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Lost Social Security benefits as a result of wrongful injury or death can be a major contributor to the amount of damages that a plaintiff or family claims in a negligence lawsuit.  The majority of current valuation practices, however, calculate these amounts in a way that does not reflect the true value of those future benefits.  Incorrect valuations result in unfair remedies which go against the purpose of such evaluations.  The purpose of this analysis is to examine in which cases lost Social Security benefits should be calculated.  The analysis implies that lost Social Security benefits may not need to be calculated in cases where the victim has actually received a gain by not paying into Social Security.  An additional purpose of this study is to estimate how much the use of unisex life expectancy tables will influence the amounts individuals would otherwise have received.
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1. Introduction


Forensic Economists are used in cases of injury or wrongful death to estimate the monetary losses to a plaintiff resulting from someone else’s negligence.  According to Slesinger (1987), in these civil tort cases the economists act as expert witnesses and are an accepted means for each side to make a case to the court as to the damages resulting from the injury or death.
  What is important in these situations is that the evaluation does not favor either side.  This study aims to evaluate when if ever lost Social Security benefits should be calculated.  Previous studies suggest that the most accurate method for calculating lost Social Security benefits is using the economic value method which calculates the value of the net benefit to the plaintiff.  This method determines the present value of all future benefits the plaintiff would have received less the present value of any future costs they would have incurred.  

Currently the most popular method for evaluating lost Social Security benefits is the employer contribution or FICA method which calculates the lost benefit as being 5.3% of lost future wages because this is the amount of the FICA tax that an employer would have contributed to the Social Security Retirement Trust fund on behalf of the injured party.  This method takes the present value of all of the expected employer contributions.  The actual benefits that the plaintiff would have received, however, are not directly tied to the amount of contributions that are made.  Social Security is a defined benefit plan meaning that the amount that will be paid out upon retirement is based on a formula that includes factors in addition to payments into Social Security to determine what level of benefit is received.  The present value of contributions is not equal to this amount.  Only if Social Security were a defined contribution plan would it make sense for this method to be used.  The value of a defined contribution plan, unlike a defined benefit plan, can be estimated by estimating the lost employer contributions that would have been made absent the tort.  These contributions are set aside in an individual account where they collect interest.  Therefore, this employer cost or FICA method is inaccurate for valuing future Social Security benefits and studies have found that it overestimates the actual Social Security losses.  For valuations to be fair they need to be accurate.  Through this study I will determine the most accurate method of calculation and using it I will determine whether lost Social Security benefits should be included in wrongful death or injury calculation.
2. Literature Review

In cases of wrongful injury or death it is common for a forensic economist to be brought in to value the loss to the plaintiff.  According to Rogers and Thornton (2002), the loss to the plaintiff is to be measured as the future earning power less the costs of personal maintenance. In their study they identify to what the plaintiff is entitled.  Plaintiffs who have been injured are entitled to be compensated for any loss of earning capacity or productivity as a result of their injury.  Plaintiffs who represent someone who has been killed are entitled to the loss of future earnings caused by the total loss of compensation of the decedent.  For the purpose of calculating future earning capacity, Rogers and Thornton argue that fringe benefits should be included because of the value associated with them.
  Social Security is classified as a fringe benefit and, therefore, included in calculations.  When valuing Social Security losses, the method that is used can substantially inflate the estimate.  This varying effect of valuing Social Security has caused a debate over the reliability and accuracy of current methods.  The three widely recognized methods of valuation are the replacement value, the economic value, and the employer cost method.  Replacement value means the cost to the individual to provide the benefit once it is no longer provided by the employer.  This method is useful in valuing lost heath care benefits, but is not easily applied to Social Security because it cannot be purchased in the marketplace.  Still, Romans and Floss (1992) argue that the best method of these three is the replacement value, followed by the economic value, and then the employer cost. 
  Rosenman (1991) disagrees arguing for the economic value method.  Both agree, however, that the employer cost method is least preferable.  Rossenman argues that the economic value method, which measures the value of the benefits to the employee, is the least used because of the difficulty in calculating it.  Also he concludes that the employer cost and replacement values are often not appropriate and, therefore, regardless of difficulty, the economic value method should be used.

