a penalty
that makes the taxpayer worse off than if the asset were held directly.
According to equation (1) the advantage of an IRA is directly related to the
extent t, > t Thus, the taxpayer also bears the risk that the reverse may be
true to the extent that equation (1) becomes negative.

It should be emphasized that the present study in no way asserts that the
advantages of an IRA fail to compensate for the risk. The focus of the present
study is that according to expected utility theory the risk-return choice
associated with IRA participation is independent of withholding position. In a

process-tracing study involving expert financial planners and novice taxpayers,

45-954 - 91 - 7
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forty-three variables were identified as relevant to the decision of whether or
not a hypothetical family should have an IRA. None of these variables were
related to withholding positions, see Hershey, et. al. (1990). On the other
hand, according to prospect theory, the tax savings from deducting an IRA
contribution will appesr more (lees) salient when such savings reduce (increase)
& tax payment (refund).

The present study does not attempt to discredit expected utility theory but
rather to determine whether or not reference point variables increase the
explanatory power of traditional econometric models that estimate price and
income effects. The validity of expected utility theory is presumed by such
models. If the reference point variasbles add little explanatory power then the
results of the present study will fail to support the relevance of reference
point concepts as a theory of taxpayer choice behavior.

In addition to investigating the--atsinal contribution of prospect theory
to understanding taxpayer decision-making behavior, the econometric models
egtimated i{n the present atudy examine the relationship between IRA
participation and savings versus consumption behavior. Because the U.S. savings
rate has declined to one-third of that of Japan and one-half of that of Europe,
studies that model savings should be of interest to policy makers. Kotlikoff
(1990) alleged that tax incentives fail to shift funds from consumption to
savings because incentives allow the achievement of savings targets with less
sacrifice in consuaption. BEmpirical work that reported a positive relationship
between IRA participation and tax incentives (e.g., Feenberg and Skinner, 1989)

has been criticized for failing to document a corresponding reduction in

consumption.



1756

Burman, Cordes and Ozanne {1990) argue that IRAs not only did not
contribute to national savings during years of peak availability (1982-1984),
but may have even reduced saving after considering their effect on the deficit.
Two observations support such allegdtions. First, individual savings do not
respond to changes in investment returns. Second, the cap on IRA contributions
mitigated incentives to increase savings. Some IRA participants may have framed
the tax reductions and associated effects on withholding position as pure income
and responded by increasing consumption. In response to such concerns, the
econometric models in the present ‘study include variables to proxy for savings
and consumption. The strength and directions associated with the coefficients
estimated for these variables will provide insights as to whether IRA
contributions represent new savings in the form of foregone consumption or
redirected old savings. The models also address the issue of whether IRAs

actually increase consumption. _

Hethod

The data for the present study is drawn from the 1983 and 1984 Individual
Tax Mcdel Files (ITMF) and from the Panel of Individual Returns for years 1983
and 1984. These are IRS Statistics of Income data and are part of the Ernst &
Young/University of Michigan Tax Research Data Base; for detailed discussions of
this data base, see Enis (1991) and Crum (1991). Tax years 1983 and 1984 were
years taxpayers had the least legal restrictions on the amount of tax deductible
IRA contributions that could be made.

The ITMF dotis are used to construct cross-sectional models that use the
current cash «crcept to clasgify withholding positions as gain or loss reference

points. The panel data are used to construct a log-linear first-difference

model that use: the rational-expectatfons concept to identify withholding
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positions that are loss reference points. That is, taxpayers will be assumed to
make the same payment or receive the same -refund in 1984 as they did in 1983
given the same IRA contribution that was made in 1983 is made in 1984. For
example, assume that a taxpayer made & $1,000 IRA contribution in 1983 and
receivgd a $500 refund for 1983. Under the rational-expéctations approach, that
taxpayer will plan ou a8 §1,000 contribution in 1984 and also expect to receive a
$500 refund for 1984. However, if during the initial preparation of the tax
return, the taxpayer discovers that the zefu;d will be only $200, then this
taxpayer has a $300 loss reference point and {s predicted to extend his/her 1984
IRA contribution beyond $1,000 before the filing deadline. This script is
symetrical with respect to payments. That is, a taxpayer will have & loss
reference point if his/her 1984 payment is larger than the 1983 payment given
that the same IRA contribution that was made in 1983 is planned for 1984. An
increase in the planned 1984 contribution is also predicted in this case.

A model constructed using ITMF data is based on a sample that can proxy for ~
the population of interest and hence is strong in external validity. A model
constructed using panel data is strong in internal validity because each
taxpayer acts as his/her own control across time (Crum 1991). As a result, the
use of panel data mitigates problems associated with multicollinearity among
observed variables and correlations among unobserved variables.

Tax ‘returns selected from the Ernst and Young Tax Research Data Base are
those that (1) satisfy the legal requirements to make the maximum IRA
contribution, and (2) disclose information germane to the variables in the
wodels. Thus, the scope of the empirical work is limited to households with two
vage earners that itemize deductions. Also, the analysis is restricted. to
returns with adjusted gross income (AGI) under $200,000 because state of

residence and other important variables are blurred in the dats to obscure



177

taxpayer identities. To obtain clearer measurements of income, marginal tax
rates and savings behavior, the analysis excludes returns with age exemptions,
schedules C, E and F, an' special tax computations. For example, it is
difficult to disentangle income attributable to labor versus investment when a
tai}ayer has an interest in a business, farm, or rental property. A farmer that
purchases additional livestock instead of contributing to an IRA is not
foregoing savings in favor of increasing consumption. Also, it is difficult to
determine whether losses from such activities are real reductions in disposable
income or are tax sheltered losses with little economic substance. Returns with
special computations (e.g., income averaging) are eliminated because of the
difficulty of determining the composite (federal and state) marginal tax rates
applicatle to IRA cont: ‘butions.

