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GENERAL REVENUE FINANCING OF
SOCIAL SECURITY
TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 1999
U.S. SENATE,
COMMIT EE ON FINANCE,

Washington, DC.
The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m., in
room SD-215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. William V.
Roth, Jr. (chairman of the committee) presiding.
Also present: Senators Grassley, Moynihan, Breaux, Conrad,
Graham, Bryan, and Robb.
OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM V. ROTH, JR., A U.S.
SENATOR FROM DELAWARE, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will please be in order. Today the
committee will hear testimony about the President's proposal to improve Social Security's long term finance.
I am not going to read my full statement, Senator Moynihan,
but, with your approval, will include it as if read.
[The prepared statement of Chairman Roth appears in the appendix.]
The CHAIRMAN. Let me make just a couple of observations. We
all know that Social Security has some very, very serious financial
problems. In about 14 years, the Social Security revenues will no
longer cover benefit payments.
Now, last year the President did bring Social Security financial
problems to the Nation's attention and promised to lead legislative
action this year. On January 19, in his State of the Union, the
President proposed transferring $2.8 trillion of the projected budget
surplus over the next 15 years to fix Social Security financial problems through 2055. Of the $2.8 trillion, $2.1 trillion will be deposited in the Social Security trust fund, and will there lie until 2050.
The President's proposal would represent a major change in financial security financing. From the beginning, Social Security has
been funded with a dedicated payroll tax.
Workers earned benefits based on payroll tax contributions, and
general revenue has not-been a source of financing. So, we are
waiting to see the specifics of the President's proposal. But let me
assure everyone that this committee intends to work with the
President on a bipartisan basis to strengthen Social Security for
the long term.

At this time I would call upon my good friend and colleague, Senator Moynihan.
OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN,
A U.S. SENATOR FROM NEW YORK
Senator MOYNIHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairnian. Just to make a
point that is sometimes overlooked as we talk about the moment
when the Social Security system will run out of funds or the trust
fund will begin to diminish. There is another, and equally singular
fact, or perhaps more, which is, in 1977, we moved Social Security
to a partially funded system from a pay-as-you-go system.
Very little note was taken of that decision, which was very much
an inside decision of the great eminences who had run Social Security since the 1930's. I was a member of the committee on conference and I did not know we had done it. I found out about it
later. It took Bob Meyers about 5 years to explain it to me.
But since that time we have been in surplus, and continue to be
in surplus for some years to come. There is a question of what is
owed the system in the aftermath of a good 20, 25 years of providing funds for general government in return for Treasury bonds.
But, having said that, I would just like to say that I know you
would join me, sir, in welcoming our new Comptroller General,
David Walker. We have not had many big ideas about government
since 1787, but the Comptroller General was one. We welcome you.
Not many of us will be here 15 years hence, but you will.
The CHAIRMAN. We all are very happy to have you here, Mr.
Walker. It is your first appearance, I think, since becoming Comptroller General, a position of critical importance to government generally, but to Congress in particular.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Finance, in particular.
The CHAIRMAN. And finance, in particular. We are looking forward to hearing from you.
Any brief comments? Very brief comments from the Senator from
Iowa.
OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM IOWA
Senator GRASSLEY. I just wonder, if you say I can make brief
comments over any other Senator, I must have a very bad reputation. [Laughter.]
I want to put my statement in the record, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.
[The prepared statement of Senator Grassley appears in the appendix.]
Senator GRASSLEY. And then explain that I am going to be leaving for our impeachment caucus that each party has before our
court begins.
If I could just simply, in the brief fashion you have invited me
to do it, explain that I have had an opportunity to be in touch with
people in the White House about the President's proposal on Social
Security.
On the complimentary side, I compliment the President for keeping the high visibility of an issue that would not otherwise be discussed if it were not done in a bipartisan way.

I would also applaud the President for setting aside surpluses for
saving Social Security, but at the same time--and this was discussed in my office with people from the White House-whether
you do it the way the President says to do it or whether you do
it just the way we typically have done surpluses, just borrow less
as a result of having surpluses, hence paying down the national
debt and being in a position, after the year 2013, to meet our obligations under the trust fund IOUs when there's a shortfall of Social Security, or whether you set it aside, as the President has
done, dedicated for Social Security. When the year 2013 comes, Mr.
Chairman, you are still in the same boat of having to go to the
marketplace for funds to meet our obligation for Social Security.
So I think that the best thing that could happen out of this debate is for the President, up front, to eliminate all of the smoke
and mirrors and simply say that he has got one approach, that if
you go his direction we still end up going to the money market, to
the finance markets, in 2013 to borrow money, or if you do it the
way we have traditionally done it, just use surpluses to pay down
on the national debt, we are there in the year 2013 the same way.
There is no reason to, in a sense, try to muddy the waters and
say we are doing something special when, in fact, we are not. I
think that the place to start that debate is for the White House to
say, whether you do it the way it has traditionally been done or
whether the way you are doing it that way, you are still going to
have to go to the point of borrowing or taxing by the year 2013.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Grassley.
It is my pleasure now to call on John Breaux. Let me just publicly thank you and compliment you for the leadership you are
showing on Medicare. We think you are making a great contribution.
OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN BREAUX, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM LOUISIANA
Senator BREAUX. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I will
just be very brief in the sense of stressing the importance of the
committee doing something in this particular area.
In Washington, it seems that too many times too many people
take the attitude of looking at solving difficult problems by arguing
that someone else should do it first. It really amounts to, no, you
go first, no, you go first, and as a result, no one goes first and nothing gets done.
I think that what we have from the administration is, in fact, a
proposal on Social Security. It may not be one that members can
agree with and have problems with, but it is a proposal. It is out
there. We can argue about it, we can praise it, we can agree with
it, we can dissect it, we can do all the things that we should do
to it in a legislative process, but it is there. So I think that certainly is a starting point.
In addition to that, there are a significant number of members
of this committee which have put out proposals on Social Security.
Again, we may not agree with them and we may have problems
with them, but they are there. The distinguished Ranking Member
from New York, Senator Moynihan, has a proposed that he has
worked on with Senator Kerrey.

I have a proposal that I have worked on with the Center for
Strategic and International Studies, CSIS. We spent over a year in
putting it together, Senator Judd Gregg and I, and we have introduced that proposal. Mr. Walker was part of that group that that
helped us put it together. That is before the Congress. In addition,
I think Senator Phil Gramm and Senator Domenici worked on a
proposal in the last Congress.
So the point I would just make, is there are enough proposals
that are out there from different philosophical viewpoints. I think
it is now time that this committee, in particular, try and move forward with actually making a recommendation to the Congress, and
doing it this year, and doing it before we get involved in the election process.
We cannot continue, I think, to use the argument, you go first,
because there have been a lot of people who have, in fact, put
something out there and we need to decide which is the best, or
which combination is the best, and move forward so this committee
can be involved in writing a Social Security reform bill that makes
sense.
I know that the Chairman wants to move in that direction, and
I would certainly support him in that effort. Thank you.
The CAIRmAN. Thank you, Senator Breaux.
Senator Robb? We hope everybody will keep it very brief.
OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES S. ROBB, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM VIRGINIA
Senator ROBB. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be very brief.
I was very much encouraged by the meeting that 12 members
from each side of the aisle from each of the two houses had some
time, I believe it was early December. I do not recall the exact
date, but it was before the end of the year, in which most of the
people agreed that, while there might not be a specific proposal at
that point, that if the administration put forth a specific proposal
that the leaders, particularly the chairman of the House Ways and
Means Committee,. and others, were prepared to, if not embrace it
in its entirety, take it seriously and proceed from that point forward. I thought that was a good sign.
I shared the comments just made by my distinguished friend
from Louisiana, that we ought to get beyond the stage of everyone
asking for someone else to go first. I hope to see legislative language that we can look up, but we do have at least three circulating proposals at this point. I think that is a step in the right direction. And, as far as I am concerned, the need tor finding a way
to resolve this particular challenge is great. I thank the Chairman
for holding this hearing.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Robb.
Senator Conrad?
OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. KENT CONRAD, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM NORTH DAKOTA
Senator CONRAD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be very brief.
I would just say that we have an extraordinary opportunity this
year to do something great. If we do not do it this year, this opportunity will slip from us. Next year will be an election year, then

we will be in the aftermath of the election. This is our opportunity
and this is our chance. I hope very much that we do not allow this
to slip from us.
It is going to require more than what has been so far offered by
the White House. It is going to require more in terms of difficult
decisions. I think everybody on this committee understands that.
The only way it is going to happen is if we reach across the aisle
and work together. It will not happen if we stay behind our partisan barricades and simply hurl brickbats at each other.
So, Mr. Chairman, this committee has had a proud tradition of
working together in bipartisan, and I hope this committee is able
to lead the way and fashion a proposal that the rest of our colleagues can adopt. It has to start somewhere, and I think there is
no better place than in this committee. I very much hope we do not
lose this opportunity.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you, Senator Conrad. I strongly
agree that this committee is in a remarkable position to contribute
and it must, and will, be done in a bipartisan way.
Let me now turn to our first speaker. I wrote Mr. Walker last
week asking him to analyze the President's proposal. It is complicated. He is an expert in these areas. As I said, this is the first
time Mr. Walker has appeared before our committee as Comptroller General, and we are looking forward very much to your comments.
Mr. Walker?
STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID M. WALKER, COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, WASHINGTON, DC
Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee. I would respectfully request that my full written statement be included in the record.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.
Mr. WALKER. And I would like to now go to summarize it. I realize that several members may have to leave in a few minutes, so
what I am going to do first is to get to the proverbial bottom line,
then I will end up expounding on it somewhat.
The President's proposal is complex, which makes it all the more
important for us to focus our attention on what it does and what
it does not do for our long-term future.
In summary, the President's proposal, first, reduces debt held by
the public from current levels, thereby also reducing net interest
costs, raising national saving, and contributing to future economic
growth.
Second, it fundamentally changes Social Security financing in
two ways. First, it promises general revenue funds in the future by
trading publicly-held debt for debt held by the Social Security trust
fund, and, second, it proposes to invest some of the trust fund in
equities with the goal of capturing higher returns over the long
term.
Number three, it does not have any effect on the projected cash
flow imbalance in the Social Security programs, revenues versus
expenditures, as was mentioned by Senator Grassley. Last, but not
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least, it does not represent reform of the Social Security program
itself.
It is important to look at the President's proposal in the context
of the fiscal situation in which we find ourselves. After nearly 30
years of unified budget deficits, we look ahead to projections according to OMB and CBO of surpluses as far as the eye can see.
At the same time, we know that we face a demographic tsunami
in the future that poses significant challenges for the Social Security system and for our economy as a whole.
Although all projections are uncertain, they get more uncertain
the farther out that you go. We have long held at GAO that the
long-term perspective is important in formulating fiscal policy for
our Nation.
Each generation is the custodian for the economy it hands to the
next, and the Nation's long-term economic future depends, in large
part, on today's budget decisions.
This perspective is particularly important because our model at
the GAO, as well as the CBO's model, continue to show that, absent change in policy, our changing demographics will eventually
lead to renewed deficits. This longer term problem provides the
critical backdrop for making decisions about today's surpluses.
Let me briefly describe the President's proposal. The President
proposes to use approximately two-thirds of the total projected unified budget surpluses over the next 15 years to reduce debt held
by the public and to address Social Security's financing problem. I
should say, to begin to address Social Security's financing problem.
His approach to this, however, is extremely complex and confusing. This complexity and the confusion associated with it may
serve to undercut the public's understanding of, and confidence in,
the government's approach to budgeting and Social Security reform.
The President proposes to transfer an amount equal to the portion of the projected surplus to the Social Security and Medicare
trust funds. This transfer is projected to extend the solvency of the
Social Security trust fund from 2032 until 2049. His proposal to
permit the trust fund to invest in equities is expected to further extend the trust fund's solvency until 2055.
To understand and evaluate this proposal it is important to understand the nature of the Federal budget, how trust funds fit
within that Federal budget, and the challenges and saving within
our Federal budget.
First, can we save for the future in the Federal budget? The Federal budget is a vehicle for making choices about the allocation of
scarce resources. It is different from State budgets, as Senator
Graham and others would know, in several ways important to this
discussion.
Most States use fund budgeting, in which pension funds might
build up surpluses that are routinely invested in assets outside the
government. These pension funds, in State situations, are separate
and distinct legal entities that accumulate assets for the purpose
of paying accrued obligations.
In contrast, the Federal Government's unified budget shows all
governmental transactions and all funds that are available for all
activities. As a result, Social Security is an accounting mechanism

by which government obligations have to ultimately be met in
order to meet the cash flow needs.
The only way to save in the Federal budget is to run a surplus
or to purchase a financial asset. When there is a cash surplus, it
can be used to reduce debt held by the public. Therefore, importantly, under current law and past practice, to the extent that
there is an actual cash smplus, debt held by the public would fall
under the baseline scenario, absent any other action.
How does the President's proposal work? In order to "save the
surplus" the President proposes to transfer to the trust fund additional amounts in the form of Treasury securities.
If I -can, Mr. Chairman, I am going to deviate from this and try
to use this chart. This is on page 5 of my statement. A couple of
important points. On the left-hand side represents flows associated
with Social Security alone. On the right-hand side represents flows
associated with a general fund. The middle rep-tesents the flows between the two.
It is important to understand that you have to draw a circle
around this entire chart because the circle represents the unified
budget. So what we have here are accounting mechanisms. The
left-hand side is the Social Security trust fund and the Social Security program, the right-hand side is the general fund. The consolidated portion is the unified budget.
Under Social Security, you have FICA taxes and certain other
revenues that come in, and then you have distributions for benefits
and program expenses. To the extent that you have an excess cash
flow in any given year, that cash flow, that FICA surplus, is lentis lent-to the Federal Government for the purpose of using for
other purposes.
Special Treasury securities that are backed by the full faith and
credit of the U.S. Government that carry prevailing market rates
of interest are then provided to the trust fund to evidence that
lending that has occurred and to provide a legal and moral commitment on behalf of the government equal to those securities.
On the right-hand side, you have other taxes coming in and then
you have expenditures for discretionary spending that, today, represent about 30 percent of the Federal budget, whereas in JFK's
time it was about 70 percent of the budget. Then you have mandatory spending, including entitlement programs, which today represent about 70 percent of the budget, whereas in JFK's time it
was about 30 percent.
To the extent that, in combination, there is a balance, a positive
balance, you then have a merged surplus, a unified surplus that
would be available to pay down public debt. In the absence of any
other action, that is what would happen.
In fact, for fiscal 1998, that is exactly what did happen. There
was an approximate $50 billion reduction by debt held by the public attributable to the results of operations for fiscal 1998, largely,
if not totally, due to surpluses that occurred on the Social Security
side of this equation. If we can change, now.
This is what the President is proposing. It is exactly the same
except for a couple of things. Number one, you will see down below,
you had the transfer to the trust fund. This is the incremental securities that the President is proposing be transferred to the trust

fund -equal to approximately 62 percent of the projected surpluses
over the 15-year period that he is dealing with.
I would equate this to a grant. It is an additional grant that he
is proposing to make to the Social Security trust funds above and
beyond the securities that the Social Security trust fund will get
because of lending the surplus cash flows that it has been doing for
years to the Federal Government for other purposes.
I think, if you look at the proverbial bottom line, based upon the
numbers that OMB has provided for the year 2000 to 2004, that
5-year period, you will see that two of the importance differences
are that, under the President's proposal, in addition to the status
quo, there would be $445 billion over the 5-year period in additional grants of securities to the Social Security trust fund above
and beyond otherwise what it would get.
Second, there would be about $380 billion in reduction in the
debt held by the public as compared to about $763 billion reduction
of debt held by the public if the status quo was to prevail and if
the President's proposal was not adopted.
Now, if I can, let us return to government financing and debt.
But before I do, I think it is important to reemphasize my earlier
comment. That is, this proposal represents a fundamental shift in
the way the Social Security program is financed.
It moves away from payroll financing towards a formal legal
commitment which has economic consequences to use general revenue sources to fund Social Security obligations in the future. This
is unprecedented.
It is something that the Senate needs to carefully consider as to
whether or not it is desirable and advisable, and to the extent that
you use those resources for this, it obviously serves to squeeze out
resources that are otherwise available for other entitlement programs or other discretionary spending that is there. Clearly, it has
major legal and economic consequences that need to be addressed.
If I can return to government financing and debt. The President's
proposal would have the effect of reducing debt held by the public
from the current 44 percent of GDP to 7 percent of GDP over the
15-year period.
Our previous work on the long-term effects of Federal fiscal policy has shown the substantial benefits of debt reduction. For the
economy, lowering debt levels increases national saving and frees
up resources for private investment.
The President's proposal trades debt held by the public for debt
held by government accounts, but it also spends a portion of the
projected surplus under the baseline. Debt held by tb trust fund
goes up more rapidly than debt held by the public fall, largely due
to the additional securities transferred to the trust funds. Gross
debt, therefore, increases.
I am sorry, we do not have a chart on that. We did not have time
to do it. But if you can look on page 8, 1 think it is informative.
Several comments on page 8.
If you look at the horizontal line, that's the debt limit. It is currently at $5.95 trillion. That is the current debt limit. If you look
at the line that slopes upward, that is OMB's baseline projection
of what will happen to total debt before the President's proposed