The argument by DeBrock and Linke (2002), in favor of the employer cost method, says that the amount the employer pays into Social Security would otherwise be paid to employees if the Social Security program did not exist.  This contribution is, therefore, a part of the employees’ wages and it is appropriate to use this method to determine the loss.  They explain this as follows:
Economic theory suggests that the money and non-money (i.e., fringe benefits) wages that a worker receives is determined by the worker’s marginal revenue product (MRP). An employer will pay a worker a wage comprised of money and fringe benefits that has a cost equal to or less than the worker’s MRP. The distribution of a worker’s wage between money and non-money benefits is, finally, a matter of indifference to an employer as long as the total wage paid is less than the worker’s MRP.
Economic theory also suggests that in an economy in which fringe benefits did not exist, the money wage paid by employers would be equal to employer outlays for money earnings and fringe benefits in an economy in which fringe benefits did exist. If so, one can only wonder why some forensic economists see differing values for the same wage rate. That is, why would an $X/hour wage rate be worth X dollars if paid in money wages, but only worth (X-Y) dollars if paid in a combination of money and non-money wages?

In cases where the plaintiff is older, however, the amount that will be paid to them is going to be significantly less than the amount they would have otherwise received through Social Security.  In these cases Rodgers (2007) argues that the employer cost method does not appropriately compensate the individual for what they have lost; specifically that the FICA method underestimates the loss for workers nearing retirement, is nearest to accurate for workers in the middle of their career, and overestimates losses for younger workers.


A study by Speiser and Maher (1995) goes further to identify where this method is inaccurate compared to valuations using the economic value method.  Specifically, they point out that using the employer cost method will provide those that were close to retirement with only a fraction of the benefit they were entitled to receive while it will severely overvalue the amount of damages to those who had just entered the workforce.  Speiser and Maher conclude that a good approximation is to use the employer cost or FICA method for younger workers and to discount the value of the expected benefit for older workers.
 

One of the most well known studies on the value of fringe benefits comes from Rosenman and Fort (1992) who argue that the current method of calculating lost benefits based on employer contributions is inaccurate because there is no relationship between the amount of money that is put in to Social Security and the amount of benefits that will be received.  They stress the idea of the marginal value of the contribution and argue that to correctly calculate the loss to the individual the amount that the employee would have contributed has to be subtracted from their lost wages because they would no longer have to make this contribution.  In Rosenman and Fort’s study they establish a method for correctly assessing the value of Social Security using present value calculations.  Opposition to their work suggests that using the employer contribution method is an easier calculation that is more easily explained in courts.  In return, Rosenman and Fort argue that this is a poor justification for using inaccurate calculations.
  The work of Fjeldsted (1993) also concludes that the present value method that is evaluated by Rosenman and Fort overestimates damages.  Further, he concludes that this overestimate is larger with workers who had higher income levels in their lifetime.

Faulk (2004) expands on the question of what Social Security benefits should be included in lost benefit calculations citing the case of Fleming v. Nestor in which the United States Supreme Court concluded that benefits are based on earnings records and are not related to FICA contributions.  This study does not say that Social Security benefits should not be included, only that they must be evaluated based on expected benefits instead of contributions.
  

Fractor, McConaughy, and Phillips (1997) agree that many forensic economists use the percentage of wages that an employer would have contributed to value the amount of lost benefits to the plaintiff.  They support the argument by Rosenman and Fort and agree that this method results in exaggerated loss being calculated and that in reality there would be little or no lost Social Security benefits in most cases.  The work done by Fractor, McConaughy, and Phillips uses the benefit calculator program available through the Social Security Administration to get estimates on future Social Security benefits and then calculates the present value of those benefits.  They have found losses for temporary absence from the work force usually result in no lost Social Security benefits and that permanent removal results in small losses that are not worth calculating.  The implications of their study are that economists using 6.2 to 7.65% of wages as an estimator of lost Social Security benefits significantly overvalue the actual loss.


Further evidence that short term leaves from the workforce do not have a significant impact on lost earnings are presented by Frasca (1992).  Frasca concludes that short term absences from work are generally viewed as sick leave and the individual is not actually considered to be unemployed, therefore, any temporary disability would be included in calculations for decreased earning capacity because that time period would be a part of their employment.  This study will, therefore, not focus on injuries that only temporarily remove the individual from the workforce because those instances are shown to have no effect in decreasing future Social Security benefits.  Frasca’s final point expresses the need for further research into the valuation methods of lost fringe benefits and suggests that employer contributions may be an inaccurate method because they do not necessarily represent the replacement costs of lost benefits.


The value of Social Security benefits can vary significantly depending on life expectancy.  In some states courts have begun to require the use of unisex life expectancy tables which do not specify different life expectancies based on race or gender.  Martin (1976) argues that although you can determine at what ages there is a higher probability of mortality for males and females, these predictions are not certain.  He argues, therefore, that because no prediction can be perfect for either males or females the use of unisex life expectancy tables is a fair measure of life expectancy.