Equations (2) and (3) are the econometric models employed using the ITMF
and panel data, respectively

In (Cit) = Bo + Bp In (Pit) + By 1n (Yit)

7
+3:1 By In (X)) + Uy, 2)
In (Cg) = 1n (G, 1) =8, [In (Py) = In (P, 1)]
+8 (In (¥,) - In (¥, )]
8
+_1-:-3 By [ln (Xy;0) - In (X, o )]
+U, -U 3)

it i,t-1
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In equation (2), t represents the year for which the cross-sectional model is
being constructed; i.e., 1983 or 1984. In equation (3), t=1984 and t-1=1983.
For each tax return i . . .

C = amount contributed to IRAs

P = Price (i.e., l1-marginal tax rate)

Y = disposable income

Xl = tax pay-ent.owed given a loss reference point

Xz = refund given a gain reference point

x3 = savings ptdipensity -
xb = family size (number of dependents)

Xs = paid preparer (l=yes, 0=no)

x6 = home mortgage interest

x, = other interest (consumption proxy)

xa = rational-expectations loss reference point

Bo = intercept

Bp = price elasticity
-B’ = {ncome elasticity

Bl...Ba = estimated coefficients for variables Ky ...Xg
U = error term

In = natural logarithm

The coefficients for the cross-sectional models are estimated using
ordinary least squares regression. The coefficients for the panel data are
likewise estimated in a first difference model while forcing the intercept to

gero by standardizing the variables.
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The discussion will now address the relevance and expectations regarding
each variable in relation to prior empirical studies.

Price. This variable is l-tc, where tc is the combined federal, state, and
local marginal tax rate applicable to the maximum IRA contribution. This rate
is obtained for each return by subtracting the tax liability if the waximum IRA
contribution were made from the tax 1iability if no IRA contribution were made.
This difference is divided by the maximum IRA contribution to obtain tf, the
marginal federal tax rate. Next, tc is computed by incorporating the effect of
the state and local marginal tax rate (ts) using equation (4) given IRA
contributions are deductible on state income tax returns; and tc = tf where
there is no state income tax or where IRA contributions are not deductible on
state returns.

o= -ty ey T(4)

Obtaining 8 precise estimate of ty woul&rrequlre the mwodeling of every
stute; township, city, and county income tax structure in the nation. This
modeling would be an anormous task. The present study attempts to incorporate
the cffect of state and local income taxes by estimating marginal tax rates from
average tax rates. Because the present analysis is restricted to returns that
itemize deductions, the amount of payments for state and local income taxes can
be obtained from the data base. This amount divided by some measure of the
income tax base is an estimate of the stat; and local average tax rate.
Equation (5) is used to estimate the amount by which te should be increased to
take into account state and local income taxes.1

2[Laco-R) 1}

(1-¢t)t =—""3= (5
£778  Ln(T-DeR)?
¥here: D = amount deducted for state and local income taxes
R = state and local income tax refunds

T = federal taxable income
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Equation (5) was validated using a small sample of sets of federal state and
local "hard copy” tax returns where the appropriate (1-tf)t. was known.
Equation (5) is reasonably sccurate as long as the D and R variables are
consistent from year to year. Equation (5) is restricted to values between O
and .10 to prevent unreasonable estimates when D and R are incoasistent.

According to Browning (1990), t, based upon the IRA contribution as opposed
to the "first-dollar" marginal tax rate is the appropriate rate for estimating
the price elasticity BP. Theoretically Bp is expected to have a negative sign.
As tax rates increase, P1 = (1 - tcl) will decrease; i.e., the tax savings will
make the IRA deduction more attractive. Such a relationship has been reported
by O'Neil and Thompson (1987), Feenberg and Skinner (1989), and Long (1990).
However, Vent{ and Wise (1988) report the marginal tax rate to have no influence
on IRA contributions.

Disposable income. The value for this variable for each return is obtained
by adding back to AGI (1) adjustments to income other than eaployee business
expenses, (2) the capital loss deduction, and (3) tax free income from the
following sources: capital gains, dividends, social security and uneaployment
benefits. This amount is then reduced by social security taxes, federal income
tax payments, and all state and local tax deductions. According to Browning
(1990), the effect on saving is related to the change in disposable income
through the marginal propensity to save. The use of disposable income to
estinate the income elasticity By is less likely than AGI to cause
multicollinearity probless between P and Y (Long, 1990). Theoretically By is
expected to be positive as savings increase with income. Prigr studies have
supported this expectation slthough the relationship was weak in the Feenberg

and Skinner (1989) study.
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Reference points -- loss (Xll, gain !le. Variasbles Xl and *2 reflect the