reforms. In other words, that ic status quo, using all surpluses to
pay down public debt.
Then if you look at the bars, that is what would happen to total
debt if the President's proposal was ado pted. One of the things that
you will see is that, while publicly-he d debt as a percentage of
GDP goes down under the proposal, total debt goes up, largely attributable to these grants of additional Treasury securities that
would be made to the Social Security trust fund, and also being
proposed for Medicare as well.
So total debt would go up to the point where the debt ceiling actually would be exceeded in the year 2001 of the President's proposal, as opposed to in the out years under the status quo.
While reducing debt held by the public appears to be the centerpiece of the President's proposal and has significant benefits, as I
noted before, the transfer of unified surpluses to Social Security is
a separate issue. The transfer is not technically necessary.
Venever revenue exceeds outlays and the cash needs of the
Treasury, there is an actual surplus. Then debt held by the public
should fall because those additional proceeds would be used to pay
down debt held by the public.
The President's proposal appears to be premised on the belief
that the only-way to sustain surpluses is to tie them to Social Security or to hide them in Social Security.
He has merged two separate questions. First, how much of the
surplus should be devoted to reducing the debt held by the public?
Two, how should the Nation finance the Social Security program in
the future?
The President proposes two changes in the financing of Social Security. First, a pledge of general funds in the future, and second,
a modest amount of investment in equities.
Both of these represent major shifts in approach to financing the
Social Security program. By trading debt held by the public for
debt held by the trust funds, the President is committing future
general revenues to the Social Security program.
This means that, for the first time, there will be an explicit and
legal claim on the general fund for amounts in excess of the positive cash flow as attributable to payroll taxes. This is a major
change in the underlying theoretical design of the Social Security
pro gram.
The question of bringing significant general revenues into the financing of Social Security is a question that deserves full and open
debate. The debate should not be overshadowed by accounting complexities and budgetary confusions associated with the proposal,
ut rather to deal with the substance rather than the form of what
is going on.
One discouraging aspect of the President's proposal is that the
transfers to the trust funds would be made regardless of whether
the expected budget surpluses actually are realized. The amounts
to be transferred to Social Security would be written into law as
a percent of taxable payroll rather than as a percent of the actual
unified budget surplus in any given year.
These transfers would have a claim on the general fund, even if
the actual surplus fell below the amount specified to be transferred
to Social Security. And that does present a risk because, as we

know, projections are not always reality, and it gets tougher the
further out you go.
It should be noted that any proposal to allocate surpluses, particularly over a long period of time, is vulnerable to the risks that
those surpluses and those projected surpluses may not materialize.
The history of forecast shows that we need to be cautious here.
I think it is important, Mr. Chairman and Senators, to note that
this is not a unique dilemma to the United States, that there are
many other countries around the world that have faced similar
challenges. It is a nice challenge to have a surplus rather than a
deficit, but there are many countries and many other democracies
that have faced that.
We have looked at some of these democracies at GAO and what
they have done to try to deal with it. Several nations have, in fact,
succeeded in sustaining surpluses while meeting longer term obligations. In those nations, political leaders were able to articulate
a compelling rationale to justify the need to set aside current resources for future needs.
For example, in Australia, New Zealand, the United Kingdom,
these countries have come to the conclusion that the debt burden
matters and they make it an explicit part of their fiscal decisionmaking process. In addition, in other countries such as Canada,
they save for the future by separating their pension and Social Security-related assets from the rest of the government's budget.
It should be noted that other nations have attempted to directly
address their debt and pension problems and have usually done so
shortly after a fiscal or economic crisis. Fortunately, we do not
have that problem.
At the same point in time, we do, as Senator Conrad said, have
a unique opportunity to be able to use our good fortunate to meet
the very real and known challenges of the future.
Finally, it is important to note that the President's proposal does
not alter the cash flows associated with the Social Security program one nickel. There is no change in the cash flows.
If I can show you here, Senators. If you look at the dotted line,
that represents the projected cash income for Social Security. If you
look at the solid line, that represents the projected expenditures.
You will see that the marks cross in 2013. 2013 is when there
is a projected negative cash flow. At that point in time you either
need to raise taxes, reduce benefits or cut spending, or refinance
the obligations in order to meet the cash flow needs. There is no
free lunch associated with it. The graph does not change at all.
So, therefore, while this proposal does represent a number of
positive elements, including paying down debt held by the public
and saving part of that for the future, it does not represent Social
Security program reform.
In order to assure the solvency and sustainability of the Social
Security program, we must engage in fundamental reform. These
changes should be made sooner rather than later. The longer
meaningful action is delayed, the more severe the actions will have
to be in the future.
There is another reason to take action on Social Security now.
Social Security is not the only entitlement program needing urgent
attention. In fact, the issues surrounding the Medicare program are

much more urgent and complex. I recognize that Social Security is
not easy. At the same point, in time on a relative basis, it is a lot
easier than Medicare and possibly some of the other challenges
that we face.
In my view, progress is likely to be greatest if we see the various
choices as not either/or decisions, but rather as an array of possibilities along a continuum. Combining elements of different reform
approaches may offer the best chance for this committee, for the
Congress, and for the Nation to produce a package that addresses
the problem comprehensively for the long term in a way that is
meaningful and acceptable to the American people. I give several
examples in my testimony.
Mr. Chairman, I also proposed five criteria on which I give more
detail in my testimony that the Senate might wish to consider for
evaluating proposals. Those are: sustainable solvency, equity, adequacy, feasibility, and, very important, transparency, so the American people -understand what is being done and has confidence in
what our government is doing in this regard, and supports it.
In conclusion, budget surpluses provide a valuable opportunity to
capture significant long-term gains to both improve the Nation's capacity to address the looming fiscal challenges arising from our demographic changes, but also to aid in the transition to a solvent,
secure, and sustainable Social Security program.
Under the President's proposal, a substantial share of the surpluses would be used to reduce publicly-held debt, providing demonstrable gains for our economic capacity to afford our future
commitments.
However, the President's proposal does not include any Social Security program reforms to make the programs' commitments more
affordable. There is no free lunch. We must move to assure the
long-range solvency and sustainability of Social Security through
fundamental program reform, which will involve tough decisions.
The transfer of surplus resources to the trust fund which the administration argues is necessary to lock up these surpluses for the
future would, nonetheless, constitute a major shift in financing of
the Social Security program. Moreover, the proposed transfer may
well make it more difficult for the public to understand and support the savings goals that are articulated.
Several other nations have shown how debt reduction itself can
be made to be publicly compelling, and only you can decide whether
or not their approaches will work in the United States.
I am very concerned that enhancing the financial condition of the
Social Security trust fund alone, without any comprehensive and
meaningful program reforms, may, in fact, undermine the case for
fundamental program changes.
Delay will only serve to make the necessary changes more painful down the road. The time has come for meaningful Social Security reform. After all, we have much bigger and more complex challenges to tackle.
Mr. Chairman, GAO stands ready to help this committee and the
Congress address Social Security reform and other critical national
challenges. We are here to fill the gaps and to try to provide clarity
where there is confusion. We look forward to working with you to

try to make a positive and lasting difference for our country and
the American people.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Walker appears in the appendix.]
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Comptroller General, for a very
informative and effective statement.
Having said that, I have to say it is also very disturbing and very
alarming because it seems to me what you are saying is that the
President's proposal does nothing to really reduce the fiscal crisis
or to make the kind of structural reforms that will help secure Social Security for the long term. That bothers me.
I think it was last year the President was at Georgetown and he
said, "If we can develop a consensus as a country to act soon, we
can take relatively modest steps that will keep Social Security's
role in providing some retirement security to people without unfairly burdening your generation."
But this program, if I understand you, Mr. Walker, does not do
that. Is that correct?
Mr. WALKER. It does not fundamentally reform the Social Security program. It does not change the cash flows associated with the
Social Security program, which ultimately is going to need to be
done. It does result in a significant pay-down on publicly-held debt
which has positive economic consequences, which increases our
flexibility and capacity in the future.
The CHAIRMAN. Correct.
Mr. WALKER. But that would happen anyway if these surpluses
really were realized, and if the surpluses were used to pay down
debt. In fact, it would happen to a greater extent than is being proposed under the proposal.
The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask you this. If we followed the President's plan, why could we not just recycle the surplus again, and
again, and again and make Social Security solvent forever, on
paper at least, and still pay off the debt?
Mr. WALKER. Well, ultimately, you bave to pay off the debt.
What you have is, to the extent that you have intragoyernmental
transactions, in the end you have to pay off the debt. You have got
to be able to generate the incremental cash to pay off that debt.
In the end, it means you either have to raise taxes or other revenues, cut spending, in order to get that done.
Let me give you an example, Mr. Chairman. If you look at several key dates, 2013 is when Social Security turns a negative cash
flow, before or after this proposal. It does not change.
Those cash flows have to be made up. That has consequences.
Overall, the government has to either raise taxes, cut spending, or
try to refinance it. But if it refinances it, it is ultimately going to
have to -meet that burden down the road at some point in time;
2032 represents the date, without any reform, in which the amount
of government securities that are in the trust fund are exhausted.
After that date, Social Security only has 75 cents in revenue for
every dollar in expenditures.
The President's proposal would extend that date to 2049 if you
do not do the equity allocation, and 2055 if it does. But it does not
change the fundamental imbalance in cash flows in Social Security
which we have long stated needs to be addressed.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me go to what I consider to be a very major
policy change of using general revenues for Social Security. As long
as I can remember, there has been great pride taken on the part
of senior citizens that this was an insurance program, that they
were paying their way. But for the first time, in a significant way,
we are talking about financing Social Security with general revenues. Would you spell out what the implications of that are?
Mr. WAILKER. Well, historically, the Social Security program has
been financed primarily by payroll taxes. It has been viewed as a
social insurance program, where everybody pays for a portion of
their benefits.
Now, as you know, Mr. Chairman, and the other Senators, there
are different rates of return. The lower income individuals get a lot
better rate of return than higher income individuals. People that
retired back in the 1940's and 1950's got a lot better return than
the people today, but it has been the concept of social insurance financed primarily by payroll taxes.
This-would, to the extent that these additional Treasury securities would be granted or gifted to the Social Security trust fund,
change that. It would mean that there is a pledge, a legal pledge,
an explicit promise, that a portion of general revenues above and
beyond the excess payroll tax surpluses would be pledged to meet
Social Security obligations that otherwise could be used for other
purposes.
The concern is, that fundamentally changes the financing of the
program. It kind of moves you somewhat away from social insurance. It provides you less flexibility. The concern is, that is a major
change that the Congress and the Senate needs to debate that we
are trying to highlight here in our testimony.
The CHiAIRMAN. Senator Moynihan?
Senator MOYNIHIAN. Well, first of all, to agree with you completely that this is an extraordinary proposal which we have to look
hard at.
To make one point. I am so pleased, Mr. Walker, that you began
with the proposition that this whole proposal would reduce the debt
held by the public at current levels. Would you agree, sir, given the
surpluses, that will happen whether we have the Social Security
fandango or not?.
Mr. WALKER. Yes, Senator. If the projections are proved to be
real.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. We look up and find we went into enormous debt in the 1980's. At this point, 11 cents of every Federal
dollar is spent on debt service, only 15 cents on national defense.
But we never held hearings on debt service, because they are automatic. You have no choice.
But here is chance to get us back to the 1970's, or get us back
to 1914, if you can believe it, to the point where it is not a major
factor in our National life. We should do that no matter what we
do. We have this chance, and it will not come again.
Second, on your point that the President's proposal, after all that
talk last year, does not represent a Social Security reform plan. Indeed, it does not. It does not change one line in the statute as regards who pays and what you get back, and so forth.
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Yet, the proposals we have in this committee, Mr. Chairman, do
address those matters. I would like to just give one example of an
archaic aspect of the present system that might surprise people.
One-quarter of all the State and local employees in the United
States do not pay Social Security taxes.
That hearkens back to the 1930's when it was not clear whether
the Federal Government could tax the State government, and so
forth. Now, almost all of these people managed to get Social Security on the side. But that is five million people not paying in their
proper dues. There is no reason to allow that to go on.
Would you agree? I am not asking you to agree, but you will
grant that that is an example of an archaic problem from the
1930's which we could resolve before the century is out.
Mr. WALKER. Many of the reform proposals that are out there
propose to address that issue and to eliminate that imbalance.
Senator MOYNIHAN. And the fraction of wages, that they are
taxed 88 percent, do we not? We normally taxed about 90 percent
of wage income in the country, and we have dropped below that,
have we not?
Mr. WALKER. We have.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. So if we just kept to our traditional
practice, we would be getting more revenue without changing any
of the rules. That is true. So why not? You do not have to answer
that.
Mr. WALKER. I -will not, Senator. That is the Senate's job, the
Congress.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. But thank you very much for making
those points. It. was very clarifying and very helpful.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Serator Moynihan.
Senator Robb?
Senator ROBB. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Walker, let me say that the one chart that you did not reproduce, for me, is the most edifying and the most valuable, and one
that I have been trying to produce on my own for some period of
time. I hope that you will reproduce this chart.
This is on page 8, for my colleagues and others who may have
a copy of the Comptroller General's testimony. Because this is, at
least as far as I am concerned, a candid presentation of what is actually happening and belies the concern or belies the optimism that
creates a great deal of concern for me, that we feel that, by extending the date that we say that the real problem occurs with Social
Security, we will just forget structural reform altogether and move
on.
The chart that you still have displayed, and I do not know which
page it is on, but it relates to the fact that there is no change whatever in the cash income and outgo, and I think reflects accurately
the situation. But I suspect that there is widespread public belief
that somehow that has been changed.
It seems to me that the point you make with respect to the fundamental change in law, whereby we accept as a responsibility of
the general revenue flow, an obligation to make Social Security
payments is going to come about in 2013 unless we do something

to change the dynamics of the system as it exists today. Would that
not be correct?
Mr. WALKER. That is correct, Senator. Let me add that I agree
with you about this chart on page 8. I would like to have had it
here today, but this is something we came up with at the last
minute, because it did help us. We will reproduce it for future use.
But you are correct. We need to deal with the fundamental imbalance in the cash flows. I am concerned about an expectation
gap.
Senator ROBB. That is exactly what I am referring to.
Mr. WALKER. Because you are going to hit the debt ceiling. Total
debt is going up, yet people are saying, we are paying down debt
held by the public. Yes, we are-, and that is good. But total debt
matters, too.
Senator ROBB. You have produced the chart that I have been
looking for, and I simply commend you for doing it. If it is possible,
based on the figures that are available, it seems to me producing
a chart that goes out 10 or 15 years based on the information that
is available would be additionally useful because of the speculation
about the 10- or 15-year date with respect to these numbers would,
I believe, present an even more dramatic picture. If my calculations
are correct, based on the current assumptions, which are considerably rosier than they were a year ago, and much rosier than they
were two years ago, the total debt, the unified budget debt for the
government, stays about level over a period, whereas the debt held
by the public goes down to 7 percent of GDP at the end of 15 years,
from the current 44 percent, I guess it is.
But, because of the increase in the obligation that is now transferred to Social Security as opposed to government-held debt, we
have, if you do not put in the USA accounts a figure that is essentially an even line with the percentage of debt owed to the public
and debt owed to the government, so to speak, the line changes but
the large bar graph remains about constant. Is that a fair assumption?
Mr. WALKER. Senator, it is my understanding, it depends on how
you look at it. First, as a percentage of GDP, as a percentage of
our economy-Senator ROBB. I was not even relating this to GDP, but please
go on.
Mr. WALKER. But this might be helpful. Total debt does decline
as a percentage of GDP. The debt held by the public declined significantly under this proposal. But the intragovernmental debt, the
debt held by the trust funds, goes up significantly during the period.
But what is important, which you pointed out, Senator, is percent of GDP is one way to look at burden, but you also have to look
at nominal dollars and you also have to look at total debt. You
have to consider the debt ceiling which is in dollar terms rather
than percentage of GDP.
Senator ROBB. Let me ask you one final question, because my
time is about up. Is there any real difference between the dollars
that are held in the two accounts in terms of what we have to assume are long-term government obligations?

Are the dollars fungible or beyond the ability to keep Congressional hands off of the projected surplus between now and the year
2013?
Is there any other significant impact of choosing this particular
plan over proceeding on the status quo as far as Social Security is
concerned?
Mr. WALKER. I guess the way I look at it, Senator, irj the President seems to be saying that he believes the best way to ensure
that the surplus will be preserved is to link it to Social Security
and Medicare.
Senator ROBB. And that is the one aspect of the plan that I find
myself in wholehearted agreement with the President. I am looking
beyond that. Is there anything more than, in effect preserving that
amount from the prying hands of Congress for either additional
spending or tax cuts, whatever the case may be, that accrues from
an obligation accounting point of view?
Mr. WALKER. Obviously, you could end up, just by doing nothing,
if Congress had the discipline not to do something on taxes or
spending, you could pay down debt even more than the President
is talking about.
Ultimately, the obligations that our Nation faces with regard to
Social Security is not affected by this. We have still got government
financing challenges that have to be dealt with, because we have
not dealt with the imbalance and the cash flows attributable to the
Social Security program. I hope that is being responsive, Senator.
Senator ROBB. It is. Paying down the debt even faster would be
my preference.
With that, Mr. Chairman, I thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
Senator Conrad?
Senator CONRAD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you for an excellent presentation, David. I thought it was
right on the mark.
It is very hard to communicate, I think, to the American people,
-perhaps even to our own colleagues, what is going on here. I think
it is very hard for people to understand, when you have these separate accounts, how they work together.
We have had testimony from virtually every economist. Alan
Greenspan has told us this very clearly. The best single thing that
we could do for the future of the economy of our country is to pay
down debt, that that is preferable to a tax reduction, that is preferable to spending the money in new initiatives.
The reason that is preferable is because paying down the debt reduces- pressure on interest rates. Reducing pressure on interest
rates creates a better climate for investment, and means we will
have a bigger economy for the future.
The question is, how do we accomplish that? As you indicated in
your testimony, the President believes that if you just start paying
down debt with surpluses, that that will become a honey pot. In
Congress, people will move to spend it or they will move to give it
back in tax cuts. But we will not accomplish what is, according to
every economist I have heard, the single best thing we could do for
the future of this country, which is to pay down debt.