Cohen (1986) argues that the use of gender in determining different life expectancies is arbitrary if there are other variables have a larger effect on mortality.  Until statistical evidence showing gender as the variable having the greatest effect on mortality he reasons in favor of the use of unisex life expectancy tables.
  

Throughout literature there is an ongoing discussion of the appropriate method for calculations in valuing lost Social Security benefits.  This study intends to support that the economic value method is the most appropriate.  In addition, the issue of the use of unisex life expectancy tables has caused recent controversy; this study intends to show the significant impact on resulting valuations using the different tables.
3. Methodology

In calculating the lost Social Security benefits to an individual there are some assumptions that will be used in this study.  The first is that each individual enters the workforce at age 21.  Second, the calculations will be determined using the low, average, and high income earners using the values used in the Social Security Benefits Calculator.  The value for the average income earners is the Social Security Administration average wage index for the year.  The value for the low income earners is 45 percent of the average level and the high income is 160 percent of the average.  These values provide a range for evaluation of hypothetical workers.
  The starting salaries for these income levels, at age 21, are $18,879, $41,953, and $67,125, respectively.  A third assumption is that the individual would have retired at age 67 if the injury or death had not occurred.  To avoid additional complications resulting from shared Social Security benefits, this study will focus only on single individuals.  

To calculate the lost benefit from Social Security the first step was to determine income using the values from the Social Security Benefit Calculator.  Once the income stream was determined it was multiplied by 5.3% annually to determine the amount that was paid into Social Security.  This percentage comes from the FICA tax of 7.65% of which 1.45% is set aside for Medicare and 0.9% for the Disability Trust Fund, leaving 5.3% for Social Security.  The next step is to determine the Primary Insurance Amount (PIA) by using the age that the person left the workforce and their income level in the Social Security Benefit Calculator.  The PIA is the benefit a person would receive if they begin taking their benefits at their normal retirement age, in this case age 67.
  Based on the income at the age they leave the workforce you can determine what their starting benefit from Social Security would be by entering it into the Social Security Benefit Calculator.  To determine their total benefit from Social Security you grow this amount over their expected lifetime.  The growth rate I used was 2.8% based on the data provided by the 2008 Survey of Professional Forecasters.
  This is the survey recommended for choosing a growth rate in “Determining Economic Damages” by Gerald D. Martin.
  Using the amount paid into Social Security you can determine both the amount that the individual has already put in and the amount that they would have put in if they had stayed in the workforce until age 67.  The present value of amount that they no longer have to pay, starting with the year after they leave the workforce up until age 67 when they would retire, is compared against the present value of the expected benefit from Social Security, starting when they retire at age 67 through their life expectancy.  To determine the present value the discount rate from thirty year treasury constant securities is used, as recommended by Martin.
  This discount rate of 4.33% was taken from the Federal Reserve Statistical Release.
  If the amount they are saving in FICA taxes is greater than the amount of extra benefit they could expect to receive then they are actually better off as a result of leaving the workforce.  If the savings amount is less than the expected benefit then they have suffered a loss.  The younger the person is the more likely they are to benefit from no longer having to pay into Social Security while someone who has paid more into Social Security is more likely to suffer a loss.

The calculations used to evaluate the damages are based on the work by Marlin and Davies.  In the following equations d is the discount rate of 4.33%, n is the total number of years the plaintiff would have been expected to work, le is the life expectancy of the plaintiff at their workforce exit age, ea is the workforce exit age, and SSB is the Social Security benefits they would expect to receive at age 67.
  The equation for the present value of the net damages is:
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Where the expected benefit and payment savings are calculated as follows:
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To illustrate this let us look at a middle income white female who leaves the workforce at age 25.  First, we find the amount she had remaining to pay into Social Security based on her predicted future income stream multiplied by the 5.3%.  Then we discount this amount to the present.  At age 25 the present value of the amount she would have left to pay into Social Security is $16,582.  At age 25 she has not been working for at least 10 years, therefore, she can expect no benefit from Social Security.  This means that she has actually received a benefit from leaving the workforce because she no longer has to pay the $16,582 that she had remaining to pay into Social Security.  At age 25 the amount of the payment savings will be the same for white males, black males, and black females because there is not Social Security benefit and therefore life expectancy plays no role at this point.  Under the employer cost method the result would have been damages equal to the present value of the employer contribution.  That this method results in damages where there is actually a benefit shows its inaccuracy.  

In comparison let us look at a middle income white male and female at the age of 45.  Using the economic value method we would determine that the female would have $9,961 left to pay into Social Security.  The present value of the expected benefit she would collect based on her life expectancy and values provided by the Social Security Benefit Calculator would be $183,695.  This results in damages of $173,735.  For the male of the same age and income level the damages would amount to $140,568 because he has a shorter life expectancy and would therefore collect benefits for a shorter period.  As the person becomes older the amount that they have left to pay into social security decreases and the benefit is discounted over fewer years causing the damages to increase.