current cash position reference point ;oncopt. These variables appear only in
the cross-sectional models and are measured by the amount of the tax payment
{refund) that would apply if no IRA contribution were made given that the
taxpayer has & loss (gain) reference point. A taxpayer is considered having a
loss (gain) reference point if the pre-IRA tax payment (refund) is one hundred
dollars or more. Taxpayers with payments (refunds) under $100 are assumed to
have a neutral cash position reference point. A dollar amount less than
three-digits is considered nonselient or not worth the effort to contribute to
an IRA and refigure the tax return. The effect of this neutral point is
ceptured in the model's intercept and mitigates the possibility that the X'X
matrix will be less than full rank. Based on the earliier discussion; prospect
theory predicts a strong and positive coefficient for 81 and is silent with
respect to Bz. Expected utility theory predicts Bl and Bz to be insignificant.
A third set of predictions come from the savings literature. According to the
"1iquidity constraint" view of savings, 8, should be negative and 8, should be
positive (Feenberg and Skinner, 1989). Such expectations are based on the
premise that a taxpayer having received a refund should have the liquidity to
contribute to an IRA. Prior research has shown a positive relationship between
IRA participation and money owed to the IRS (Feenberg and Skinner, 1989; Long,
1990). These studies used a dummy variable equal to one if money was owed to
the IRS and zero otherwise. Such research did not specifically address prospect
theory, gain and loss reference points were not incorporated in the models and
taxpayer expectations were not considered.

Sewvings g:openaitxhgxsl. This variable is interest income plus
pre-exclusion dividend income divided by disposable income less capital gains.

It measures that portion of permanent disposable income that is derived from
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savings vehicles (Hubbard, 1984). This variable proxies for wealth, resources
avajlable to shift to IRAs, and taxpayer attitudes towards savings. 53 is
expected to be positive in the cross-sectional model as suggested by prior work.
However, 83 may be negative in the first-difference model if taxpayers are
motivated to shift funds from contemporaneously taxable holdings to tax deferred
IRAs. B, estimated from the panel data should not be negative if IRAs encourage
new savings. .

Family size 1Xil. Most econometric studjes involving IRA participation,
charitable giving, leisure-work choice, etc. include variables that address
marital status or family size. This variable provides an indication of the
household's life-cycle. Families with children young enough to typically
qualify as dependents may not place a high priority on retirement savings.
Hence, B‘ is expected to be negative in the ctoas;sectlonal models and
insignificant in the first-difference model.

Paid preparer stl. The 1983 ana 1984 data do not have elements showing
amounts paid to preparers, but do have code fields indicating whether or not
paid preparers were used. This variable is included as a dummy variable in the
models for two reasons. First, taxpayers who use paid preparers may be better
informed as to the adva&tagos of IRAs. 0'Neil and Thompson (1987) used census
regions to proxy for the extent to which taxpayers were informed about IRAs fioa
the 1nte§sity of advertising by financial institutions. Second, the use of paid
preparers may influence a taxpayer's withholding positions by taking into
consideration an IRA deduction. Simultaneous withholding and taxpayer choice
decisions -have been noted in Jackson and Milliron (1986). The effect of paid
prepares on taxpayer reporting behavior has been studied by Long and Caudil
(1987) and by Collins, Milliron and Toy (1990). Neither of ‘these studies
addressed the issue of IRA participation although the latter research estimated

- that twenty-five percent of households cite tax minimization as the primary

motive for using a preparer. Hence, Bs is expected to be positive.
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Home mortgage interest jxsl. The inclusion of this variable explores the

relationship between home ownership and IRA participation. Owner occupied
housing has elements of consumption and savings. The real estate market of the
eighties provided taxpayers with an investment vehicle with many tax advantages
similar to an IRA. The appreciation on a home builds up tax free until the
property is sold and a qualified reinvestment is not made. If this event occurs-
after age 55, up to $125,000 of the realized gain is tax free. Furthermore,
investment in a home is not restricted to $2,000 or $4,000 per year. Also,
funds can be borrowed against the equity in a home without penalty, this is not
true of an IRA. The only advantages of an IRA over “wner occupied housing are
the lower transactions costs, lower minimum investment, and the ability to
invest before rather than after tax dollars. On the other hand, imputed net
rental value of owner occupied housing is a form of tax free economic income,
and interest and property taxes provide substantial tax deductiona.A Home
mortgage interest is also related to wealth and life-cycle factors. This
variable has not been examined in prior researcg dealing with IRA participation.
The expected direction of 56 is uncertain. However, if taxpayers are using home
ownership to 8 substantial degree as a savings vehicle which in turn causes a
significant liquidity constraint, then 56 is expected to be negative.

Other_ interest §X7). This variable is the difference between the total
itemized deduction for interest and the deduction for home mortgage interest.
This variable is intended to measure the relationship between IRA participation
and consumption. None of the other IRA studies have addressed this important
issue. If taxpayers borrow to finance their IRA contributions, or divert IRA
tax savings into more consumption, then 07 is expected to the positive.: If IRA

contributions are funds shifted from other savings vehicles, then B7 is expected
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to be insignificant in conjunction with a negative 03. On the other hand, if
IRA participation motivates new savings by causing funds to be diverted from
consumption, then 57 is expected to be negative.

Rational-expectations loss reference point (xsl. This variable appears in
the first-difference model constructed from the panel data and not in the
cross-sectional models. This variable is intended as a test of prospect theory
when taxpayer expactations are used as reference points. Here the withholding
reference points are determined under the assumption that IRA contributions for
1983 and 1984 are expected to be the same. Taxpayers with loss reference points
are those with 1984 tax payments (refunds) that are greater (less) than their
1983 tax payments (refunds) and those with pre-IRA payments in 1984 and refunds
in 1983. The remaining taxpayers are consideted to have a gain reference point.
For those with & loss reference point X8 will equal the difference between their
actﬁal and expected 1984 positions. For those with & gain reference point X8
will equal zero. Prior studies have not examined rational expectations as a
means for frawing the decision to contribute to an IRA. A positive Bs would
support the relevance of prospect theory to the modeling of taxpayer
decision-making behavior.