Now, I do not know if he is right about that judgment. He has
come up with something that is very complicated, transferring assets to the Social Security trust fund and in the meantime paying
down publicly-held debt.
In addition, he is doing more than that. Not only is he paying
down debt, but he is also allowing resources for certain high-pnority spending, including defense, including education, he is also
putting money into Medicare to shore that up because that is in a
tougher circumstance in the short term than is Social Security.
So it boils down to, fundamentally, a question of how do we use
resources? Most of the resources in the short term, the surpluses,
are coming because there is a surplus in Social Security.
But if we go back to the fundamental goal which the economists
have told us ought to be our goal, which is to pay down debt, how
would you propose that? Is there any thought that you have on how
we could fence that money off so it is not either spent or given back
in tax cuts so that it can actually be used to pay down debt to
strengthen the economy for the future?
Mr. WALKER. Senator, there are other ways that you could accomplish this same objective. You could look at the budget treatment for Social Security. I think that one of the things that we
could do, that we could provide for the record, if you would like,
is what some other countries have done, some more detail.
I think it is important to recognize that, at GAO, our job is to
give you the facts, to tell it like it is, and to help you be able to
decide, since you are elected, what ought to be done. And I would
be happy to provide you with some additional information, but I
would hate to make a recommendation on what you ought to do.
Senator CONRAD. I understand. Let me just say this to you. I am
part Swedish and part Norwegian, so I look at what they have
done and am interested in what they have done to wall this money
off.
I believe, clearly, tlhe best thing we could do for this country is
to pay down debt. That would put us in the strongest position to
deal with the imbalances in Social Security in the future in addition to actual Social Security reform proposals.
Now, I would be very interested in what these other countries
have done to segregate the trust funds. What mechanism have they
used so that those of us in Congress and the executive branch
would not be as, perhaps, open to spending it on new initiatives or
giving it back in tax reduction? I can tell you, I would love to have
a tax cut.
I look at what we spend in Federal taxes every year. It is a lot
of money. Of course, most Americans pay more in payroll taxes
than they pay in income taxes. The vast majority of. the people in
our country are paying more in payroll taxes than they are in income taxes.
But, still, if we are going to do what ever-y economist tells us is
the best thing for the future of this country, it is clearly to pay
down debt, that that will strengthen the economic growth of this
country and mean that there is more to share in the future than
what we have now. So, I would be very interested in any models
that you have of what other countries have done to assure that
that happens.

Mr. WALKER. Senator, I would commend to you page 12, which
provides an example of what Norway has done. We-would be happy
to provide you with additional information. But Norway faces the
problem of declining oil revenues, because they get a significant
percentage of their total tax receipts from oil revenues.
Second, an aging society, the demographic tsunami that we
talked about before. So they have actually created a separate and
distinct trust fund that is off budget, that is funded and dedicated
solely for the purpose of meeting some of the future challenges associated with the aging population. But we can provide you further
detail but, yourself being Scandinavian, I thought you would be interested in that.
Senator CONRAD. I would be very interested in that.
The CHAIRmAN. I would ask that you provide that information for
the committee, because I think everybody would be very interested.
[The information appears in the appendix.]The CHAIRMAN. Next, we have Senator Bryan.
Senator BRYAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.I agree with the observation that Senator Conrad just made in
terms of what we can achieve if we can reduce the amount of the
debt. There is an additional benefit that we get as well, and that
is the 11 percent that Senator Moynihan talked about.
That is, the percentage that we pay each year on the interest on
the national debt would be reduced as well if the principal amount
of that is reduced, and that would give us the opportunity to either
provide tax relief or to enrich programs that we feel may need additional funding as well.
Most of us are going to have to explain this proposal, not to the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, but ordinary
folks at home, people who have focused on the debate in recent
years. I think that is a positive byproduct of the discussion we have
had.
There is a recognition that we are going to have to do something
in Social Security. Not everybody may have that date of 2032
etched into the memory circuit, but people do recognize that there
are some problems out there, and particularly younger people who
are part of the work force in their 30's have this understanding
that somehow the system is going to be different, many of them do
not even believe that there will be a Social Security program for
them. So it is going to be incumbent upon us to explain exactly
what this involved, convoluted proposal means.
Some of us came to the Congress in the 1980's from a State perspective and we were, frankly, horrified at what we saw occur at
the Federal level. I mean, in 1980, I think the numbers were something like, less than $1 trillion in national debt.
That represented the accumulated expenditure since the Federal
Government assumed the Revolutionary War debt of the States,
the Civil War, two World Wars, a Great Depression, Korea, Vietnam, and all of the intervening social programs of the 1930's.
All of a sudden, expenditure has exploded and this massive overhang of debt now confronts us. We do have a unique opportunity,
it seems to me, to do something about that. Like Senator Conrad,
I would be interested in what other thoughts that you might have
in terms of options that are available to us.

Let me return to a pragmatic question. The national debt today
is somewhere in the range of, what, $5 trillion plus? What numbers
do you use?
Mr. WALKER. Let me see. Right now it is $5.4 trillion, $5.5 trillion, I believe.
Senator BRYAN. All right. So $5.5 trillion. That is the number
that we use today. What number will we have based upon the
President's proposal and the President's projections? How will that
change in terms of using the number that we use today that we
all know is somewhere in the $5 trillion range?
Mr. WALKER. On page 8, which is the chart that Senator Robb
referred to, that will tell you total debt, which is what is subject
to the debt ceiling. Public debt will go down significantly.
Senator BRYAN. I understand that.
Mr. WALKER. We have a line chart that we have done that shows
what happens with total debt as a percentage of GDP, as well as
gross numbers, what happens to debt held by the trust funds, what
happens to publicly-held debt, because I think that would help
shine some light on this.
Senator BRYAN. It would, indeed. But the point that I am trying
to get is some apples to apples comparison. I mean, I realize that
this is an innovative approach. We talk about debt held by the public, and institutional debt, and all of these terms. But, basically,
what you are saying, for those of us that are going to have to explain this at home, that the total amount of the debt is going to
go up.
Mr. WALKER. That is correct, Senator.
Senator BRYAN. And what will that be?
Mr. WALKER. The total debt in 2004, under the President's proosal, would be $6.743 trillion, which is up from about $5.4 trillion,
5.5 trillion today.
Senator BRYAN. Let me say in great respect, and I understand
the differences between the two types of debt we are talking about,
but that does not seem to be moving in the direction that a lot of
us would like to see it go.
We do this under this proposal without achieving any real longterm Social Security reform. In effect, we kind of punt the ball and
decide to work on that, presumably, at some later time.
The concern that I have is that we are in a most fortuitous circumstance right now. I do not think any of us who were elected in
the late 1980's, as I was, ever believed in our lifetime that we
would see the kinds of budget surpluses that we are seeing today.
I mean, I do not think any of us thought that.
We hoped that we would be able to help to return to a more fiscally responsible Federal budget, but none of us saw that. This is
not going to continue forever. Everybody knows, the business cycle
has not been repealed. We are going to have downturns.
One last question. With these proposals that the President has
advanced, what happens to those proposals if there is a revenue
shortfall? That is to say that, because of economic circumstances
unforeseen, the revenue stream disappears and, in any one given
year, our expenditures exceed by a fairly substantial amount the
revenues coming in. How does all of that then come into play in

terms of the obligation to the trust fund under these special Treasury certificates, or whatever they are?
Mr. WALKER. That is one of our concerns, Senator, because under
the President's proposal the amounts that would be granted or
transferred, incremental amounts would be transferred to the Social Security funds, would be based on a percentage of taxable payroll, not a percentage of the actual unified budget surplus. Therefore, there is a possibility that you would still be transferring these
sums in a circumstance where the surpluses do not exist, they
evaporate for some reason.
Senator BRYAN. So in order to finance that, and tell me if I am
missing something here, you would have two options, either to reduce other expenditures, an amount that is represented by the obligation that you have got to transfer to the trust fund so that you
keep, in effect, a balanced budget, or, dare I say it, the 'T"oword,
increase taxes in order to have the revenue stream increase to represent the amount of money necessary to address the outflow. Or
the third option is to increase the debt level even further.
Mr. WALKER. Increase publicly-held debt, which ultimately further mortgages the future, obviously.
Senator BRYAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Bryan.
We, next, have Senator Graham.
Senator GRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you, Mr. Walker. I am pleased that we have a son of Florida here providing us with such clear analysis.
Let me ask a few questions. For the last year, one of the guiding
principles of our fiscal policy has been to save Social Security first
and not use the Social Security surplus for any purpose other than
Social Security until we had reformed the Social Security system.
I hear you saying that we do not have in this plan a reform of
Social Security, that the system stays the same way it is and we
make certain accounting adjustments inside the unified budget.
Mr. WALKER. We have Social Security financing reform in that
we have a situation where this additional grant of securities will,
in effect, represent a pledging of general revenues above and beyond the excess payroll taxes. We have a proposal for a portion of
the trust fund to be invested in equities, which is financing reform.
We do not have program reform.
Senator GRAHAM. You emphasize the fact that these new Treasury securities will be a pledge of future general revenue to pay
them off. What about the rest of the Social Security surplus, that
which we have been accumulating and will continue to accumulate;
what is the nature of the general revenue obligation to pay that off
when those securities come due?
Mr. WALKER. They are similar. Let me try to explain this, Senator, because it is complicated. I think the complexity, frankly,
serves to confuse the public and undermine public confidence.
Basically, what you have is the securities are the same. They are
non-readily marketable Treasury securities, backed by the full faith
and credit of the U.S. Government bearing prevailing rates of interest.
The difference is vs follows. In the past, the way I look at it,
what we have had is oasically a loan. We have had a loan from one

element of the government to another part of the government because Social Security, on its own, that separate account, if you will,
within the overall budget has been running a positive surplus.
So, therefore, the rest of the government has taken that cash
flow, that positive cash flow, used it for other purposes, but given
back a government security backed by the full faith and credit of
the U.S. Government.
What is new here is, the securities are the same. You still have
the issue that we talked about before, you have got to either raise
taxes, reduce spending, or further mortgage the future through refinancing and increasing publicly-held debt in order to deal with
Social Security's obligations.
What is different, is that for the first time, rather than these securities in the trust fund representing excess cash flows attributable to payroll taxes, plus interest, obviously, on past obligations,
it is going to be a grant that does not have anything to do with
Social Security that will be a legal and explicit promise to use fiture general revenues above and beyond what happened on Social
Security on its own to shore up Social Security in future years.
Senator GRAHAM. But in terms of the commitment of general revenue to repay, it is the same commitment for the underlying of surplus generated by excess payroll taxes over benefits, as it will be
on this new layer of, as you describe it, grant securities.
Mr. WALKER. The macroeconomics are the same.
Senator GRAHAM. One concern I have, is we have put a lot of
focus on the number 62, that being the percentage of the unified
surplus over the next 15 years which will be generated by Social
Security. That then becomes the means by which that new grant
is calculated.
Actually, that 62 percent number is a little deceptive. Using my
elementary school long division capabilities, because I was without
computer or hand calculator, and using the OMB budget estimates
of the unified surplus, it appears that over 86 percent of the unified
surplus during the*first 5 years, that is 2000 and 2004, will be generated by the Social Security surpus, and over the first 10 years,
68.8 percent will be generated by the Social Security surplus.
It concerns me, therefore, that we are essentially putting the Social Security system at risk by saying, from year one, you are going
to get the 62 percent that is based on a 15-year average, whereas,
it is going to be deep into the latter periods of that before we begin
to approach the allocation of the unified surplus that would cause
Social Security to be only 62 percent.
Mr. WALKER. As you properly point out, Senator, that 62 percent
is an average over a 15-year period of time.
Senator GRAHAM. The average is back loaded, i.e., the Social Security surplus is disproportionately high in the first 5, and even the
first 10 years, and then it is only in the last 5 years that the nonSocial Security surplus gets to the point that it reduces Social Security to just the 62 percent level.
Mr. WALKER. Correct. Social Security is providing most of the
s ls-i-the
...
early years; but, as we have talked about before, in
2013 Social Security has a negative cash flow, so it provides none
of the surplus starting in 2013.

Senator GRAHAM. My conclusion of that is, we are putting the Social Security surplus, in terms of its use, at the risk that those
prospects of surplus 10 and 15 years from now will, in fact, materialize.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Graham.
One conclusion that disturbs me, is you are saying that the current debt limit will have to be raised sooner under the President's
proposal than currently. Is that not correct?
Mr. WALKER. That is correct, Senator. 2001, under the President's proposal, and a number of years later under the status quo.
The CHAIRMAN. Which, of course, in turn means that debt is increasing.
Mr. WALKER. That is correct, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, David, I want to thank you for being here
today. I think your testimony has been extraordinarily helpful. We
do want to continue working with you on this complex matter as
a source of information and intelligence.
Thank you very much for being here.
Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. It is now my pleasure to call the next panel. We
will start out with a number of distinguished Social Security experts. David Koitz, from the Congressional Research Service, will
briefly describe the operations of the Social Security trust funds.
Then we will hear from witnesses who will present their early
look at the President's proposal to shore up the Social Security
trust funds with general revenue.
We will take the witnesses in alphabetical order. We have with
us Dr. Edward Gramlich, Mr. Robert Greenstein, and Dr. Eugene
Steuerle. We will ask each witness to limit his or her testimony to
5 minutes.
Mr. Koitz, we will begin with you.
STATEMENT OF DAVID S. KOITZ, LEGISLATIVE SPECIALIST,
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, WASHINGTON, DC
Mr. KOITZ. Chairman Roth, Senator Moynihan, members of the
committee, I was asked to provide you with an overview of the nature and operations of the Social Security trust funds.
Mr. Walker has covered some of it, and it might be a little bit
redundant. Maybe I will be a little bit more arcane, but maybe I
will get a little more information across to you.
The cost of the Social Security program, both its benefits and administrative expenses, are largely financed by taxes on wages and
self-employment income commonly referred to as FICA and SECA
.taxes.
Contrary to popular belief, these taxes are not deposited in the
Social Security trust funds. They flow each day into thousands of
depository accounts maintained by the government with financial
institutions across the country. Along with many other forms of
revenue, these taxes become part of the government's operating
cash pool, or what is more commonly referred to as the U.S. Treasury.
.In effect, once these taxes are received, they become indistinguishable from other monies the government takes in. They are accounted for separately through the issuance of Federal securities to

the Social Security trust funds, which basically involve a series of
bookkeeping entries by the Treasury Department, but the trust
funds themselves do not receive or hold money. They are simply accounts.
Similarly, benefits are not paid from the trust funds, but from
the Treasury. As the checks are paid, securities of an equivalent
value are removed from the trust funds.
When more Social Security taxes are received than spent, the
money does not sit idle in the Treasury but is used to finance other
operations of the government. The surplus is then reflected in a
higher balance of Federal securities being posted to the trust funds.
These securities, like those sold to the public, are legal obligations of the government. Simply put, the balances of the Social Security trust funds represent what the government has borrowed
from the Social Security system, plus interest.
Like those of a bank account, the balances represent a promise
that, if needed to pay Social Security benefits, the government will
obtain resources in the future equal to the value of the securities.
While generally the securities issued to the trust funds are not
marketable-they are issued exclusively to the Social Security trust
funds-they do earn interest at market rates, have specific maturity dates, and, by law, represent obligations of the U.S. Government.
What often confuses people, is that they see these securities as
assets for the government. When an individual buys a government
bond, he or she has established a financial claim against the government.
When the government issues a security to one of its own accounts, it has not purchased anything or established a claim
against some other person or entity. It is simply creating an IOU
from one of its accounts to another.
Hence, the building up of Fecicral securities in Federal trust
funds, like those of Social Security, is not a means in and of itself
for the government to accumulate assets.
It certainly establishes claims against the governme it for the Social Security system, but the Social Security system is part of the
government. Those claims are not resources that the government
has at its disposal to pay future Social Security benefits.
Generally speaking, the Federal securities issued to any Federal
trust fund represent permission to spend. As long as a trust fund
has a balance of securities posted to it, the Treasury Department
has the legal authority to keep issuing checks for the program.
In a sense, the mechanics of a Federal trust fund are similar to
those of a bank account. The bank takes in a depositor's money,
credits the money to the depositor's account, and then loans it out.
As long as the account shows a positive balance, the depositor can
write checks that the bank must honor.
In Social Security's case, its taxes flow into the Treasury and its
trust funds are credited with Federal securities. The government
then uses the money to meet whatever expenses are pending at the
time.
The fact that this money is not set aside for Social Security purposes does not dismiss the-government's responsibility to honor the
trust fund account balances. As long as those funds show balances,

the Treasury Department must continue to issue Social Security
checks.
The key point -is, the trust funds themselves do not hold financial
resources to pay benefits. Rather, they provide authority for the
Treasury Department to use whatever money it has on hand to pay
them. If the Treasury lacks the resources to meet these claims it
must borrow them or, alternatively, Congress would have to enact
legislation to raise revenue or cut spending.
The significance of having trust funds for Social Security is that
they represent a long-term commitment of the government to the
program. While the funds do not hold resources that the government can call on to pay Social Security benefits, the balances of
Federal securities posted to them represent and have served as financial claims against the government, claims on which the Treasury has never defaulted, nor used directly as a basis to finance
anything but Social Security expenditures.
That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Just like that.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Koitz.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Koitz appears in the appendix.]
The CHAIRMAN. Next, we would call on Dr. Gramlich.
STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD M. GRAMLICH, PH.D., GOVERNOR, FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM, AND CHAIR, 1994-1996
ADVISORY COUNCIL ON SOCIAL SECURIl'l, WASHINGTON,
DC
Dr. GIA~\Ntiici. Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I
appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss
Social Security. I speak for myself, as past chair of the 1994-1996
Quadrennial Advisory Council on Social Security and not in my
current status as a member of the Federal Reserve Board.
As you are all aware, the U.S. population is aging. Today there
are 3.4 workers per retiree. By 2030, it is projected that there will
be only two. This fundamental change in the demographics of our
population poses a large challenge: how can we provide adequate
health and retirement benefits to our retired population without
imposing undue burdens on tomorrow's workers?
Clearly, the answer to this question is that we must act now to
increase the total amount of resources to be available in the future.
By increasing the size of our economy, we can devote a greater
share of output to the retired population, without reducing the consumption of the working population. The only way to achieve this
critical objective is for us to build up the stock of productive capital
by increasing our rate of national saving. Indeed, in the current expansion, investment has expanded at a rapid clip without inducing
a rise in interest rates. This investment boom and the accompanying step up in the growth of the capital stock is largely attributable to an increased rate of national saving.
The stellar performance of the economy over recent years provides the nation a unique opportunity to begin to tackle its longrun problems. In particular, the large budget surpluses that are
projected over the next 15 years, if they are permitted to materialize, will significantly improve our fiscal and economic position
as the baby boom begins to retire. From the government's perspec-