The contribution of this proposed study {s the incorporation of a
formalized test of the relevance of prospect theory to taxpayer choice behavior
within standard econometric models. This study will also address other issues
not covered in earlier work such as the relationship between IRA participation
and home ownership, savings and consumption. The empirical analysis will be

petformed using cross-sectional models and a first difference model.
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RESULTS

Table 1 reports a summary of the descriptive statistics for all variables
that were included in both ITMF cross-sectional models and in the
first-difference panel data model for years 1983 and 1984. Table 1 provides an
indication of the extent to which the panel of 484 joinrt returns i%_
representative of the population germane to the present study. The univariate
analysis of the panel and ITMF data consist of the correlation matrices in
_Tables 2 and 4, respectively. The regression models are shown in Tables 3
(first-difference model) and S (cross-sectional.ﬁodels). The discussion focuses

on the expectations for each variable that were discussed earlier in this paper.

The reference point vafiables (X8 in Tables 2 and 3; and Xl, X2 in Tables &
and 5) are discussed first. The regression coefficient associated with the
rational-expectations reference point (xa) is significant and positive. This
finding suggest that prospect theory in conjunction with expected utility theory
has a role in explaining taxpayer decision-making behavior. Note, however, the
explanatory power of X8 is not as strong as the traditional price and income
variables. The role of prospect theory is also supported in both
cross-sectional models where the cash position loss reference point (Xl) has
positive coefficients, and the gain reference point (Xz) has negative
coefficients. Because of the large sample size all (but one) variable in the
cross-sectional models are highly significant. However, an inspection of the
t-values and the change in R2 figuresz in Table 5 indicate that as expected, the

effect of the loss reference point is stronger than that of the gain reference

point.



186

The price variable (P) has a relatively stronger influence in the
first-difference model then in the crcu;uctional models. However, the sign of
the regression coefficient in all three models is positive; the opposite of what
was expected. On the other hand, according to Table 4, the univariate
correlation between IRA contribution and the price variable is negative in both
ITMF models. In general, on the macro-level taxpayers with high marginal rates
are more likely to have IRAs than those with low marginal tax rates.
Nevertheless, the positive 'coefficient for P in Table 3 suggest that families
that had a reduction in marginal #ates from 1983 to 1984 were more likely to
increase their IRA contributions then those with rate increases. This finding
appears reasonable when one considers that tax rates across virtually all
brackets were lowered in 1984 and the overall popularity of IRAs increased.

This rate reduction {s reflected in the increase in the Price variable from 1983
to 1984 as shown in Table 1. An inspections of Table 1 shows that of the 484
households selected from the panel data, those with IRAs increased by 23.3

percent from 1983 to 1984.

All three regression models show a strong income effect in that By is
positive in Tables 3 and 5. This finding is consistent with other research.

The savings propensity variable has a positive regression coefficient in
&11 three models. This was an expected result with respect to the ITHF
regressions. However, {f IRA contributions are merely funds withdrawn from
investments, then ons would expect 53 to be negative in the panél data analysis.
However, Ba is positive and the most significant variable in the
first-difference model. In other words, panel members whose ratio of investment

income to permanent disposable income increased from 1983 to 1984 were more
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likely to have increased their IRA contributions over this period. Furthermore,
an inspection of Table 2 gives the impression of relatively low multicolinearity
among the transformed panel data variables, only 10 of 32 correlation
coefficients are significant at the .05 level. However, the :.75 correlation
between the savings propensity (X3) and disposable income variable (Y) stands
out. This suggest an inverse relationship between changes in disposable income
and changes in that portion of disposable income that consist of dividends and
interest. This result is surprising given the strong income effect. In other
words, the two stronge;; variables in the first-difference model have positive
regression coefficients and are negatively correlated with each other. This
finding suggest that a factor influsncing IRA contributions is the rate at which
investment income changes relative to noninvestment income. The finding that
investment income increases rslative to disposable income when IRA contributions
are increasing does not suggest that IRA savings are largely recirculated older
savings. Nevertheless, the availability of investment funds is strongly
associated with IRA participation as suggested by the positive correlations

between X3 and Y in the static cross-sectional models, see Table 4.

The regression coefficients associated with the family size variable were
negative as expected. However, Bk is not significant in the first difference
model. These findings indicate that on average an inverse relationshiP exist
between family size and IRA participation but at the margin changes in number of
dependents from 1983 to 1984 had little influence on IRA contributions.

A positive sign was expected for the paid preparer variable. Such occurs
in tﬁb first-difference model. However, BS is negative in the 1984 and

insignificant in the 1983 cross-sectional models, see Table 5. The positive BS
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in Table 3 is significant while the negrtive BS in the 1984 ITMF model is the
least 1n£lugnt1¢l of the independent variables. These observations are evidence
that those households that did not use paid preparers in 1983 bqt did so in

1984 were influenced to increasa their IRA investments in 1984. The promotion
of IRAs through paid preparers and especially the media is purported to have had
an impact on the increase in popularity of IRAs during this period (0'Neil and
Thompson, 1987). Nevertheless, little association between the use ;f paid
prepares and IRA participation was found on the macro-level.

The coefficient associasted with the home mortgage interest variable is
negative in all three regression models which according to our expectations is a
sign that households used owner-occupied housing &s a savings vehicle. The
negative correlstions between X6 and X3 in Table 4 also supports this
expectation. However, in the case of the first-difference model the negative 06
could bave resulted from the natural declins in interest expense through debt
retirement in conjunction with the observed overall increase in IRA popularity.

The consumer interest variihlo is positive but insignificant in the
first-difference model and negative in both cross-sectional models. Thus, the
findings in the present study do not provide evidence that IRA participation
actuslly results in an increase in consusption. Nor can the findings link the
sources of IRA funds to foregone consumption. An i{nteresting observation from
Table 4 .{s that consumer interest is positively (negatively) correlated with the
gain (loss) reference point variable with respect to the 1983 and 1984 ITMFs.
ThllAluppo:ta the assertion of Burwman, Cordes and Ozanne (1990) that taxpayers

may freme tax refunds as pure income.
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Conclusions
The present study investigated the relationship between IRA participation

and reference point effects and savings versus consumption behavior. The
findings indicate that refesrence point variables grounded in prospect theory
wake a4 wodest contribution in explaining taxpayer decision-making behavior
beyond that explained by traditional price and income effects. The results also
document the persistence of a strong income effect on IRA participation.
Pntthe;moro, the findings point to a linkage between increases in IRA
contributions and ip .vreases in investment income relative to changes in
disposable income. iuis does npt lead one to believe that IRA savings are
primarily a reshuffling of prior savings. If interest and dividend income were
being moved off tax returns and into IRAs a negative relationship between C and
x3 would have been observed. Finally, the results could not establish either a
positive or negative relationship between IRA participation and conQu-ption.
The popularity of IRAs increased substantially from 1983 to 1984 largely
because of factors not captured in tax return data such as the influence of the
news and advertising media and learning effects. These omitted factors largely
account for the relatively low Rz of .0663 considering the sample size of 484
households that were used in for-ula;ing the first difference model. An
inspection of Table 1 provides an indication of the increase from 1983 to 1984
in household having IRAs. Table 1 also shows that the median exceeded the mean
contribution in 1983 while the reverse was true in 1984. Furtherwore, according
to the ITMF data, the median and mean contributions decreased from 1983 to 1984.
These observations suggest that many of the new IRA participants in 1984 were

houlobalda that made smaller contributi' 's than those made by households in

1983.
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The scope of the present study was purposely reastricted to two-income
earner households that itemized deductions and derived virtually all their
income from salary/wages and investment income. These restrictions were
motivated by a desire to study households that could make the maximum legal
contribution to IRAs and where all of the relevant variables }ro measurable
over the 1983-1984 period. Thus, caution should be exercised in generalizing
the results of this study beyond the type of households that were drawn from the

Ernst and Young Tax Research Database.

Footnotes
1Equation (5) as a means of adjusting federal marginal tax rates to
incorporate state and local tax effects in arriving at composite marginal tax
rates is in a very early stage of development. 1t is anticipated that future
drafts will contain a more refined, better validated and better justified
estimation procedure. At this point the use of equation (5) should not do more
harm to the empirical findings than simply ignoring state and local income

taxes.

2Tho change in Rz is the extent to which the R2 of the multivariate model

would decline if the indicated variasble were eliminated.
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TABLE 2

Cor'rolction Ha‘trix-—ritsc Difference Model,
Panel Data, 1983-1984

Variables Xg X, X X X, X, Y )4
C--IRA Contribution .089° .061 -.119 .130 -.035 .077 .020 .038
(.049) (.182) (.009) (.004) (.449) (.091) (.669) (.403)
P--Price (l-tc) -.187 -.027 .092 .008 .084 .009 -.217 1
(.001) (.555) (.043) (.865) (.066) (.837) (.001)
Y-+Disposable Income .135 -.016 -.006 -.014 -.00" -.751 1
(.003) (.721) (.890) (.766) (.881) (.001)
XS--Savings Propensity -.026 .013 -.013 .031 .012 1
(.563) (.782) (.770) (.491) (.786)
Xa--l‘mily Size -.089 -.020 . 000 -.071 1
(.049) (.655) (.999) (.117)
Xs--Paid Preparer -.021 . 044 -.040 1
(.648) (.333) (.385)
X6--Home Mortgage Interest .018 -.168 1
(.699) (.001)
X7--30nsumer Interest -.077 1
(.090)
Xs--Ratn/Expt. Loss Ref. Pt. 1

o

¥61

%pearson product moment correlation between pairs of transformed variables; e.g., .089 is the correlation
between the following two standardized values: [Ln (C ) - In (C__,)] md [Ln (Xst) Ia (X, - l)],
i=1 ... 484 joint returns. Significance levels are -hovn in pargn

W
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TABIE 3

Parameter Estimates--First Difference Log-Linear Regression Model:
1983-1984 Panel Data,Dependent Variasble: IRA Contribution

s;:::::ﬂ:;d Prob Chango
Independent Variables: Coefficients  |t]| Value [t|>P  4in R®
P--Price (1-t ) .1100 2.31 .021 .0108
Y--Disposable Income . 1992 2.79 .006 .0156
xa--quings Propensity .2225 3.20 .002 .0205
X‘--Fully Size -.0273 0.61 .543 .0010
xs--Pald Preparer .1183 2.65 .008 .0141
'xs--llo-o Mortgage Interst -.1140 2.52 .012 .0128
X,--Consu-et Intercst . 0465 1.03 .303 .0024
X;--Ratnlxxpt. Loss Ref. Pt. . 0946 2.06 . 040 .0087