tive, using these surpluses to pay down the Federal debt will reduce future interest payments and free 'up--future tax revenues.
From a macroeconomic perspective, the increased national saving
represented by the increase in government saving will lead to a
larger capital stock, higher productivity, and an improved standard
of living.
From this broad standpoint, the general objective of the Clinton
administration's budget-that is, to preserve most of the projected
surpluses-seems to me both responsible and appropriate.
The administration would devote about $1.4 trillion of the projected $4.9 trillion current law surplus over the next 15 years to
new spending, using the remainder to pay down our National debt.
According to their calculations, the ratio of debt held by the public
to GDP would fall from the current 44 percent to 7 percent by
2014. If such an outcome were to materialize, it would represent
a dramatic improvement in the fiscal position of the Nation.
Under current law, Social Security revenues exceed outlays, creating the surpluses that are credited to the Social Security trust
fund in the ways that you have talked about already. Without any
legislative changes, the Social Security trust fund will continue to
accumulate funds and these surpluses both reduce the national
debt and improve the long-run fiscal condition of Social Security.
But, in addition to this accumulation already scheduled under
current law, the administration is also proposing to transfer an additional $2.8 trillion of general revenues to the Social Security trust
fund. While the administration's rationale for these transfers is to
ensure that the surpluses actually materialize, the transfer of general revenue represents a major shift from past practice under
which Social Security has been financed almost entirely from dedicated payroll taxes.
During our deliberations of our Advisory Commission, we considered whether general revenues should be used to help shore up the
Social Security program. The idea was unanimously rejected, for a
number of reasons. First, using general revenues to fund Social Security puts the Social Security system in competition with other
spending programs during the budget cycle. But Social Security is
a long-range program-people pay dedicated taxes today toward
benefits that may be received 30 or 40 years later-and many feel
that it should not be part of an annual budgetary allocation process.
Perhaps more importantly, using general revenues to fund Social
Security undermines the fiscal discipline imposed by the need to
ensure that income earmarked for Social Security is sufficient to
meet the entire cost of the program in both the short and the long
run. Without a long-range budget constraint on Social Security, it
would be much more difficult to limit future benefit growth. Notwithstanding the large surpluses being projected, some reductions
in benefits are almost certain to be necessary, as the U.S. population ages.
Thus, I find that there are serious drawbacks to relaxing Social
Security's long-run budget constraints through general revenue
transfers. I would prefer Social Security reforms that maintain the
link between dedicated taxes and benefits and maintain the value
of long-range actuarial analysis. This discipline is essential if we

are to limit the impending explosion of entitlement spending. The
President's budget proposal, by preserving future surpluses and
paying down our National debt, makes an important contribution
to raising national saving, but to me the proposal looks even better
without the general revenue transfer.
Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Dr. Gramlich.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Gramlich appears in the appendix.I
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Greenstein?
STATEMENT OF ROBERT GREENSTEIN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, CENTER ON BUDGET AND POLICY PRIORITIES, WASHINGTON, DC
Mr. GREENSTEIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Moynihan.
I think there is some merit to the administration proposal to do
temporary, time-limited general revenue transfers if-and I underscore if-they are tied to reforms to do the rest of the job to put
us back in 75-year balance.
In fact, I think there is a thought I would like to share as using
them as inducements, that in order to get the transfer one has to
do the reform; for each dollar saved in reform, maybe then one
could get some amount of transfer. Let me return to that in a
minute.
But, first, I want to discuss two other issues, the question of double counting, and the debt question that several Senators raised
earlier.
The proposed transfer has been called a double count by some.
But what has been called double counting in the administration
proposal is essentially unified budget accounting, a practice the
budget has followed for many years under which Treasury takes
the surplus payroll tax revenues, provides the trust fund with
Treasury bonds, and then uses that borrowed cash for other government operations, so that the funds show up in the budget twice,
once as Treasury bonds the trust fund gets, once as expenditures
for other government programs.
The administration's proposal is similar, except that, instead of
the borrowed funds being used for other government programs,
they are put back in Social Security. In this case, the second use
of the funds is Social Security rather than another government prograin does not really alter the basic nature of the transaction. If
we want to call this double counting, every one of our budgets of
the last 15 years then used double counting as well.
On the debt front, I did want to call attention to page 4 of Mr.
Walker's testimony, in which he notes that, "Debt held by the public represents government competition with the private sector and
the credit market that it raises interest rates and lowers private
capital accumulation, and that it increases burdens on the taxpayers for those rpt interest payments in the budget."
He goes on to say that the other part of the debt, the debt owed
to Social Security in this case, has none of these economic effects
and does not compete with the private sector for funds in the credit
markets.

So, to me, these are not the issues, but there are other serious
issues. Let me, briefly, also note that I think there is a philosophical or analytic justification for a temporary general revenue
transfer.
Two points. One, is one of the reasons we have an unfunded liability in Social Security today is that when the program started
the designers humanely departed from the principle of linking payroll tax contributions to benefits. To let the early generations get
benefits, it made it a pay-as-you-go system. It built up an unfunded
liability. One can make a case for a temporary general revenue
transfer to reimburse Social Security for part of that original burden.
Second, the justification is that, if we have this surplus in Social
Security and we save it, that adds to national saving and gives us
a bigger economy. If we use it to pay down debt, that means private investors do not need to hold as many Treasuries. Social Security will hold more, private investors -invest more in the market
and get higher rates of return.
The government makes money in corporate and personal income
tax collections. Both add greater economic growth. You can make
a case for a transfer to Social Security there, too.
However, there is a problem. The temptation could be to rely
solely on transfers and not do the reforms. The point Mr. Walker
just made, I share that concern. I share the concern of what would
happen if Congress adopted only the transfers and did not do the
rest of the job to close the long-term balance. If that occurred, we
would have to do big burdens on the rest of the budget in the
2030's and 2040's, cashing in all of these Treasury bonds.
In my view, the administration's transfer makes sense in conjunction with structural changes to fully close the rest of the gap
and put Social Security on a permanent, sound basis.
If those needed reforms were made, then the trust funds would
not need to cash in as many bond in the 2030's and 2040's because
the gap between payroll tax income and outgo would not be as
great, the reforms would have narrowed the gap.
Also, helping us bear that burden would be reductions in interest
payments on the debt. In 1998, Social Security benefits plus interest payments on the debt consumed 7.4 percent of GDP.
If we save most of the surplus, under the administration's plan
interest costs will decline so much that the combined cost of Social
Security and that interest will remain below 7.4 percent of GDP
when the baby boom generation is retired.
So combining a temporary transfer with permanent structural
changes and fully closing the gap, I think, strikes a reasonable balance.
In conclusion, therefore, what I suggest is closing a portion of the
gap with these transfers, if they are accompanied by structural
changes, and looking for a way to use them as incentives.
For example, for each dollar saved through reforms, the kinds of
things Senator Moynihan and others have proposed in their bills,
that one would get a certain amount of transfer. I emphasize,
transfers should be temporary and in addition to structural
changes, not instead of making structural changes.
Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Greenstein.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Greenstein appears in the appendix.]
The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Steuerle, please.
Senator MOYNIHAN. May I say, Mr. Chairman, Dr. Steuerle has
a challenge. Every one of these extremely articulate and informed
persons hag-come in on the dot of the bell. [Laughter.]
STATEMENT OF C. EUGENE STEUERLE, PH.D., SENIOR
FELLOW, TLE URBAN INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, DC
Dr. STEUERLE. That is quite a task, Mr. Moynihan.
Senator MOYNIIAN. Yes.
Dr. STEUERLE. I should note, by the way, that in reflecting the

dilemma facing this Congress, the Office of Management and Budget and the Council of Economic Advisors, two of the finest offices
in the Federal Government, reflected the dilemma, I think, by first
putting out a budget that you may note was purposely put in black.
The Council of Economic Advisors, a week or so later, decided, reflecting perhaps on our long-term dilemmas, to put out an economic
report that was again in the red.
As a member of the baby boom generation, I grew up with individuals who, whether they considered themselves liberal or conservative, considered themselves somewhat idealist when it came
to the role of the Federal Government.
Today, this cohort has come into full power as members of the
labor force, the business community, the White House, and the
Congress itself. I find it somewhat ironic that the legacy the baby
boomers would now bequeath is one in which almost the sole purposes of the Federal Government would be to care for their own
consumption needs and retirement.
I do not believe this legacy was intended. Yet, it would come
about under current law under the President's proposals and under
most of the Republican and Democratic alternatives being considered in Congress.
It is largely the consequence of laws written decades ago that are
determining almost all of the spending priorities for today, and for
figure generations. In particular, it is the consequence of particular
design features in Social Security, as well as a number of health
laws, so that they really are designed to grow forever faster than
the economy without regard to changes in fertility and mortality.
Or, if I may be so bold as to try to paraphrase one of Moynihan's
laws, without regard to the law that all is demography. Correct me
if I am wrong, Senator.
The greatest difficulty with today's budget policy is that the law
itself would deny into posterity both the right and the privilege to
decide for itself the priorities and the needs facing the Nation. The
simple fact is that general revenue financing of benefits does not
in any way change the scheduled growth and commitments to programs for the elderly and near-elderly.
General revenue financing, standing by itself, could even detract
attention from the more important issue of how the structure of Social Security benefits should relate to the overall needs of society.
Now, general revenue financing is an issue more of political economy than pure economics. General revenue financing puts on the

table several very important questions, which I will only very briefly summarize.
First, would it add to real assets held by the government or simply to a pretense that Social Security holds on to real assets? My
own assessment is that an additional transfer from the government's left hand, the Treasury Department, to its right hand, Social Security, over and above any surplus accruing between taxes
and benefits, tends to ask too much.
The simple fact is, as so many of the previous speakers have
noted, future taxpayers must cover the cost of interest and principal on any gift of bonds from Treasury to Social Security.
Second, do new sources of general revenue financing lay bare the
fact that programs for the elderly, including Social Security, have
always relied, in part, upon general revenue financing.
Programs for the elderly have often had general revenue financing fixes. These include the financing of Part B of Medicare out of
general revenues, several other items I list in my testimony, and
within Social Security, the transfer, indeed, of income taxes and
Social Security benefits on the basis of what is a fairly generous
formula. Considered as a whole, programs for the elderly have always run substantial deficits if benefits were to be compared only
to Social Security taxes.
Third, and closely related, did or will the tie between taxes and
benefits, as reflected in the concept of trust fund balances, act as
a constraint on the system and prevent deficit financing?
It appears to me that the current willingness to tackle Social Security is based, in part, upon this concept of trust fund imbalances.
These imbalances would appear less severe with a general revenue
transfer.
Fourth, does general revenue financing break the relationship between benefits and taxes on earnings and thereby invite means
testing,- the more formal introduction of general revenue financing,
which could shift public sentiment toward viewing the system as
a transfer program?
In my view, means testing is highly inaccurate, given the ability
to shift assets to children, or simply for the elderly to hide them.
Means testing also really discourages saving for retirement.
Fifth, would general revenue financing open up consideration of
the appropriate tax base to support old-age programs, wage taxes,
income taxes, or consumption taxes? Certainly a case can be made
fbr consumption taxation vis-a-vis wages taxation.
If it is projected, we continue on a path where larger and larger
portions of Social Security and -Medicare recipients consume at
igher rates than many of the workers who are supporting them.
By the same token, it is doubtful as a matter of simplicity-and
yes, there are a few of us left who do care about tax simplicitythat one would want to add yet another tax system onto the ones
we already have.
Sixth, would the transition to general revenue financing be done
in a way that might encourage more short-run saving by government? This is really the principal argument used by the administration. In its own proposal, success depends upon the crafting of
legislation to change accounting practices, really to constrain not
this Congress, but future Congresses and future Presidents.

I have serious doubts, as a matter of accounting, that this hopedfor constraint can be achieved and, if achieved, that it really can
be made as an accounting rule to constrain future politicians. The
confusion that reigns over the administration proposal, however,
does not mean that short-run saving might not be enhanced.
Finally, I believe that general revenue financing could be used to
support transition to a new system, however, not necessarily
through an accounting mechanism.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Steuerle appears in the appendix.]
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Dr. Steuerle.
Let me ask you, matter of fact, the first question. In your testimony, you make the statement that, given the way Social Security
is designed today, benefits will grow faster than the economy, and
that there is one little recognized reason for Social Security's financial problem.
In that regard, is the issue not the way the benefit formula provides real increases in initial benefits for new retirees each year
based on wage growth? For example, according to Social Security
actuaries, after inflation, initial benefits for the average wage earner will double over the next 70 years, from about $7,000 to $22,000.
Would you discuss this point further, and if you have any recommendations?
Dr. STEUERLE. Mr. Chairman, what Social Security attempts to
do is to have benefits, annual benefits, for the elderly to grow as
fast as wages grow in the economy s that if I am 30 percent richer
than my parents, I get annual benefits that are 30 percent higher.
If my children are 50 percent richer than I am, or wages grow 50
percent, they get 50 percent higher benefits.
At one level, this might sound like a reasonable formula. However, on top of this, the system also has never adjusted for the fact
that we live longer, and it never adjusts for the fact that fertility
rates change and there would be fewer taxpayers to pay.
So Social Security, on net, is scheduled to always grow faster
than the economy, thus always putting pressure eventually in the
long run to figure out how you catch up. No matter how many tax
increases you have, no matter how many other adjustments along
these lines you have, you still always grow faster than the economy.
Again, as I say, it is not unreasonable to say, as wages grow,
that figure individuals might share in that wage growth. But we
do not do it for education. We know that teachers' wages have to
grow. We do not do it for military pay. That is the reason you are
addressing military pay on a discretionary basis this year, is we do
not do it automatically.
When you do things automatically, for this year going forward
10, 50, 100 years in the future, you box in, so to speak, the direction in which government can head. It does not mean you cannot
change the formula, but I think doing everything automatically
that far into the future adds to this problem of more and more entitlement spending, displacing more and more discretionary spending.
The CHAIRMAN. This question is for all members of the panel.
Given all the confusion over the Social Security trust funds, would

it not be better to eliminate the trust fund build-up rather than increasing the build-up as the President proposes, and return Social
Security, as I think my colleague proposes, to pay-as-you-go financing?
Dr. GRAMLICH. Well, I will take this one. I know I am going at
cross purposes with Senator Moynihan here, but I actually think
the build-up is a good thing. We have some bumpy demographics
coming on. So what, in effect, was done back in 1983 was to prepare in advance for some of that by raising payroll taxes earlier
than was strictly necessary on the benefit side. That did build
upSenator MOYNIHAN. That was the 1977 decision to go to a partially funded system, when we had put those payroll taxes in place.
Dr. GRANMLmi. All right. I thought some of that was in the 1983
compromise.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Well, we advanced the date in which the previous agreement was made.
Dr. GRAMLICH. Well, in any case, in those years, taxes were
raised in advance of benefit growth.
As Senator Moynihan said earlier, it may be that that was not
recognized very much at the time, but I think it was a good thing
because it did lead to Social Security accumulating assets. It did
raise national saving, all the good things that we are all complimenting here.
So that was done in a small way back in the 1970's and 1980's
and I think was a good thing. If that had not been done, we would
be looking at much sharper payroll taxes now to pay for the benefits.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Greenstein?
Mr. GREENSTEIN. If I could add, and I hesitate to comment and
possibly misstate some of the intention that Senator Moynihan is
far more expert than any of the panel on, but my understanding
is, part of the thinking in going to some partial advance funding
was that we were supposed to build up national saving with this
so that we could have a larger economy that could better afford to
meet the boorhers' retirement.
If I understand correctly, one of Senator Moynihan's criticisms,
quite rightly, over the years was that we were not using the build
up to promote national saving, we were spending it on other parts
of government. I think he said for years, if we do not stop doing
this, I am going to propose that we go to a pay-as-you-go system,
and he has now done that.
I am hopeful that, after all these years, Senator, this time we
might get it right. I am encouraged that both the administration
in its own way, whether one agrees or disagrees with the transfer,
and many members of Congress who do not agree with the administration's plan, in their own way are saying, I do not like the
President's transfer, but I, too, want to wall off that money so it
is only used for Social Security.
If we can really do partial advance funding so it does what it is
supposed to do and we do not use the money for the rest of government, then I think that would be the best course to follow. I have
some optimism, just in the debate of the last few weeks, that the
debate is heading in that direction.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Koitz, if I might ask you. Was the trust fund
build-up really planned to pay benefits for baby boomers only?
Mr. KomTZ. No. Back in 1983, we had a short-run problem of
about $160 billion, 1983 to 1989 or 1990. We had a long-run deficit
of about 2 percent of payroll. As Senator Moynihan will clearly
recollect, there was a lot of controversy over how to view the problem, what the assumptions should be, how big the problem was.
What I think it came down to was, let us deal with the short-run
problem on a pessimistic basis. Use pessimistic assumptions to
make sure it does not arise again in the next decade.
In the long run, we used average, 75-year estimates. In most of
the proposals that were presented to this committee, the Ways and
Means Committee, and to Congress in general dealt with how
much of that average would be eliminated.
So if raising the retirement age to 67 produced 0.6 or 0.7 percent
of payroll savings, it got rid of one-third of the average long-run
problem. If taxing benefits generated 0.5 or 0.6, there was another
25 or 30 percent.
That all was done in a very tight schedule. The Grednspan Commission's report came out on January 15 or January 20, and by the
end of March, we had a done deal. So a lot of things had to be done
in a very short period of time, and the basic goal was to achieve
these two objectives.
There was ve. y little attention to the flow of funds, actuarially,
on how much revenue we would get in in 2010, or 2030 vis-a-vis
the expenditures. The goal was principally, how do we deal with
this issue in the simplest way possible to get to a bottom line?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Moynihan?
Senator MOYNIHAN. Well, first of all, that is exactly my recollection, although my recollection is increasingly decreasing. [Laughter.]
I was struck by a statement by Mr. Greenstein which notes, and
I will just read it, "It may be noted that in FY 1998 the cost of Social Security benefits, plus interest payments on the debt, equalled
7.4 percent of GDP."
If you take all the administration projections and so forth and
anticipate that the surplus will be saved, that when the baby boom
is retired, call that 2030, something like that, the combined debt
service and Social Security will still be 7.4.
Mr. GREENSTEIN. Actually, a little under.
Senator MOYNIHAN. A little under. Now, I do not think I have
ever heard that.
Could I ask your colleagues how they see that as a possibility?
Mr. Koitz?
Mr. KomTZ. Yes. If we got rid of the debt held by the public, there
are 3 percentage points right there from where we are now, 3 percent of GDP.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Oh, yes.
Mr. KoimZ. One of the things that I do find troubling in looking
at those numbers, however, is that once you get rid of debt held
by the public, what do you do with the projected surpluses that the
administration proposes or estimates will be-there after the year
2013 to 2014? For analytical purposes, they show the government
accumulating assets.