Full Model Rz = ,0663; F = 4.22; Prob > F < ,001; N = 484




TARIE &

Correlation Matrix--Cross Sectional Models
1983 and 1984 Individual Tax Model File

A: 1983 ITMF

C--IRA Contribution
P--Price (l-tc)
Y--Disposable Income
X.--Loss Reference Point

1
xz--Gam Reference Point

X3--Savings Propensity

XA--Fanily Size

Xs—-Paid Preparer

X6--Hone Mortgage Int.

x7--0m\mer Interest

B:_ 1984 ITMF

C--IRA Contribution
P--Price (l-tc)
Y--Disposable Income
X.--lLoss Reference Point

—

X,--Gain Refgrence Point

X --Snvin;n;;réﬁonlity v
X, --Family Sike P '
X --Paid Pg‘grer . b’/
X6--Ho.- Mortgage Int.

X7--Consunor Interest

& W N

w

‘Pcar-on product soment correlati

_7a
-.160

-.054
L1346
-.126
. 147
-.231
.079

correlations are significant

-.125
.086
.078

-.181
.233

-.182
.138

-.086

-.085
.040
.126

-.187
.239

~.165
.128

-.076

4
=5
-.031

.041
-.077
-.032

.047

.009
-.037

-.042

.033
-.066
-.029

.057
-.004
-.018

l&
-.158
.149
-.026
-.152
.158

-.148

-.160
.125
-.025
-.166
.169
-.139

X,

.360
-.170
.166
.307
-.253
1

.360
-.160
.196
.356
-.280

3,
-.380

.222
-.211

-.784

-.358

.261
-.235
-.801

X
433
-.304

.327

b4

.396
-.835

.397
-.841

-.335

between pairs of transformed variables. Becsuse N is very large all
at the .0001 level.

1

961
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TABIE 5

Parameter Estimates--Cross Sectional Regression Models
1983 and 1984 Individual Tax Model Files
IRA Contributiom

Dependent Variable:

B ,,sgt.rcc‘pt.' ““

t Ve e8:

P:-ﬁ(co (1t )\
Y-=Disposable In
Xl--l.on Reference Point
X2°-0.1n Reference Point
x,--s-vinp Propensity
X, --Family Size

Xs--Pud Preparer

X

6
X7--Co|uu.-r Interest

--Home Mortgage {int.

%Bacause of the large N values, the F statistics are extremely large and all variables are significant

at the .0001 level except X. which is not significant in the 1983 model.

-]

.0023
.0372
.0087
-0041
.0295
.0053
-0000

.0027

1983 INEF,
N=6,741,142; R =, 3351
. Regression |t|
.. Coefficients Value
f ~42.1417 466.1
. ;"j 7.5300 150.4
4.1599 613.7
.2195 296.9
-.1202 204.3
15.9216 546.6
-.4801 230.1
. 0005 2
-.0696 164.1
~.2074 354.6

.0124

in R

Change
2

.0027
.0357
.0074
. 0022
.0246
.0071
. 0002
.0016

©
1984 ITMF,

N=8,005,184; R =, 3097

Regression |t}

Cosfficients Value
~43.6544 495.7
8.7453 176.1
4.1925 642.9
0.2062 293.5
~0.0896 157.6
14.7938 533.6
=0.5584 286.9
-0.0954 46.8
~0.0513 135.1
-0.1815 305.7
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¥AY 9, 1991

WAYNE HOSIER

U.S. SENATE
COMMITTFE ON FINANCE
WASHINGTON DC 20510

EDWARD MIHALSKI
MINORITY CHIEF OF STAFF
U.S. SENATE

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
WASHINGTON DC 20510

HEARING: BENTSEN-ROTH SUPER IRA BILL (S. 612)
Hearing Date, May 16, 1991

REINSTATE THE IRA DFDUCTIONII And, please eliminate the complicated AGI dollar
restriction on who can take a deduction. Our joint income is a little over
$50,000 and because we are covered by plans at work we are unable to take arn
IRA deduction, so we sperd the money on every day livirg.

However, BEFORE 1986 we managed to save money and FUND AN IRA, we treated the
IRA like our car insurance and mortgage, it was somethirg yeu just had to put

money intol

We can‘t rely on our company pension plans, many people change jobs and éo¢ rot
accrue enough time at a company to build an adeguate retirement fund. Or, your
employer purchases annuities for it's retirees and that insurance company
(Executjve Life Insurance Companies of California and New York)

goes belly upl At least with an IRA the individual can control the irvestment
AND choose from a variety of institutions and investment vehicles.

We can't rely on social securi‘y either, granted, therc's currently a
surplus, but the government can't seem to keep their fingers nut of the cookie
jar to help reduce the deficit.

I disagree with the penalty-free withdrawal option for first home purchases
and college expenses, the IPA isn't a family savings plar. You're forgetting
that the PURPOSE OF AN IRA IS TO SAVE FOR RETIREMENT. Our increased longevity
and our cultural attitude, where the elderly must fend for themselves is a
valid reason for enticing people to stash money in an IRA with a tax
deduction so they are financially comfortable during RETIREMFKT YEARS. The
deduction should be raised to $4,00011!