Now, I do not know how the government accumulates assets. I
do not know what it buys, I do not know what the authority is to
buy. But, as a result of accumulating the assets, there is a 2 percentage point of GDP eventual gain to the government, an offsetting receipt, so to speak, that causes a reduction in outlays.
So under their numbers, right there, we are looking at a 5 percent of GDP swing, going from a negative three percent to a positive 2 percent effect for interest.
Then on top of that, there is a long-run revenue gain projected
basically raising us from about 19 percent of GDP, all government
revenues, up to around 21 or 22, in part due to the built-in bracket
creep from indexing the income tax to inflation only and not wages.
So I can keep going, but there is 7 percent.
Senator MOYNIIAN. Well, so you agree.
Mr. KoirZ. Yes.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Could you give us
Mr. KOITZ. I do not agree necessarily with the projections, but I
see how they got there.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.
Dr. STEUERLE. May I add to that?
Senator MOYNImAN. Yes, sir.
Dr. STEUERLE. In the administration's projections, once you move
beyond 2010 and the baby boomers start retiring, and I can even
show you a chart on this that I did not include in my testimony,
but I have done elsewhere. They have discretionary spending essentially declining toward zero.
One way that those interest payments stay so low is not just the
saving that they want you to achieve over the near term, when we
had this baby bust population from World War II and the Depression era started entering the ranks of the elderly, but that this discretionary side of the budget sort of keeps going toward zero.
The second issue that is raised, and I think it is a fundamental
one, is even if we do save adequately in the present, to be able to
finance a better future, in terms of what we are doing in terms of
the Federal budget, we are putting Social Security on sort of a path
where it will sort of have to run a perpetual deficit. That is, when
we think the of the debate over having saving today in the unified
budget, we are saying, well, Social Security has been running a
surplus and the rest of the government has been running a deficit.
But the way a lot of proposals go, we flipped that and we say,
well, because we did such a good job of saving today, let us put Social Security, at least in unified budget accounting purposes, on a
perpetual deficit financed by these interest payments, and principal
payments, in some cases, that have to come in from the rest of the
government that have to be collected from income tax payers.
So the one question is, can we afford it if we save more? But a
second question is, should we afford it; is that really the type of
budget we want to have in the future?
Mr. GREENSTEIN. Could I add a point of clarification?
Senator MoYNIIIAN. Sure.
Mr. GREENSTEIN. David Koitz made a very important point.
There is an assumption in the administration's calculations of income from interest after the debt is eliminated. I would share the
view that that is not a realistic assumption of what I think the po-

litical system will do. But in the numbers we have done, we
stopped the interest payments at zero. We did not assume in these.
Again, basically what you have is interest payments are now, I
think, just over 2 percent of GDP. If the interest payments go down
to about zero we eliminate the debt held by the public, if Social Security goes up by about 2 percent of GDP, the two balance each
other. But I think, as everyone on the panel is saying, that is not
good enough.
If we do some reforms in Social Security, then it need not go up
as much as it would in the calculations that I did here. But even
without the reform-again, I am not suggesting no reform-the interest payments in the Social Security about balance each other
out, if we are wise enough to get rid of the national debt held by
the public.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Dr. Gramlich, you may have the last word.
Dr. GRAMLICH. I agree with the calculations, and I actually agree
with everybody's commentary. I have nothing to add.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Well, then I am a lot more cheerful. I think
I will get my Social Security because, matter of fact, I am.
Dr. GRAMLICH. Well, before you get too cheerful, there is always
the end-date problem with Social Security because we have an
aging population that keeps on aging.
So, for example, we have a 75-year tradition in Social Security
and one of the things that has been a problem in that is that, as
soon as you get past the 75th year, the deficit gets bigger unless
we have some reform. So whenever you look at it over a finite date,
you are, in a way, understating the problem.
I think that calculation, which I agree with, also understates the
problem because we do have to change the trajectory of benefits if
we are going to deal with real Social Security reform.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Call it reform.
Dr. GRAMLICH. Real reform.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. Could I just say one last thing? I could
not more agree with Dr. Gramlich. But consider the apocalyptic
projections with which we have been entertained over the last 15
years, that you cannot do it. You can.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Moynihan.
I want to thank the panel for their very helpful testimony. We
will continue to call upon you as we proceed with reform.
The committee is in recess.
[Whereupon, at 12:01 p.m., the hearing was concluded.]

APPENDIX
ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR TIlE RECORD

PREPARED STATEMENT OF EDWARD M. GRAM LICH

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss Social Security reform. I speak for myself, as past
chair of the 1994-1996 Quadrennial Advisory Council on Social Security, and not
in my current status as a member of the Federal Reserve Board.
As you are all well aware, the U.S. population is aging. Today there are 3.4 workers per retiree; by 2030 it is projected that there will only be two. This fundamental
change in the demographics of our population poses a large challenge: how can we
provide adequate health and retirement benefits to our retired population, without
imposing undue burdens on tomorrows workers?
Clearly, the answer to this question is that we must act now to increase the total
amount of resources to be available in the future. By increasing the size of our economy, we can devote a greater share of output to the retired population, without reducing the consumption of the working population. The only way to achieve this
critical objective is for us to build up the stock of productive capital by increasing
our rate of national saving. Indeed, in the current expansion, investment has expanded at a rapid clip, without inducing a rise in interest rates. This investment
om, and the accompanying step-up in the growth of the capital stock, is partly
attributable to an increased rate of national saving. Between 1992 and 1998, national saving increased from 3.7 percent to 7.5 percent of net national product.
While private and state and local government saving actually dipped during this period, this decline was more than offset by increased saving by the federal government through deficit reduction.
The stellar performance of the economy over recent years provides the nation a
unique opportunity to begin to tackle its long-run problems. In particular, the large
budget surpluses that are projected over the next 15 years or so, if they are permitted to materialize, will significantly improve our fiscal and economic position as
the baby boom starts to retire. From the governments perspective, using those surpluses to pay down the federal debt will reduce future interest payments and free
up future tax revenue; from the macroeconomic perspective, the increase in national
saving represented by the increase in government saving will lead to a larger capital
stock, higher productivity, and an improved standard of living.
From this standpoint, the broad objective of the Clinton Administrations budgetthat is, to preserve most of the projected surpluses-seems to me both responsible
and appropriate. The Administration would devote about $1.4 trillion of the projcted $4.9 trillion of current law surpluses over the next 15 years to new spending,
and use the remainder to pay down our national debt. According to the Administration's calculations, the ratio of debt held by the public to GDP would fall from its
current 44 percent to 7 percent by 2014. If such an outcome were to materialize,
it would represent a dramatic improvement in the fiscal position of the nation.
Under current law, tie Social Security revenues exceed outlays, creating surpluses that are credited to the Social Security trust fund. Without any legislative
changes, the Social Security trust fund will continue to accumulate funds, reaching
a peak in 2020 of $3.8 trillion, or almost 16 percent of GDP. These surpluses both
reduce the national debt and improve the long run fiscal condition of Social Security. This claim does not stem from any accounting gimmickry: By reducing future
interest payments, these surpluses do indeed free up future revenues.
In addition to this accumulation already scheduled under current law, the Administration is also proposing to transfer an additional $2.8 trillion of general revenues
to the Social Security trust fund. While the Administration's rationale for these
(35)
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transfers is to ensure that the surpluses actually materialize, the transfer of general
revenues represents a major shift from past practice, under which Social Security
has been financed almost entirely from dedicated payroll taxes.
During the deliberations of the 1994-1996 Social Security Advisory Commission
we considered whether general revenues should be used to help shore up the Social
Security program. This idea was unanimously rejected, for a number of reasons.
First, using general revenues to fund Social Security puts the Social Security system
in competition with other spending programs during the budget cycle. But Social Security is a long-range program-people pay dedicated taxes today toward benefits
that may not be received for 30 or 40 years-and many feel that it should not be
part of an annual budgetary allocation process.
Perhaps more importantly, using general revenues to fund Social Security undermines the fiscal discipline imposed by the need to ensure that income earmarked
for Social Security is sufficient to meet the entire cost of the program, both in the
short run and long run. Without a long-range budget constraint on Social Security,
it will be much more difficult to limit future benefit growth. And, notwithstanding
the large surpluses being projected, some reductions in benefits are almost certain
to be necessary as the U.S. population ages.
It is important to remember that the aging of the population will bring pressures
to programs other than Social Security. The trustees of the Medicare trust fund
project that Medicare expenditures as a share of GDP will more than double-from
2.7 percent today, to over 5.8 percent in 2030, and Medicaid spending on long-term
care likely will face similar increases. Because under the current budget system,
Medicare Part B and Medicaid are financed with general revenues, there is much
less pressure to take measures now to improve their long-run financing. But these
programs too will put significant demands on government resources in the future.
If we use the projected surpluses as a rationale for not making hard choices in Social Security, finding the resources to provide Medicare and Medicaid to our aging
population will prove that much harder.
Thus, there are serious drawbacks to relaxing Social Security's long run budget
constraint through general revenue transfers. I would prefer Social Security reforms
that maintain the link between dedicated taxes and benefits, and maintain the
value of long-range actuarial analysis. This discipline is essential if we are to limit
the impending explosion of entitlement spending. The President's budget proposal,
by preserving future surpluses and paying down our national debt, makes an important contribution to raising national saving. But to me the proposal looks even better without the general revenue transfer.
PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR CHARLES E. GRASSLEY

Thank you Mr. Chairman. I would like to thank you for convening this hearing
so that the Finance Committee can gather the information we need to make sound
decisions about the future of such an important program. The President's proposal
is not easy to comprehend. That seems to be par for the course when it comes to
Social Security financing. I can give a pretty good explanation of how trust fund accounting works when I hold meetings back in Iowa but my constituents still think
that money is stolen from the trust fund. The President's proposal doesn't help matters at all.
Although you need to negotiate a couple of hairpin turns in the road to discover
it, what is clear about the President's proposal is that he wants to use most of the
off-budget surplus to pay down the debt. I like that part of the plan. So do many
of my Republican colleagues. What I don't like is saying that the President's proposalto spend an additional $1.7 trillion on new programs is prudent, but a tax cut
is not.
By focusing on the Social Security financing issues that are implicated by the
President's proposal, I hope we will clarify a number of issues. First, I hope we can
focus on the date of 2013-the date cash flow for Social Security goes negative, according to the 1998 Trustees report. While we may see an improvement in that date
as our economy continues to perform well, this is the date general revenue financing
becomes a very real possibility. Will our witnesses agree with the President that we
should simply resort to increased government borrowing to meet our commitments?
Second, I think it's important that we put a historical context on the reason that
Congress has avoided using general revenues to finance Social Security. Why? Because the program's benefits are tied to the earmarked payroll taxes that workers
pay. We need to look at options which will build support for Social Security. Relying
on general revenues for financing will further diminish one of the most important
principles of Social Security.
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I look forward to our witnesses' testimony and thank them for being here.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROBERT GREENSTEIN

I appreciate your invitation to testify on the subject of general revenue financing
of Social Security. I am Robert Greenstein, executive director of the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. The Center is a nonpartisan, nonprofit policy institute that
conducts research and analysis on a wide range of issues with particular emphasis
on fiscal policy and on issues affecting low- and moderate-income families. We are
primarily funded by foundations and receive no federal funding.
The question of whether Social Security should be partly funded with general revenue contributions is an important one. Several types of general revenue contributions to Social Security already exist, including funds transferred from general revenues to reflect the partial taxation of Social Security benefits. So the issue is not
entirely new. On the other hand, the President's budget proposes significantly larger
general revenue transfers than have existed until now.
In the past 10 days, the issue of whether to make general revenue transfers has
become enmeshed with a debate over whether the Administration's proposed revenue transfer rests on an illegitimate double-counting of funds. This is unfortunate,
as it is diverting the debate from the serious policy issues the proposed general revenue transfers raise and leading to a focus on much less important technical accounting issues.
So, let me briefly try to set the double-counting issue to the side so as to get to
the more serious issues. What has been called double-counting in the President's
budget is essentially unified budget accounting, a practice the federal budget has
followed for many years. Under unified budget accounting, the Treasury takes the
surplus payroll tax revenues the Social Security trust fund is receiving each year
and provides the trust fund with Treasury bonds in return. The Treasury then uses
the borrowed cash to fund other government operations.
In a sense, these funds show up in the budget twice-once as Treasury bonds provided to the trust fund and a second time as expenditures for other government programs. (The tax bill that the House passed last summer followed a similar course,
except that surplus Social Security revenues would have been used to finance a tax
cut rather than other government operations.)
The Administration's proposal follows along similar lines. The Treasury would
borrow the surplus Social Security payroll tax receipts and provide the trust fund
with Treasury bonds in return. The only new element is that instead of using the
borrowed money to fund other government programs or finance tax cuts, the funds
woula be put back in the Social Security trust fund and used primarily to buy more
bonds for the fund.
All of these approaches entail borrowing funds from the Social Security surplus,
Treasury bonds, and
crediting the trust fund for the borrowed funds by issuing
using the borrowed funds for a second purpose. That under the Administration's
proposal the second use is Social Security rather than another government program
or a tax cut does not alter the basic nature of the transaction. If one wants to consider this double-counting, then every budget passed for years-including budgets
proposed and approved by Presidents and Congresses of both parties-have used
"double-counting." In all of these budgets, Social Security surpluses were credited
to Social Security and also borrowed and used to fund other government operations.
What has led to confusion regarding the Administration's proposal is that in this
case, the "second use" of the funds is the same as the first use, namely Social Security. But borrowing funds from the Social Security trust fund in return for Treasury
bonds and using the borrowed funds is essentially the same transaction regardless
of how the borrowed funds are used and whether they are designated for support
of Social Security, another program, or a tax cut. (In fact, placing the borrowed
funds in Social Security reserves rather than spending them on other programs or
tax cuts should be a more benign use of the borrowed funds, since it does not reduce
national saving or prevent the borrowed funds from being used to pay down publicly-held debt, as such other uses of the borrowed funds would do.)
In short, the issue isn't double-counting. It is whether a substantial transfer of
general income to the Social Security trust fund, such as that the Administration
has proposed, represents good policy.
IS THERE JUSTIFICATION FOR GENERAL REVENUE TRANSFERS?

I believe the answer to this question is that there is justification for transfers,
but not on an unlimited basis.

* In Social Security's early years, its designers faced a difficult question-should
those already retired or nearing retirement age be able to receive benefits?
Since the program was in its infancy, these individuals contributed little or
nothing to Social Security during their working years. But many of them, including workers who had endured the Depression and fought for the nation in
World War I would otherwise face poverty in old age.
Policymakers of that era made the humane decision; they decided to provide, rather than deny, Social Security to these individuals. That decision meant Social
Security would primarily be a pay-as-you-go system, with current payroll tax
revenues used to fund the benefits of current retirees, rather than a pre-funded
system.. The establishment of Social Security largely as a pay-as-you-go system
also meant these would be an unfunded liability and that when a demographically large generation retired, such as the baby boom generation, financial pressures on the pay-as-you-go system would intensify.
The decision made 60 years ago to provide benefits to retirees of that era who
had not paid much into the Social Security system provides a strong justification for a limited-duration infusion of general fund revenue into Social Security
today. It makes sense to "reimburse" the Social Security system in some form
for bearing the costs of providing benefits to earlier generations of beneficiaries
who had paid little into the system because the system was new. That early
decision is one of the reasons Social Security faces insolvency in the decades
ahead. A general fund transfer of this nature would help reduce the unfunded
liability.
* Social Security surpluses are now adding substantially to national saving. Because Social Security is able to purchase so many Treasury bonds, other investors can hold fewer bonds and invest more money in equities, securing the higher average rates of return that equities provide. Robert Reischauer and Henry
Aaron of the Brookings Institution have suggested that because Social Security
is adding to national saving in this manner, the trust fund should be able to
receive its fair share of the higher rates of return that equities provide. They
propose this be done by diversifying the trust fund's investments and ultimately
placing up to half of trust-fund reserves in equities. This is roughly the same
share of reserves as are placed in equities by corporate pension plans and state
and local public employee pension funds. The Administration's proposal is much
more cautious, placing about 15 percent of trust funds reserves in equities.
To the extent that policymakers are not willing to invest up to 50 percent of trust
fund reserves in equities, there is a strong case for a general revenue transfers
to compensate the trust fund for the lost income. To the extent that Social Security is artificially confined to lower returns by being restricted to investment in
lower-yielding Treasury bonds-and private investors are able to secure higher
returns--general revenue collections will be higher, since investors will pay
taxes on the higher returns they secure. A case can be made for transferring
a portion of these added general revenues to Social Security.
" If Social Security reserves are saved rather than borrowed and consumed, they
will help pay down the debt and add substantially to national saving. Treasury
estimates are that the national saving rate would rise significantly under the
Administration's plan. That should promote somewhat stronger economic
growth. Martin Feldstein and Senator Gramm have argued that the increased
saving they estimate their Social Security plans would generate would result in
increased corporate income tax revenues. If this is true for their plans, it also
would be true for the Administration's. A case can be made that the Social Security trust funds should share, through a general revenue transfer, in the benefits of the stronger economic growth and increased tax revenues made possible
by saving the Social Security surpluses.
" Finally, the Administration has said the general revenue transfer it is proposing would be structured in such a way as to "lock-up" budget surpluses so
they are saved and used primarily to pay down debt, rather than being available to be consumed by program expansions or tax reductions. Accomplishing
this requires a budget process change so the transfers are "scored" a,3 expenditures and placed in a lock-box. (The details on this aspect of the Administration's proposal have not yet been provided.)
CONCERNS WITH GENERAL REVENUE TRANSFERS