Sincerely,

et A '.‘4??/«7/'7~

Patricia A/ th -
Dl e T
Mithsel 7. Leuthy /

sl
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STATEMENT OF THE RETIREMENT INDUSTRY TRUST ASSOCIATION

Will the United States in 1991 enact new tax incentives to encourage individuals
to increase their persona! savings? The Retirement Industry Trust Association on
behalf of its clients endorses Senate bill 612 as a measure to reform harm caused to
individual retirement savings by the Tax Reform Act of 1986. Individuals with IRAs
opened before 1986 have substantially stopped making contributions. This fact is
evidenced within our own industry by substantial declines in the number of individ-
uals establishing new IRAs. Many of our members report that new IRA accounts
have declined by as much as 90% since 1986.

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE ON THE RETIREMENT INDUSTRY TRUST ASSOCIATION

The Retirement Industry Trust Association, a trade association for corporate
trustees of self-directed retirement plans, with a concentration in IRAs, was formed
in 1987. Qur organization represents 12 member firms that maintain assets in
excess of 22 billion dollars for close to one million individuals.

The majority of our members are classified as independent trustees, which means
that they are not associated with a financial institution that offers investment prod-
ucts. Our members service the retirement needs of individuals as well as the securi-
ties industry, financial planners, mutual fund sponsors, banks and limited partner-
ships. Individual participants select investments, usually with the help of a finan-
cial advisor, that meet their long-term financial objectives for retirement. These in-
vestments include: stocks, bonds, mutual funds, certificates of deposit, public and
private limited partnerships, real estate, promissory notes and privately offered cor-
porate obligations and stock.

Our industry has witnessed the demise of small employer qualified plans due to
increased complexity and costs to maintain these plans. We have also seen a sub-
stantial upsurge in small employer (Keogh) plan terminations. More emphasis is
being placed on individuals to control and manage their financial security in retire-
ment with less reliance on employers or government. Our members are heartened
by the renewed interest of Congress and the Administration to increase savings to
help individuals control their financial destinies.

THE NEED FOR INDIVIDUALS SAVING FOR RETIREMENT

In 1987, only 7.19 percent of sampled tax returns filed showed contributions to
IRAs. Only 1.17 percent of the returns filed indicated non-deductible contributions.?

The Retirement Industry Trust Association conducts annual surveys of our
member firms to determine the number of contributions made to the IRA accounts
we administer. In 1986, 36.48 percent of our clients made contributions to their
plans. In 1987, contributions dropped to 16.9% percent and held constant for 1988 at
16.80 percent. In 1989, the most recent year for which we have complete data, con-
tributions had steeply declined to 10.47 percent.

Future prospects for individuals eligible to make full deductions to IRAs declined
to 58% in 1991, from 65% in 1987. By 1995, it is projected that only 52% of all work-
ers will be eligible to make tax deductible contributions.?

We must mount an effort to inform our citizens of the amount of personal savings
they will need to maintain their lifestyles in retirement. One recent study shows
that a married couple must earn 70 to 80 percent as much in retirement as their

re-retirement salary income in order to maintain their standard of living. Social
urity payments provide as much as 75 percent of the needed retirement income
for individuals with lower pre-retirement incomes. Still, all Americans must count
on retirement plans and individual savings to replace from 20 to 60 percent of their
pre-retirement incomes for a secure retirement.3

Much evidence supports the theory that private retirement savings are inad-
equate for a large percentage of workers.

Consider that in just thirteen years existing law will begin to push back the
normal retirement age at which Americans can receive full Social Security benefits.
These cutbacks apply to all workers born after 1937 and increase for each later year
of birth. For example, instead of age 65, individuals who attain age 47 in 1990 (born
in 1943) will have to wait until they reach age 66 to get their full Social Security

1 IRA Reporter, Vol. 6, No. 9 (Sep. 1988), p. 1.
* A new study by the Employee Benefit Research Institute, Washington, D.C. as reported in

Pensions and Investments, p. 26, May 13, 1991.
3 Bruce A. Palmer, “The Impact of Tax Reform on Wage Replacement Rations,” Center for

Risk Management and Insurance Research (Georgia State University, 1988)
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benefits. Individuals born in 1960 or later will have to wait until they reach age 67.
Despite the fact that most Americans expect to retire at age 62 or earlier, according
to a new survey,* existing law also cuts early retirement Social Security benefits for
those born in 1938 or later.

Probably few Americans affected by the scheduled cutbacks are adjusting their
personal retirement savings upwards to compensate for the cutbacks. than 40
percent of Americans have ever sought retirement planning assistance from profes-
sionals, according to the new survey by the Gallup Organization on behalf of Fideli-
ty Investments. Only 66 percent of the respondents know that age 62 is the earliest
age an individual can collect regular Social Security benefits. Almost 20 percent
think the early retirement age is age 59.

Just 35 percent of the respondents know that it takes 60 to 80 percent of pre-re-
tirement income to maintain their lifestyle in retirement. Even though most re-
spondents underestimate the actual cost of retirement, only one-third feel financial-
ly Igerepared for retirement, the survey shows.

mands on the nation’s health system also suggests that future retirees may
need more retirement savings than current retirees for another reason. “We are
confronting bankruptcy in the primary Medicare trust fund within 13 to 15 years
unless we take effective action to change the situation,” Health and Human Serv-
ices Secretary Louis W. Sullivan said in April 1990.5 If Medicare benefits are cut
back, which is one possibility mentioned to solve the funding crisis, future retirees
will need greater retirement savings to pay for supplementary medical insurance.

The need for increased individual savings by Americans is obvious. In a country
where we save only 3.7% of our income, American taxpayers need help from Con-
gress to avoid financial paucity during retirement.