Having said this, there also is a significant concern-there could be a temptation
to rely largely or entirely on general revenue transfers to close Social Security's
funding gap.
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I believe this would be unwise. If little or no change is made in the Social Security
benefits-and-tax structure to help close its long-term financing gap--and if the gap
is closed solely through general fund transfers-the gap in future decades between
benefit costs and payroll tax revenues will be too large. The consequent burden on
the rest of the budget will be too great. This would not be a prudent course.
I also am concerned by what would occur if Congress were to adopt the part of
the President's plan that calls for general fund transfers, but Congress and the
President failed to close the other half of Social Security's long-term financing gap
through changes in the Social Security benefit-and-tax structure, as the President
proposed be done on a bipartisan basis. If we do only the transfer, the gap between
benefits and payroll tax revenues will be too great in the 2030's and 2040's, and
insolvency will hit in 2055. In my view, the Administration's proposed transfer
makes sense in conjunction with structural changes to close the other half of the
gap. If the needed structural changes are made, the trust funds will not need to
cash in as many Treasury bonds in the 2030's, 2040's and beyond, and the burden
on the rest of the government will be much more bearable, especially in light of the
substantial anticipated budgetary savings on interest payments on the debt. (In FY
1998, the cost of Social Security benefits plus net interest payments on the debt
equaled 7.4 percent of GDP. If we save most of the surplus, interest costs will decline to such a degree that under the Administration's plan, the combined costs of
Social Security and net interest payments are projected to remain below 7.4 percent
of GDP when the baby boom generation is retired.)
I would note that just as trying to close all of the gap through general fund transfers would be unwise and structural changes are needed, closing the gap mostly or
entirely through benefits reductions appears too harsh. Aaron and Reischauer have
noted that Social Security benefit levels are more modest than is sometimes appreciated. They note that "A worker retiring in 1996 after a lifetime of year-round work
at the minimum wage received a [Social Security benefit] that was slightly under
the poverty threshold for a single person; a minimum-wage married retiree received
a benefit that was just above the poverty threshold for a couple. Benefits of average
earners are less than 1.5 times the poverty threshold if they start drawing benefits
at age 65, and are only 16 percent over the poverty threshold if they start benefits
at age 62. " ' Aaron and Reischauer also note that for workers with average earnings,
the portion of earnings that Social Security benefits replace is less than two-thirds
the portion of earnings that is replaced in the French, Dutch, Belgian, Italian, German, and Spanish systems.
Combining a temporary general revenue transfer with structural changes to close
the other half of the 75-year gap and keep Social Security solvent after that would
strike an appropriate balance.
Finally, we need to maintain the trust fund aspect of Social Security, with a dedicated funding mechanism. Trust fund accounting is important. If we did not have
the actuarial estimates projecting an imbalance between trust fund income and
trust fund expenditures 33 years from now, we probably would not be having this
debate today.
COURSES OF ACTION

This suggests several courses of action.
" Consider closing up to half of the current long-term financing gap through general revenue transfers, but not much more than that. It would be preferable if
these transfers are temporary, rather than permanent.
" General revenue transfers ought to be accompanied by structural changes and
perhaps used as incentives or inducements to get agreement on structural
changes (e.g., you get a dollar or some other amount in transfers for each dollar
in structural change). I would like to see transfers used in a way that enhances
the political system's ability also to make structural changes. Transfers should
be in addition to structural changes, not instead of making any structural
changes.
" General rules should probably be developed to set parameters on the size of
general fund transfers allowed. For example, to the extent that such transfers
o not come from on-budget surpluses, they might be limited to the amounts
needed to compensate the trust fund for losses due to the investment of less
than 50 percent of Social Security reserves in equities. An exception to this limitation is that if and when sufficient progress is made in restoring Medicare solvency, it would be appropriate to transfer to the Social Security trust fund the
'Henry J. Aaron and Robert D. Reischauer, Cuntdown to Reform: The Great Social Security
Debate, pp. 93-94.

portion of revenues from the taxation of Social Security benefits that is currently deposited in the Medicare trust fund.
To enhance fiscal discipline and apply pressure for necessary Social Security reforms, the current pay-as-you-go rules should be maintained until Social Security is in long-term (i.e., 75-year) balance. These rules should be lifted when 75year balance is secured to the extent there is an on-budget surplus.
We also would like to see the Senate adopt section 13302 of the Budget Act, which
now applies only to the-House. This rule says that any bill or amendment that
weakens the solvency of the Social Security trust fund on a 5-year or 25-year
basis should not be considered. (The Senate has an alternative procedure that
makes this rule operative for 10 years, but not 75 years.) This rule could be
designed to create a point of order against legislation that would violate the
rule, with the votes of 60 Senators required to waive the point of order.
CONCLUSION

The goals of saving rather than consuming most of the surplus, paying down the
debt, building national aving, and shoring up Social Security for the long term are
the most important domestic policy goals we can pursue. The Administration has
designed a plan that uses general revenue transfers as an integral part of advancing
these goals; these transfers would be used as part of a plan designed to help ensure
surpluses are saved rather than spent and to help shore up Social Security. Overall,
the plan would use 77 percent of the unified budget surplus to pay down the debt
held by the public or otherwise improve the government's assets-and-liabilities position. It would devote more than 80 percent of the unified budget surplus to building
saving rather than for current consumption.
I believe this is a sound course to follow. If we follow this course, we will need
to place appropriate limits on the use of general fund transfers so we do not rely
on them excessively, and we will need to marry general revenue transfers to structural changes.
PREPARED STATEMENr OF DAVID KoITZ

Chairman Roth and Members of the Committee, I was asked to provide you with
an overview of the nature and operations of the Social Security trust funds.
WHERE DO SURPLUS SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES GO?

The costs of the Social Security program, both its benefits and administrative expenses, are largely financed by taxes on wages and self-employment income, commonly referred to as FICA and SECA taxes. Contrary to popular belief, these taxes
are not deposited into the Social Security trust funds. They flow each day into thousands of depository accounts maintained by the government with financial institutions across the country. Along with many other forms of revenues, these taxes become part of the government's operating cash pool, or what is more commonly referred to as the U.S. treasury. In effect, once these taxes are received, they become
indistinguishable from other monies the government takes in. They are accounted
for separately through the issuance of federal securities to the Social Security trust
funds-which basically involves a series of bookkeeping entries by the Treasury Department-but the trust funds themselves do not receive or hold money.' They are
simply accounts. Similarly, benefits are not paid from the trust funds, but from the
treasury. As the checks are paid, securities of an equivalent value are removed from
the trust funds.
DOES THIS MEAN rHAT THE GOVERNMENT BORROWS SURPLUS SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES?

Yes. When more Social Security taxes are received than spent, the money does
not sit idle in the treasury, but is used to finance other operations of the government. The surplus is then reflected in a higher balance of federal securities being
posted to the trust funds. These securities, like those sold to the public, are legal
obligations of the government. Simply put, the balances of the Social Security trust
funds represent what the government has borrowed from the Social Security system
(plus interest). Like those of a bank account, the balances represent a promise that
if needed to pay Social Security benefits, the government will obtain resources in
the future equal to the value of the securities.
IP.L. 103-296 requires the Secretary of the Treasury to issue "physical documents in the form
of bonds, notes, or certificates of indebtedness for all outstanding Social Security Trust Fund
obligations." Under prior practice, trust fund securities were recorded electronically.

ARE THE FEDERAL SECURITIES ISSUED TO THE TRUST FUNDS THE SAME SORT OF
FINANCIAL ASSETS THAT INDIVIDUALS AND OTHER ENTITIES BUY?

Yes. While generally the securities issued to the trust funds are not marketable,
i.e., they are issued exclusively to the trust funds, they do earn interest at market
rates, have specific maturity dates, and by law represent obligations of the U.S. government. What often confuses people is that they see these securities as assets for
the government. When an individual buys a government bond, he or she has established a financial claim against the government. When the government issues a security to one of its own accounts, it hasn't purchased anything or established a
claim against some other person or entity. It is simply creating an IOU from one
of its accounts to another. Hence, the building up of federal securities in federal
trust funds-like those of Social Security-is not a means in and of itself for the
government to accumulate assets. It certainly establishes claims against the government for the Social Security system, but the Social Security system is part of the
government. Those claims are not resources that the government has at its disposal
to pay future Social Security benefits.
WHAT THEN IS THE PURPOSE OF TIlE TRUST FUN)S?

Generally speaking, the federal securities issued to any federal trust fund represent "permission to spend." As long as a trust fund has a balance of securities
posted to it, the Treasury Department has legal authority to keep issuing checks
or the program. In a sense, the mechanics of a federal trust fund are similar to
those of a bank account. The bank takes in a depositor's money, credits the amount
to the depositor's account, and then loans it out. As long as the account shows a
positive balance, the depositor can write checks that the bank must honor. In Social
ecurity's case, its taxes flow into the treasury, and its trust funds are credited with
federal securities. The government then uses the money to meet whatever expenses
are pending at the time. The fact that this money is not set aside for Social Security
purposes does not dismiss the government's responsibility to honor the trust funds'
account balances. As long as those fund; show balances, the Treasury Department
must continue to issue Social Security checks. The key point is that the trust funds
themselves do not hold financial resources to pay benefits-rather, they provide authority for the Treasury Department to use whatever money it has on hand to pay
them. If the Treasury lacks the resources to ms-t these claims, it must borrow
them, or alternatively, Congress would have to enact legislation to raise revenue or
cut spending.
The significance of having trust funds for Social Security is that they represent
a long-term commitment of the government to the program. While the funds do not
hold "resources" that the government can call on to pay Social Security benefits, the
balances of federal securities posted to them represent and have served as financial
claims against the government--claims on which the Treasury has never defaulted,
nor used directly as a basis to finance anything but Social Security expenditures.
PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR CONNIE MACK

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for holding this hearing. I'm particularly
pleased to see Mr. Watkins before us today. I've known David for a number of years
now and am completely confident that he will do an excellent job as comptroller general of the GAO.
Social Security is an extremely important issue for Congress to tackle in a serious,
thoughtful, and bipartisan manner. We need to strengthen and secure Social Security so that our children and our grandchildren can enjoy the same retirement security that we have. That means putting aside the chance to score partisan political
points and focusing on changes that would make a real difference in people's lives.
I was disappointed to see that the President's budget offered no specific plan to
make sure Social Security is around for future generations. Instead, in my view, the
Administration has given us an accounting gimmick that shirks the need to make
tough choices.
This is how I understand the President's plan.
" He starts out with a unified surplus of 4.5 trillion dollars over the next 15
years-2.3 trillion of which is already part of the Social Security surplus.
" He takes the 4.5 trillion and spends 1.2 trillion. That leaves us with 3.3 trillion.
" He takes another 500 billion and says he would start USA retirement accounts.
That leaves us with 2.8 trillion dollars.
" He then says he would take all of this 2.8 trillion and dedicate it to the Social
Security trust fund.

But there's one big problem: 2.3 trillion of this is already supposed to be going
to the trust fund. Basically, the President seems to be promising to pay Social Security with money that already belongs to Social Security.
We all know that a big part of future surpluses should be used to help fix Social
Security. But using accounting gimmicks doesn't fix anything. It still leaves future
taxpayers having to bear a burden they did not create. Polls show that many Americans think they're never going to get any Social Security paychecks. T'he President's
gimmick isn't going to help.
On the other hand, I was glad to see the President leave the door open to using
personal retirement accounts. Personal accounts would be real and tangible and
would give all working Americans a greater sense of financial security. Hopefully
we can work with the administration to craft a solution to Social Security that
would ensure future generations get a system they can all have faith in.
I am pleased to see that we have a number of knowledgeable witnesses here
today. I'm very interested in hearing their views on this critical issue and whether
there is any merit to the President's plan.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM V. ROTH, JR.
Today the Committee will hear testimony about the President's proposals to improve Social Security long-term finances.
Social Security is a vitally important program for most Americans. Over 44 million of our fellow citizens receive monthly benefits-retired and disabled workers
and their families, and the families of workers who have died. Indeed, at some point
in their lives, most Americans will receive a check from Social Security.
But, as is well known, Social Security has serious financial problems in the future. In about 14 years-in 2013-annual Social Security revenues will no longer
cover benefit payments, and the program will need to call upon its Trust Funds.
Last year, the President brought Social Security's financial problems to the nation's attention, and promised to ;ead legislative action this year. On January 19th,
in his State of the Union Address, the President proposed transferring $2.8 trillion
of the projected budget surplus over the next 15 years to fix Social Security's financial problems through 2055. Of the $2.8 trillion, $2.1 trillion would be deposited in
Social Security's Trust Funds, extending their life to 2050.
The President's proposals are very complex, and link paying off the current public
debt to enabling the Federal government to pay Social Security benefits through
2050.
The President's proposals would represent a major change in Social Security financing. From the beginning, Social Security has been funded with a dedicated payroll tax. Workers 'earn- benefits based on payroll tax contributions. General revenues have not been a significant source of financing. The Committee will need to
understand the implications of this proposed change in financing policy.
Although the President has not yet submitted a bill that would permit a definitive
analysis of his proposals, today's hearing expresses the Committee's commitment to
act both thoughtfully and expeditiously. Saving Social Security is a big job, and the
sooner we start, the better.
Let me also note that this Committee intends to work with the President on a
bipartisan basis to strengthen Social Security for the long term. It is all of our responsibility to preserve and protect Social Security for our children and grandchildren.
Because the President's proposals are complicated, last week I wrote to David
Walker, head of the General Accounting Office, asking that GAO analyze the President's proposals and that Mr. Walker testify before the Committee today.
In addition to providing an overall evaluation, GAO was asked to address two specific issues. First, GAO was requested to clarify the President's accounting methods
in using budget surpluses for Social Security. A number of analysts, including Harvard Professor Martin Feldstein, who is also a former head of the White House
Council of Econoric Advisors, believe the President 'double counts' or uses the Social Security surplus twice. Mr. Walker will describe this issue further.
Second, accounting methods aside, does the President's proposal actually help
solve Social Security's long-term financial challenges? According to Secretary Rubin,
who recently testified before this Committee, the President's proposal would give Social Security first claim on Federal budgets through 2055. What does this mean for
Social Security and for the rest of the government?
Senator Moynihan, would you like to make a statement before we turn to this
morning's witnesses?

[MOYNIHAN STATEMENTS

Thank you, Senator Moynihan. I encourage other members to submit their testimony for the record.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF C. EUGENE STEUERLE

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:
As a member of the baby boom generation, I grew up with individuals who,
whether conservative or liberal considered themselves idealists when it came to the
role of the federal government. They might have disagreed over the optimal size of
government or the degree of taxation, but they did believe that government should
serve its citizens well and should promote civil rights, defend against totalitarianism, and provide opportunity, especially to the poor. Today this cohort has
come into full power as members of the labor force, of the business community, of
the White House, and of Congress itself. It is ironic that the legacy that baby
boomers would now bequeath is one in which almost the sole purpose of the federal
government would be to care for their own consumption needs in retirement.
I do not believe this legacy is intended. Yet it would come about under current
law, under the President's proposals, and under many of the Republican and Democratic budget alternatives now being considered in Congress. It is largely the consequence of laws written decades ago that are determining almost all of the spending priorities of future generations. In particular, it is the consequence of designing
Social Security benefits (as well as health benefits for the elderly) so that they forever grow faster than the economy, without regard to changes in fertility and mortality rates that determine the numbers of taxpayers and beneficiaries (see figure).
In the presence of such unsustainable growth, the greatest difficulty with today's
budget policy is not whether either the surplus or revenues are too large or too
small in the short or intermediate term, but that the law itself would deny to posterity both the right and the privilege to decide for itself the priorities and needs
facing the nation.
The simple fact is that general revenue financing of benefits does not in any way
change the scheduled growth in commitments to programs for the elderly and nearelderly. General revenue financing, standing by itself, can even detract attention
from the more important issue of how the structure of Social Security benefits relates to the true needs of society.
ISSUES RAISED BY GENERAL,

REVENUE FINANCING

In theory, general revenue financing is an issue more of political economy than
pure economics. General revenue financing puts on the table several very important
questions:
" First, would it add to real assets held by the government or simply to a pretense that Social Security holds onto real assets? Would it hide how obligations
still must be covered by future taxpayers? Would that make reform easier or
harder?
My own assessment is an additional transfer from the government's left hand
(Treasury) to its right hand (Social Security)--over and above any surplus accruing between taxes and benefits-tends to mask too much. The simple fact
is that future taxpayers must cover the cost of the interest and principal on any
gift of bonds from Treasury to Social Security.
* Second, do new sources of general revenue financing lay bare the fact that programs for the elderly, including Social Security, have always relied in part upon
general revenue financing? If so, what does it mean when trust funds temporarily run surpluses?
Programs for the elderly have often had general revenue fixes. These include:
the financing of Part B of Medicare out of general revenues; the transfer at
times of benefits from Medicare Part A to Part B so that Part A appears more
solvent; the expansion of long-term care for the elderly within Medicaid (or, as
the President proposes, with income tax credits) rather than as part of a broader reform of the health care benefit package offered as a whole to the elderly;
the use of SSI to pay for some transfers to low-income retirees even though
other large transfers occur within Social Security; the income tax exemption for
one-half of Social Security taxes paid; and the simultaneous transfer to Social
Security of income taxes paid on benefits on the basis of a very generous formula. Considered as a whole, programs for the elderly have always run substantial deficits if benefits were to be compared to Social Security taxes paid.