THE SAVINGS AND INVESTMENT INCENTIVE ACT OF 1991 (8. 612)

We are in favor of Sec. 101 Restoration of IRA Deduction allowing individuals to
make a $2,000 deductible contribution to an IRA without regard to salary level or
coverage by other pension plans.

We are also in favor of Sec. 101(c) allowing front-end contributions to be deducti-
ble for taxable years beginning after December 31, 1990.

Sec. 101(g) Cost-Of-Living Adjustments is a positive addition. Bﬁ' adding an infla-

" tion index, future contribution amounts will allow individuals to keep pace with in-
flation while adding to their retirement benefits. The $2,000 contribution limit was
initiated in January, 1982. Today that contribution limit would be $2,700 if adjusted
for inflation.

The “back-ended” non-deductible IRA contribution provides a reasonable alterna-
tive for American savers and investors. This after-tax $2,000 contribution creates a
long-term incentive for taxpayers by allowing the entire balance to be withdrawn
tax-free upon retirement.

In addition, by allowing individuals to “lock-in” the tax rate at the time of their
contribution rather than at the time of distribution, individuals would have a firm
understanding of their future tax liabilities.

By giving individuals the flexibility to select between front-end deductible contri-
butions and back-end non-deductible contributions, Congress is repositioning the re-
sponsibility for retirement savings to the individual. We believe this policy is favor-
able given the trend of the future needs of retirees.

The five year hold (Sec. 111(d) (2)} on tax free withdrawals of IRA earnings and
contributions in an IRA in order to withdraw earnings tax-free is also a reinforce-
ment of the long-term savings objective in this legislation.

We are not opposed to Sec. 201 to allow individuals penalty-free distributions for
first time home bu{lers. payment of higher education, or financially devastatin
medical expenses. Theses initiatives will stimulate the United States economy an
provide valid uses for savings in an IRA.

SUMMARY

In summary, the Retirement Industry Trust Association wholeheartedly supports
Senate Bill 612. We appreciate the congressional intent to help Americans prepare
and plan for a more secure financial future.

* A national sample of 724 interviews of working adults age 25 or older, with household in-
comes of $25,000 or more who were responsible for making the household’s financial decisions.
conducted by the Gallup Organization in January and February 1990 on behalf of Fidelity In-
vestments, Boston, Mass

8 US Department of Health and Human Services News Release, April 18, 1990.
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Exhibit 1.—1991 MEMBER DATA

Total assets Total accounts

American Trust Co., Honolufu, HI $1,400,000,000 4,100
Defaware Charter, Wilmington, Dt 8,000,000,000 300,000
EMJAY Corporation, Mitwaukee, Wi 800,000,000 2,400
First Trust Corp., Denver, CO 5,885,000,000 311,191
Home Fed Bank, San Diego, CA 857,159,228 69,592
Independent Trust Corp., Lombard, IL 115,072,714 5,100
Refiance Trust Co., Atlanta, GA 208,000,000 17,000
Resources Trust, Denver, 00 3,400,000,000 143,000
Retirement Accounts, Inc., Winter Park, FL 550,000,000 o, 0
Sterting Trust, Waco, TX 300,000,000 16,40
Transcorp Pension, Laguna Hills, CA 470,000,000 30,000
Trust Co. of America, Boulder, CO. 260,402,000 5100

Total 22,245,633,972 923,483
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Uniod Bistos Action Soard  Mxyy 29, 1991
uw:ﬂh":u
Commaicaions & The Honorable Lloyd Bentsen
ormalion Poloy The Honorable William V. Roth, Jr.
——— Cosmittee on Finance
D Pokey United States Senmate
Mo o Ergees Py Washington, DC 20510
Govaramant Actviies Cosncl Dear Senators Bentsen and Roth:
Folow
jy-isdribadel The Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers, Inc -
Logleive Awport United States Activities (IEEE-USA) strongly supports enactment of
sl Gommert Jcovaes the Savings and Investment Incentive Act of 1991 (S. 612). This legis-
Toctviiogy Rokcy Conlerancs lation is urgently needed to boost personal savings for retirement and
oo expand the pool of capital for productive investment in the nation's
US Compesivenses econcmy .
Monber Actviies Councl
Avars & Pocogrin Your bill would help to promote individual savings by permitting
all taxpayers to contribute up to $2000 a year to a conventional tax
Gty facin  geductible Individual Retirement Acoount or to a new type of IRA in
T which interest earnings on contributions held for at least five years
W"’:’ would be tax exespt at withdrawal. In addition to substantially in-
e ooeae creasing eligiblity to make tax favored IRA contributions, S. 612
Sairy Survey would also index IRA contribution limits for inflation.
sy o By allowing penalty free withdrawals from IRAs to pay for first
PICE Fagor | Dvecrel Acoiies.  time home purchases, educational costs and major medical expenses, the
:‘f_""m Bentsen/Roth Super IRA should also help to increase the attractiveness
of IRAs as a savings vehicle for younger, middle income Americans.
Caroar Actviios Councll
ok The increased savings that are likely to result from enactment
Sy Varkewrcn § Opets of 5. 612 will help to lower interest rates, stimulate investment,
asbockal Property create jobs, and improve living standards as well as prov.de a more
Axaraure § Pageiaton secure retirement for millions of American families.
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The more than 250,000 electrical, electronics and computer
engineers who are mexbers of IEFE-USA commend you for your continuing
-«“,..'. leadership on this critically important p\blic policy issue.
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