* Third, and closely related, did the tie between taxes and benefits, as reflected
in the concept of trust fund balances, act as a constraint on the system and prevent deficit financing? Whether or not it acted as a break in the past, would
severance of this break reduce or eliminate one of mechanisms that tends to
force elected officials to deal with imbalances between benefits and taxes?
In general the tie between taxes and benefits has acted as a modest past constraint on growth, sometimes forcing action, as in 1983. It has also kept taxes
-- and-beneitsomewhat-in-bal ance. Or-the-other-hand,the-expansion in-general
revenue financing of elderly programs as a whole probably has forced wage
earners on average to pay something like 20 percent of wages to support elderly
programs, rather than the supposed 15.3 percent Social Security tax rate. As
for the future, it appears that the current willingness to tackle Social Security's
problems is based in part on trust fund imbalances projected under current law;
these imbalances would appear less severe with a general revenue transfer.
" Fourth, does general revenue financing break the relationship between benefits
and taxes on earnings, so that the public comes to view Social Security more
as a transfer program than a social insurance program? Would such a change
invite means testing and would that be a good thing for elderly programs?
The more formal introduction of general revenue financing could shift public
sentiment toward viewing the system as a transfer program. Already the Administration is saying that some of the remaining imbalances in Social Security
(and Medicare) could be met by further gifts of bonds from Treasury beyond
what they have proposed. Hence it suggests that the general revenue financing
door can be opened even further by this or later Congresses. Although I have
written elsewhere thAt one might easily justify flattening the benefit structure
in Social Security, especially in exchange for subsidies for saving, means testing
is another matter. Means testing of a substantial portion of the elderly population could be considered degrading, and means testing is highly inaccurate
given the ability to shift assets to children or simply hide them. Means testing
also severely discourages saving for retirement.
" Fifth, would general revenue financing open up consideration of the appropriate
tax base to support old age programs-wage taxes, income taxes, or consumption taxes? Would the outcome of that debate lead to a better or worse Social
Security system? A better or worse tax system?
This is an open question. Certainly a case can be made for consumption taxation vis-a-vis wage taxation if, as projected, we continue on a path where larger and larger portions of Social Security and Medicare recipients consume at
higher rates than many of the workers who pay for those benefits. By the same
token, it is doubtful as a matter of simplicity-yes, there are a few of us left
who care about simplicity-that one would want to add yet another tax system
onto the ones we already have.
" Sixth, would the transition to general revenue financing be done in a way that
might encourage more short-run saving by government?
This is the principal argument used by the Administration. In its own proposal, success depends upon the crafting of legislation that somehow would
count transfers of bonds and interest to Social Security as an outflow for purposes of some new unified budget deficit accounting, but then turn around and
not count the inflow of bonds to Social Security as income for the same set of
books. I have serious doubts as a matter of accounting practice that this hopedfor constraint can be achieved, and, if achieved, that it can be made to constrain
future politicians. Nothing stops someone from looking at the current unified
budget deficit, which is useful for a variety of purposes, not the least of which
is to understand the flow of demand for borrowing from the public.
The confusion that reigns over the Administration proposal, however, does not
mean that short-run saving still might not be enhanced. In fact, the Administration has made a good case not to deplete very much of the current surplus.
Its proposal to subsidize USA accounts also attempts to encourage some saving
relative to alternative budget uses.
We mus" also distinguish between the short-run political fight over what this
Congress might do with the longer-run issue of how future Presidents and Congresses might be constrained. The Administration really doesn't propose to save
the non-Social Security surplus over the short-run, but rather somehow to put
future Presidents and Congresses under a new pay-as-you-go rule where they
have few choices as to how to spend the additional revenues that taxpayers will
be paying and the temporary surpluses that they would see under today's unified budget accounts. In fairness, a number of tax cut proposals would also tend
to lock in future elected representatives as well.

* Finally, would general revenue financing be used to finance the transition to
a new system? That is, would it be one means of dealing with the political pain
(not necessarily the economic pain) borne by those sometimes identified as the
"transition" generation-the ones who would be called upon both the save more
to cover their own benefits and to cover the benefits of those whose Social Security taxes have already been spent.
The Administration does not really come up with a structural reform that
might achieve this purpose. But it has thrown on the table the possibility of
using general revenues to meet these ends. This is reflected partly in the
amount of the non-Social Security surplus that it would try to make future Congresses save. It is also reflected partly in the USA account proposal, although
no structural offset of any type is suggested---even a modest cutback in Socinl
Security benefits for non-poor recipients in exchange for their new USA account
subsidy.
SUMMARY

In summary, we have only begun our journey toward a domestic policy in which
our children are allowed some choice as to what their government will do to meet
their own needs and those of their children. Getting our budget into surplus after
years of large deficits has been a positive development. However, obligating the children of today to pay almost all of their future federal taxes as transfers to support
the consumption of their parents is a recipe neither for citizen-led government nor
for economic growth. The size of the deficit or surplus has never been more than
a symptom of the disease from which we suffer, and excessive attention to that
number has detracted from dealing with the longer-term direction of policy.
Done the right way, the infusion of some general revenues into a Social Security
reform package might help deal with some of the political pain. Certainly more saving by government-or limited reduction in projected surpluses-is a prudent move.
Development of the USA account, just like other individual account proposals, offers
the prospect of addressing the very poor distribution of private pension wealth in
society.
Nonetheless, direct general revenue financing of Social Security might reduce the
willingness to deal with our long-term problems and could raise a whole series of
other debates such as whether to means-test Social Security benefits. It is also unclear how an obscure form of budget accounting, even if it passed this Congress,
could be placed off-bounds for re-consideration by future Presidents and Congresses.
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APPENDIX I
The Nature of Future Obligations
A few examples conv y the extraordinary nature of our future obligations, whether financed
out of Social Security taxes or general revenues.
Using today's prices, an average-income couple retiring in 1960 could expect at that time to
receive about $100,000 in lifetime Social Security benefits. A typical couple retiring :oday
would receive about $1/2 million in Social Security and Medicare benefits (about equal
amounts of each). Average.income baby boomer couples, on the other hand, would receive
around $3/4 million, and those who come later are scheduled to receive as much as $1
million (in today's dollars). General revenue financing does not change that lc.el of
obligation.
If thenumber of workers per beneficiary drop from more than 3-to-i to less than 2-to-I, as
scheduled, the children of baby boomers must finance Social Security benefits one way or
the other. Out of every dollar in cash wages, the government already requires workers to pay
15 cents in Social Security tax, plus several cents in general revenues, tosupport elderly and
disability programs alone. In the future that rate of tax could increase substantially - 5to
6 percentage points alone due to Social Security. General revenue financing only changes
what type of taxwill support those elderly programs.
One reason for these rising costs is that Social Security and Medicare dictate that successive
generations should receive higher levels of real benefits than all previous generations. For
example, baby boomers are told that, regardless of other needs of the population, they are
entitled to receive higher levels of real benefits from their children than they, the baby
boomers, transferred to their parents - that this is an entitlement. General revenue financing
does not change these scheduled increases in benefits.
"

Another reason that Social Security and other retirement programs take ever larger
percentages of national income isthat people are living longer and spending more years in
retirement -- almost a decade more than Social Security retirees in the early years of the
program. Today individuals claim an entitlement to retire on Social Security for about oneihirdoftheiradult lives. More years of retirement also reduce the number of taxpayers for
both Social Security and other purposes, thus raising tax rates on those still working
General revenue financing does not change this trend.

*

Within a few decades, close to one-third of the adult population will be receiving Social
Security benefits under current law. Add to those numbers the unemployed or
unemployable, or those on other assistance programs, and a substantial portion of the adult
population will be largely - in many cases, primarily - dependent upon the children of today
to support them through their tax dollars. Of course, our children will need to support their
own families, as well, but the share of the budget available to meet the educational.
environmental, health research, urban, justice and other needs of our -children and
grandchildren would be drastically reduced. General revenue financing simply reinforces
that pressure.

APPENDIX 2

economic
by Gene Steuerle

'Spending'the Surplus:
Counting thiWays
In his Stateof the Union address, President Clinton
proposed that "62 percent" of the surplus be spent on
social security, that another share be allocated to
Medicare, and that the remaung share be spent on
other items. including a subsidy for new private pensIn accounts Whe the administration subsequently
tmed to translate those portions into numbers, confusion reigned. Almost no one outside the admirnstration irtially could figure out how to get the numben to add up. It takes a complete set of accounts to
reconcile the vanous statements that are being made
and why they are so confusing (see table on the next
page).
The bottom line is that the president's proposals
allocate more than 10 percent of the total unified
budget surplus - a surplus that encompasses bots the
social security and the non-social security budgets
Never stated explicitly by the administration is that its
suggestion would converl the non-social securts
budget from a surplus into a deficit Yet l ecause so
much of that new non-social security deficit would be
caused by an interrl governmental transfer to social
secunty,the proposal still would retaun close to threefourthsof tie unified budget surplus
SStill
confused? Join rh crowd! What
complicated matters Is that social

security Itself Is scheduled to run a

surplus.
Still Confused? lout the crowd' What compliAtes
matters is that social security itself LsscheduseJ to run
a surplus. Its own surplus is already about 56 percent
of the total unified budget surplus expected rtn the
next 15 years That is, under current law social secunty
would run a surplus of about $2 7 "lison over the nest
IS years, wtle the combined unified budget surplus
would be $4 U trdbon (see "current taw" cotumn of the
table) If sial
security merely held onto its own
surplus. then. it would seem as ifthepresident's goal
could almost be reached. Perhaps anodret 100 million
to 3
milbon or so would be needed to achieve the
Vprcen
target, but that is ali. Right' No. wrong' The
*prresident suggested n king an additinal transfer from
easury to the Social Secunt Administration of $2 6
trillion or $2.7 tnllion (the administration has used

both numbers, but, whule confusing mattersfurther, it
makes little dsfferetce to our story).
Now think about it If social security already has
about three-fifths of the combined surplus, and if it is
allocated another three-ifths of the surplus, then
doesn't the total add up to about 120percent of the
entire surplus - social security and non-social security
together? That is correct, and that helps explain the
coilihon
How, then. can one reconcile the accounts? Essentially, the administration has proposd to run a nonsocial security deficit of about S2 tnon
to be able to
finance both the additional transfer to social security
and its other spending and tax proposals Put another
way, the ron-social security surplus over the nest 15
years would be about S2.1 r"l one under curret law
adeiusration has proposd allocating $21 trillion to social securit- and SI 3 tilhon to other spend.
ing and tax proposals That S4I trillion debit to Trea.
sury's non-social secunt accounts would require that
they rus a $2 trilon deficit
Now return to the unified budget measure that
counts both the social security and the non-social secunty accounts together In that broader set of accounts, all of the accounting transfers are a% ash Social
security gets a credit, the rest of go ermment gets a
debt. Medicare also Sets a credit, which is matched by
a recording of additional debt on Treasury's books. The
total surplus as reduced oniy by actual changes in
spending and taxs. suggested by the AdUmLSttation
to equal 51 3 trillion Hence the unified budget surplus
would stil be reduced from only $4 8 tnIlion to $35
tnuiom.
From the administration's perspective, these
various accounting shilts - and the claim of having
.spent* the surplus on social scunty and Medicare wiiould help it maintain the surplus and prettnt exen
more rampant spending and tax cutting b% Congress
Why, however, didn't it simply try to presence the sicail secunty surplus that is already being recorded in
its own set of books? On net, tse admu'nstratext's propIl
isn't much different from suggesbng that the
social security surplus be maintained and that the
majority of the non-social securirs surplus be available
for other purposes. (The Medcare transfer merel) adds
support for current spending promises rather than increases us Medicare spending per se, so technically the
administration suggests spending only $ 3 Ti~bon
out of the $2 I tnllion no-social security surplus )
The problem for the administration is that it it
recorded dh changes in this simpler way and didn t
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DAVID M. WALKER

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:
It is a pleasure to be here today to discuss the President's recent proposal for addressing Social Security and use of the budget surplus. These proposals address
some of the most important issues facing the nation, both now and over the longer
term. The proposals have stimulated much controversy and dialogue in the past few
weeks.
The President's proposal is complex, which makes it all the more important for

us to focus our attention on what it does-and what it does not do-for our longterm future. In summary, the President's proposal:
a Reduces debt held by the public from current levels, thereby also reducing net
interest costs, raising national saving, and contributing to future economic
growth

a It fundamentally changes Social Security financing in two ways:
0 It promises general funds in the future by, in effect, trading publicly held debt
for debt held by the Social Security Trust Fund (SSTF)
* It invests some of the trust fund in equities with the goal of capturing higher
returns over the long term
* It does not have any effect on the projected cash flow imbalance in the Social
Security program's taxes and benefits
* It does not represent a Social Security reform plan.
CONTEXT: LONG-TERM OUTLOOK IS IMPORTANT

It is important to lookat the President's proposal in the context of the fiscal situation in which we find ourselves. After nearly 30 years of unified budget deficits, we
look ahead to projections for "surpluses as far as the eye can see." At the same time,
we know that we face a demographic tsunami in the future that poses significant
challenges for the Social Security system and our economy as a whole. In this context, we should recognize that the President uses a longer-term framework for resource allocation than has been customary in federal budgeting.
Although all projections are uncertain-and they get more uncertain the farther
out they go--we have long held that a long-term perspective is important in formulating fiscal policy for the nation. Each generation is in part the custodian for the
economy it hands the next and the nation's long-term economic future depends in
large part on today's budget decisions. This perspective is particularly important because our model and that of the Congressionai Budget Office (CBO) continue to
show that absent a change in policy, the changing demographics to which I referred
above will lead to renewed deficits. This longer-term problem provides the critical
backdrop for making decisions about today's surpluses.
Surpluses are the result of a good'economy and difficult policy decisions. They
also provide a unique opportunity to put our nation on a more sustainable path for
the long term, both for fiscal policy and the Social Security program itself. Current
decisions can help in several important respects: (1) current fiscal policy decisions
can help expand the future capacity of our economy by increasing national savings
and investment, (2) engaging in substantive reforms of retirement and health programs can reduce future claims, (3) by acting now, we have the opportunity of phasing in changes to Social Security and health programs over a sufficient period of
time to enable our citizens to adjust, and (4) failure to achieve needed reforms in
the Social Security and Medicare programs will drive future spending to
unsustainable levels.
THE PROPOSAL

Let me first briefly describe the President's proposal. The President proposes to
use approximately two-thirds of the total projected unified budget surpluses over the
next 15 years to reduce debt held by the public and to address Social Security's financing problem. His approach to this, however, is extremely complex and confusing. The President proposes to "transfer" an amount equal to a portion of the projected surplus to the Social Security and Medicare trust funds.1 This transfer is projected to extend the solvency of Social Security from 2032 to 2049. His proposal to
permit the trust fund to invest in equities is expected to further extend trust fund
solvency to 2055.
To understand and evaluate this proposal it is important to understand the nature of the federal budget, how trust funds fit into that budget, and the challenges
of "saving" within the federal budget.
Can we save for the future in the federal budget?
The federal budget is a vehicle for making choices about the allocation of scarce
resources. It is different from state budgets in ways important to this discussion.
Most states use "fund budgeting" in which pension funds build up surpluses that
are routinely invested in assets outside the govern nment. In contrast, the federal government's unified budget shows all governmental transactions and all funds are
available for current activities. We cannot park our surplus in a cookie jar. The only
way to save in the federal budget is to run a surplus or purchase a financial asset.
When there is a cash surplus it is used to reduce debt held by the public. Therefore,
to the extent that there is an actual cash surplus, debt held by the public falls.
This presents a problem for any attempt to "advance fund" all or part of future
Social Security benefits. Advance funding within the current program would mean
'In this testimony I will address only the Social Security portion of this transfer. The issues
are similar but not identical for the Medicare trust fund transfer.
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increasing the flows to the SSTF. Although it is officially "off budget," the fact remains that the SSTF is a governmental fund. In the federal budget, trust funds are
not like private trust funds. They are simply budget accounts used to record receipts
and expenditures earmarked for specific purposes. A private trust fund can set aside
money for the future by increasing its assets. However, under current law, when
the SSTF receipts increase, they are invested in Treasury securities and used to
meet current cash needs of the government. The increase in assets to the SSTF is
an equal increase in claims on the Treasury. One government fund is lending to another. These net out on the government's books. Any increase in the trust fund balances would only become an increase in saving if this increment were to add to the
unified budget surplus (or decrease the unified -budget-defieit)-and thereby- reduce
the debt held by the public.
How do these transactions affect the government's debt? Gross federal debt is the
sum of debt held by the public and debt held by governmental accounts-largely
trust funds. This means that increases in the trust fund surplus will increase gross
debt unless debt held by the public declines by at least the same amount. Any reform of Social Security that increases the annual SSTF surplus would increase debt
held by government accounts since under current law any excess of revenues over
benefit payments is loaned to Treasury for current needs. As a result, total government debt would go up unless these surpluses were used to reduce debt held by the
public by an equivalent amount.
Debt held by the public and debt held by trust funds represent very different concepts. Debt held by the public approximates the federal government's competition
with other sectors in. the credit markets. This affects interest rates and private capital accumulation. Further, interest on debt held by the public is a current burden
on taxpayers. In contrast, debt held by trust funds performs an accounting function
and represents the cumulative annual surpluses of these funds (i.e., excess of receipts over disbursements plus accrued interest). It provides the account with a
claim on the U.S. Treasury for the future, but it does not represent an estimate of
the size of the account's future transactions with the public. In particular, debt held
by the SSTF does not represent the actuarial present value of expected future benefits for either current or future participants. Nor does it have any of the economic
effects of borrowing from the public. It is not a current transaction of the government with the public; it does not compete with the private sector for available funds
in the credit market.
How does the President's Proposal Work?
This information is important to an understanding of the President's proposal because in large part he proposes to, in effect, trade debt held by the public for debt
held by the SSTF. By running a cash surplus over the next 15 years, debt held by
the public falls. To "save" this surplus, the President proposes to "transfer" it to the
trust fund in the form of increased Treasury- securities. Under his proposal, debt
held by the public falls, but debt held by the trust funds increases. Because he
shows the transfer as a subtraction from the surplus-a new budgetary conceptlie shows no surplus. As a result, he attempts to save it by hiding it.
The mechanics of the proposed transfer of surpluses to the SSTF are complex and
difficult to follow. Few details have been made available, and there is conflicting information on exactly how it would work. Figures 1 and 2 are flow charts representing our best understanding of the Social Security portion of this transfer.
Since it is impossible to understand the changes proposed by the President without
understanding the present system, Figure 1 shows the flows under the current system. Under current law, annual cash flow surpluses (largely attributable to excess
benefits payments and program expenses) are invested in Treaspayroll taxes over
2
ury securities. This excess "cash" is commingled with other revenues and used to
finance other governmental activities. In this way, SSTF surpluses have helped and
continue to help finance the rest of the government. This year, the SSTF surplus
is expected to exceed the general fund deficit so there is also a surplus in the unified
budget. Over the entire 15-year period, more than half of the projected unified surplus is composed of Social Security surpluses. Absent any change in policy, these
unified surpluses will be used to reduce the debt held by the public.
2
This presentation is somewhat simplified. In reality, FICA taxes are collected with income
and corporate taxes by the Treasury and then allocated by the Treasury to Social Security,
medicare, or the general fund.
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Figure
I:

Current Social Security Flows
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Under the President's proposal, this would continue. However, as shown in Figure
2, at the point where total tax receipts are allocated to pay for government activities, a new financing step would be added to "transfer" a portion of the unified budget surpluses to the Social Security and Medicare trust funds. The unified budget
would do this by providing a new set of securities for these trust funds. However,
the excess cash would still be used to reduce the debt held by the public.
Fixure 2: Social Security Flows Under President's Proposal
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In essence this swaps debt held by the public for debt held by the trust funds.
While there are many benefits to reducing publicly held debt, it is important to recognize that under the current law baseline--i.e. with no changes in tax or spending
policy-this would happen without crediting additional securities to the trust funds.
The Administration has defended this approach as a way of assuring both a reduction in debt held by the public and giving Social Security first claim on what
they call the "debt-reduction dividend" to pay future benefits.
However, issuing these additional securities to the SSTF is a discretionary act
with major legal and economic consequences for the future. Some could view this
as double counting. Importantly, to the extent it appears that way to the public, it
could undermine confidence in a system that is already difficult to explain. However, the debate over double counting focuses on the form of the proposal rather
than its substance. Although form is important when it interferes with our ability
to understand the substance-and I think this proposal falls into that trap-the important debate must be on the substance of the proposal.
This proposal represents a fundamental shift in the way the Social Security program is financed. It moves it away from payroll financing toward a formal commitment of future general fund resources for the program. This is unprecedented. Later
in my statement, I will discuss the implications of this proposal for overall fiscal
policy and for the Social Security program.
GOVERNMENT FINANCING AND DEBT

The President's proposals would have the effect of reducing debt held by the public from the current level of 44 percent of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) to 7 percent over the 15-year period. Nearly two-thirds of the projected unified budget surplus would be used to reduce debt held by the public. Because the surplus is also
to be used for other governmental activities, the amount of debt reduction achieved
would be less than the baseline, but nonetheless the outcome would confer significant benefits to the budget and the economy.
Our previous work on the long-term effects of federal fiscal policy has shown the
substantial benefits of debt reduction.3 Reducing publicly held debt reduces payments on net interest within the budget. For example, CBO estimates that the difference between spending the surplus and saving the surplus is $123 billion in annual interest payments by 2009. Lower interest payments lead to larger surpluses,
which in turn reduce debt: the miracle of compound interest produces a virtuous circle. The result-future decision-makers gain significant budgetary flexibility to address other needs in the future.
For the economy, lowering debt levels increases national saving and frees up resources for private investment. This in turn leads to increased productivity and
stronger economic growth over the long term. Over the last several years, we and
CBO have both simulated the long-term economic results from various fiscal policy
paths. These projections consistently show that reducing debt held by the public increases national income over the next 50 years, thereby making it easier for the nation to meet future needs and commitments. As Treasury Secretary Rubin has
noted, reduced debt now helps the federal government increase its capacity to handle borrowing in the future.
The President's proposal, in effect, trades debt held by the public for debt held
by government accounts, but he also spends part of the surplus. Debt held by trust
funds goes up more rapidly than debt held by the public falls, largely due to the
additional securities transferred to the trust funds. Gross debt, therefore, increases.
It is gross debt-with minor exceptions-that is the measure that is subject to the
debt limit. The current limit is $5.95 trillion. Under the President's plan, the limit
would need to be raised sometime during 2001. Under either the CBO or OMB baseline (i.e. save the entire surplus), the limit would not need to be raised during at
least the next 5 years. This is shown in Figure 3 below.

3
Budget Issues: Analysis of Long-Term Fiscal Outlook (GAO/AIMD/OCE-98-19,
1997).
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Fwre 3: Debt Subject to Limit under Baseline and President's Proosal
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Source: Budget of the United States Goernment, Fiscal Year 2000.
While reducing debt held by the public appears to be a centerpiece of the proposal-and has significant benefits-as I noted above the transfer of unified surpluses to Social Security is a separate issue. The transfer is not technically necessary: whenever revenue exceeds outlays and the cash needs of the Treasurywhenever there is an actual surplus--debt held by the public falls. The President's
proposal appears to be premised on the belief that the only the way to sustain surpluses is to tie them to Social Security. He has merged two separate questions: (1)
ow much of the surplus should be devoted to reducing debt held by the public; and,
(2) how should the nation finance the Social Security program in the future.
Let me turn now to the question of Social Security financing.
SOCIAL SECURITY FINANCING

The President proposes two changes in the financing of Social Security: a pledge
of general funds in the future and a modest amount of investment in equities. Both
of these represent major shifts in approach to financing the program.
General Fund Financing
By, in effect, trading debt held by the public for debt held by the trust funds, the
President is committing future general revenues to the Social Security program.
This is true because the newly transferred securities would be in addition to any
repbuildup of payroll tax surpluses. Securities held by the SSTF have always
4
resented annual cash flows in excess of benefits and expenses, plus interest. Under
the President's proposal this would no longer continue to be true. The value of the
securities held by the SSTF would be greater than the amount by which annual revenues exceed annual benefits and expenditures.
This means that for the first time there i3 an explicit and legal claim on the general fund. This is a major change in the underlying theoretical design of this program. Whether you believe it is a major change in reality depends on what you as4

Cash flow into the SSTF is composed of payroll taxes and a portion of the income taxes paid
on Social Security benefits. Income taxes made up a relatively small component of the surplus.
Interest paid to Social Security is analogous to interest paid on publicly held debt. Both come
from the general fund. Interest on publicly held debt is paid in cash while interest to the trust
fund is credited in the form of additional treasury securities.
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sume about the likely future use of general revenues under the current circumstances. For example, current projections are that in 2032 the fund will lack
sufficient resources to pay the full promised benefits. If you believe that this shortfall would-when the time came--be made up with general fund monies, then the
shift embedded in the President's proposal merely makes that explicit. If, however,
you believe that there would be changes in the benefit or tax structure of the fund
instead, then the President's proposal represents a very big change. In either case,
the question of bringing significant general revenues into the financing of Social Security is a question that deserves full and open debate. The debate should not be
overshadowed by the accounting complexity and budgetary confusion of the proposal.
One disconcerting aspect of the President's proposal is that it appears that the
transfers to the trust fund would be made regardless of whether the expected budget surpluses are actually realized. The amounts to be transferred to Social Security
apparently would be written into law as either a fixed dollar amount or as a percent
of taxable payroll rather than as a percent of the actual unified surplus in any given
year. These transfers would have a claim on the general fund even if the actual surplus fell below the amount specified for transfer to Social Security-and that does
present a risk. 5
It should be noted that any proposal to allocate surpluses-particularly over a
long period of time-is vulnerable to the risk that those projected surpluses may not
materialize. The history of budget forecasts should remind us not to be complacent
about the certainty of these large projected surpluses. Accordingly, we should consider carefully any permanent commitments that are dependent on the realization
of a long-term forecast.
Investment in Equities
Under current law, the SSTF is required to invest in securities that are issued
or backed by the Treasury. The President proposes changing current law to allow
the SSTF to invest a portion of its assets in equities. His proposal calls for the fund
to gradually invest 15 percent of its total assets in the equity market. According to
the Administration's estimates, the SSTF's equity holdings would represent only a
small portion-about 4%--of the total equity market. To insulate investment decisions from political considerations, the Administration 'proposes investing passively
in a broad-based stock index and creating an independent board to oversee the portfolio.
Last year, we reported on the implications of allowing the SSTF to invest in equities. 6 In that report, we concluded that stock investing offers the prospect of higher
returns in exchange for greater risk. We found that, by itself, stock investing was
unlikely to solve Social Security's long-term financing imbalance but that it could
reduce the size of other reforms needed to restore the program's solvency. We also
concluded that investing in a broad-based index would help reduce, but not eliminate, the possibility of political influence over stock selections. However, the issue
of how to handle stock voting rights could prove more difficult to resolve. If the government voted its shares, it would raise concerns about potential federal involvement in corporate affairs. If the government chose not to vote, it would affect corporate decision-making by enhancing the voting power of other shareholders or investment managers. The model applicable to passive private sector investment managers under the Employee Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA) may be relevant
to the resolution of this issue.
From an economic standpoint stock investing would not have a significant impact
on national saving compared to the alternative of using the surpluses to further reduce debt held by the public. Both approaches would add about the same amount
of funds to private capital markets, meaning that national saving would essentially
be unchanged. From a budget accounting standpoint they are not the same. Under
current scoring rules the purchase of equities would be counted as an outlay, but
the proposal apparently would change that. Equity purchases would not be scored
as an outlay since they would be made out of the amount transferred to social security, which is already scored as reducing the surplus.
5
1t is worth noting that something like this happens now. Treasury does not track how much
of the revenues it collects are for Social Security and how much for income taxes. It credits the
SSTF with fund equal to the appropriate tax rate applied to the taxable wage base-whether
or 6not those FICA taxes were actually paid.
Social Security Financing: Implications of Government Stock Investing for the Trust Fund,
the FederalBudget, and the Economy (GAO/AIMD/1EHS-98-74, April 1998)

HAVE OTHER COUNTRIES TACKLED THESE PROBLEMS?

I should note that although the dilemma we are facing of whetheF and how to
save for the future is a very difficult one, it is not unique. A look at other democracies shows that surpluses are difficult to sustain. However, several nations have
succeeded in sustaining surpluses. In those nations, political leaders were able to
articulate a compelling rationale to justify the need to set aside current resources
for future needs.
For example, those countries that have come to the conclusion that the debt burden matters make it an explicit part of their fiscal decision making process. Australia, New Zealand, and the United Kingdom all attempt to define prudent debt
levels as a national goal to strive for. These debt goals can prove important in times
of surplus. New Zealand, for example, used its debt goals as justification for maintaining spending restraint and attempting to run sustained surpluses. They promised that once they met their initial debt target they would give a tax cut..Importantly, when they hit that specified debt target, they delivered on their promise of
tax cuts. "
Other, countries have saved for the future by separating their pension or Social
Security-related assets from the rest of the government's budget. For example, the
Canadian Pension Plan (CPP) is completely separate from both federal and provincial budgets. When the fund earns surplus cash, it is invested in provincial debt securities and, starting this year, in the stock market. Sweden also maintains a pension fund outside the government's budget and invests assets in stocks and bonds.
Norway may be the most dramatic example of setting aside current surpluses to
address long-term fiscal and economic concerns. Norway faces the two-edged problem of a rapidly aging population and declining oil revenues--a significant source
of current government revenue. To address these long-term concerns, Norway started setting aside year-end budget surpluses in 1996 to be invested in foreign stocks
and bonds. Their express intention is to draw down these assets to pay for the retirement costs for their baby boomers.
It should be noted that other nations that have attempted to directly address
their debt and pension problems have usually done so during or shortly after a fiscal
or economic crisis. Fortunately, we do not have that problem. Instead, we have a
unique opportunity to use our current good fortune to meet the challenges of the
future.
SOCIAL SECURITY REFORM IS STILL NEEDED

Finally, it is important to no.te that the President's proposal does not alter the
projected cash flow imbalances in the Social Security program. Benefit costs and
revenues currently associated with the program will not be affected by even one
cent. Figure 4, which shows Social Security's payroll tax receipts and benefit payments, illustrates this point. Without the President'b proposal, payroll tax receipts
will fall short of benefit payments in 2013; with the President's proposal, payroll tax
receipts also fall short of benefit payments in 2013-the graph doesn't change at all.
Under the President's proposal, expected stock market returns would be used to fill
part of this gap, but from 2013 on the trust funds will be reliant on cash from redeemed securities, whether or not the President's proposal is adopted. The changes
to the Social Security program will thus be more perceived than real: although the
trust funds will appear to have more resources as a result of the proposal, in reality
nothing about the program has changed. The proposal does not represent Social Security reform, but rather it represents a different means to finance the current program. One of the risks of the proposal is that the additional years of financing may
very well diminish the urgency to achieve meaningful changes in the program. This
would not be in the overall best interests of the nation.
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Figure 4: SSTF Proiected Cash Income and Outflow through 2019
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action is delayed, the more severe such actions will have to be in the future.
Changes made today would be relatively minor compared to what could be necessary
years from now, with less time for the fiscal effects of those changes to build. Moreover, acting now would allow any benefit changes to be phased in gradually so that
participants would have time to adjust their saving or retirement goals accordingly.
It would be tragic indeed if this proposal, through its budgetary accounting complexity, masked the urgency of the Social Security solvency problem and served to
delay much-needed action.
There is another reason to take action on Social Security now. Social Security is
not the only entitlement program needing urgent attention. In fact, the issues surrounding the Medicare program are much more urgent and complex. Furthermore
the many variables associated with health care consumption and Medicare costs and
the personal emotions associated with health decisions make reform in this program
particularly difficult, Let us address Social Security for the long term today so that
the nation can turn its attention to these other more pressing and difficult issues
early in the new millennium. Much remains to be done in reforming entitlement
programs, and engaging in meaningful Social Security reform would represent an
important and significant first step. The Congress and the Administration, working
together, can find a comprehensive and sustainable solution to this important challenge.
I recognize, though, that restoring Social Security solvency is not easy. Ultimately, any reforms to Social Security will address not only the relatively narrow
question of how to restore solvency and assure sustainability but will also go to the
larger question of what role Social Security and the federal government should play

in providing retirement income. There are many proposals being made to address
these questions; choosing among them will involve difficult and complex choices,
choices that will be critically important to nearly every American's retirement in-

come.
In my view, progress is likely to be greatest if we see these choices riot as "either/
or" decisions but rather as an array of possibilities along a continuum. Combining
elements of different approaches may offer the best chance to produce a package
that addresses the problem comprehensively for the long term in a way that is
meaningful and acceptable to the American people. For example, such a continuum
may identify individual accounts that could serve as a voluntary or mandatory supplement to a financially sound and sustainable base defined benefit structure. In addition, master trust principles can be used to provide for collective investment of
base defined benefit and individual account funds in ways that would serve to prevent political manipulation of investments.
In order to help structure these choices, I would suggest five criteria for evaluating possible Social Security proposals:
Sustainable solvency: A proposal should eliminate the gap between trust fund resources and expenditures over 75 years, and have the ability to sustain a stable system beyond that time period.
Equity: A proposal should create no "big winners" or "big losers." Those who are
most reliant on Social Security for retirement and disability income should continue
to receive adequate support; those who contribute the most would also benefit from
participation in the system, and intergenerational equity would improve.
Adequacy: Consistent with Social Security's social insurance feature, a proposal
should provide for a certain and secure defined benefit promise that is geared to
providing higher replacement rates for lower-income workers and reasonable minimum benefits to minimize poverty among the elderly.
Feasibility: A proposal should be structured so that it could be implemented within a reasonable time period, it could be readily administered, and the administrative
costs associated with it would be reasonable.
Transparency: A proposal should be readily understandable to the general public,
and, as a result, generate broad support.
Applying such criteria will require a detailed understanding of the possible outcomes and issues associated with the various elements of proposals. We are working
to provide the data, information, and analysis needed to help policymakers evaluate
the relative merits of various proposals and move toward agreement on a comprehensive Social Security reform proposal.
CONCLUSIONS

Budget surpluses provide a valuable opportunity to capture significant long-term
gains to both improve the nation's capacity to address the looming fiscal challenges
arising from demographic change and aid in the transition to a more sustainable
Social Security program. The President's proposal offers a valuable opportunity for
us to address both how much of our current resources we want to save for the future
and how we can best do so. The President's proposal is both wide ranging and complex, and it behooves us to clarify the consequences for both our national economy
and the Social Security program.
A substantial share of the surpluses would be used to reduce publicly held debt,
providing demonstrable gains for our economic capacity to afford our future commitments. In this way, the proposal would help us, in effect, prefund these commitments by using today's wealth earned by cuirent workers to enhance the resources

for the next generations.

However, the President's proposal does not include any Social Security program
reforms to make the' program's commitments more affordable. The transfer of surplus resources to the trust fund, which the Administration argues is necessary to
ock in surpluses for the future, would nonetheless constitute a major shift in financing for the Social Security program. Moreover, the proposed transfer may very

well make it more difficult for the public to understand and support the savings

goals articulated. Several other nations have shown how debt reduction itself can
be made to be publicly compelling, but only you can decide whether such an approach will work here.
I am very concerned that enhancing the financial condition of the trust fund alone

without any comprehensive and meaningful program reforms may in fact undermine
the case for fundamental program changes. Delay will only serve to make the necessary changes more painful down the road. The time has come for meaningful Social Security reform. After all, we have much larger and more complex challenges
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to tackle. Explicitly pledging federal general revenues to Social Security will limit
the options for dealing with other national issues.
As you consider various proposals, you might focus on the following questions:
9How much of the unified budget surplus should go to debt reduction vs. other
priorities?
f we are to use some portion of the surplus to reduce publicly held debt, is the
President's proposed approach the way to do this?
* Should Social Security be financed in part by general revenues?
* Should the SSTF invest in the stock market?
* How can we best assure the solvency, sustainability, equity and integrity of the
Social Security program for current and future generations of Americans.
* How can we best assure the public's understanding of and support for any comprehensive Social Security reform proposal?
We at GAO stand ready to help you address both Social Security reform and other
critical national challenges. Working together, we can make a positive and lasting
difference for our country and the American people.
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