The following chart summarizes a few sample comparisons across age, race and income level.  Notice that at age 25 all are receiving a benefit because they are not yet fully insured while in later years they are suffering increasing damages as they move closer to retirement.  The amount of the losses, however, can be significantly different depending on the gender and race of the individual because of the different life expectancies.  
Low Income Net Benefits and (Damages):

	Age
	25
	35
	45
	55

	White Male
	$17,346
	-$52,172
	-$140,568
	-$282,611

	White Female
	$17,346
	-$68,783
	-$173,735
	-$338,397

	Black Male
	$17,346
	-$24,247
	-$84,504
	-$229,428

	Black Female
	$17,346
	-$56,757
	-$149,742
	-$298,075

	Blanket Population
	$17,346
	-$61,045
	-$149,742
	-$312,495


Average Income Net Benefits and (Damages):
	Age
	25
	35
	45
	55

	White Male
	$38,546
	-$73,752
	-$208,478
	-$459,618

	White Female
	$38,546
	-$100,013
	-$259,291
	-$550,998

	Black Male
	$38,546
	-$29,609
	-$122,588
	-$372,503

	Black Female
	$38,546
	-$81,001
	-$222,533
	-$484,948

	Blanket Population
	$38,546
	-$87,780
	-$222,533
	-$508,568


High Income Net Benefits and (Damages):

	Age
	25
	35
	45
	55

	White Male
	$61,674
	-$86,810
	-$282,579
	-$611,959

	White Female
	$61,674
	-$120,949
	-$352,644
	-$734,280

	Black Male
	$61,674
	-$29,424
	-$164,144
	-$495,347

	Black Female
	$61,674
	-$96,234
	-$301,959
	-$645,866

	Blanket Population
	$61,674
	-$105,046
	-$301,959
	-$677,485


4. Conclusions:
The following graphs illustrate the benefit received or (loss suffered) as a result of leaving the workforce in each of the income brackets.  You can see the way that the damages increase as the plaintiff moves closer to age 67.
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Looking at the graphs it is apparent that white females suffer the greatest loss.  This is a result of life expectancy.  White females have the longest life expectancy and therefore have the ability to collect benefits from Social Security longer.  This means that although all of the gender and race combinations pay the same amount into Social Security the white female gains the most benefit by being able to collect for the longest period of time after age 67.  The black male on the other hand has the shortest life expectancy and therefore receives the least amount of damages.  As a result of having a shorter life expectancy the black male cannot collect Social Security for as long and therefore suffers significantly less damages.

Another interesting comparison is between each of the gender race combinations and the unisex population data.  The unisex popluation which appears in each of the graphs shows the results of using average life expectancy instead of specific race and gender attributes.  In some states unisex life tables are now being required for the purpose of evaluating economic losses.  As you can see in the graph the unisex population line follows the same trend as the the other four and runs within the limits they set.  This means that using unisex life tables will benefit some while hurting others.  Specifically, white females are hurt the most because the amount of losses they receive is less using a unisex life expectancy table.  Black males stand to gain the most from this change as they previously would have had the smallest amount of losses.  Graphs of the differences between the blanket population and each of the race and gender combinations follow.  Full tables of differences can be found in the additions.
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For white women using unisex life tables has the most negative impact in all three of the income levels.  For example, using unsex life expectancy tables, a low income white female age could have estimated damages up to $38,135 less than she would be entitled to based on divided life expectancy tables.  On the opposite end of the spectrum a low income black male using unisex life expectancy tables could have estimated damages up to $97,441 greater than he would otherwise be entitled to.  As the income levels increase the differences between unisex life expectancy tables and the divided tables increases.  In the average income bracket a white female could receive as much as $63,093 less in damages than she would otherwise be entitled to and a black male could receive as much as $160,346 more.  Move into the high income bracket and a white female’s damages could be undervalued by up to $83,061 while a black male’s could be overvalued by up to $212,712.  With such large differences in both directions, unisex life expectancy tables prove to be severely biased in favor of black males when it comes to valuing lost Social Security benefits. 

Closest to the results of the unisex life expectancy table tend to be black females which are identical in some places.  In general the unisex table benefits white males, black males, and black females.  While it may seem that overall this method is acceptable because it benefits most while only hurting white females, it is important to remember that the purpose of forensic economics is to be accuarte.  So in cases where the plaintiff is benefitting from the use of unisex life expectancy tables, the defendant is being hurt by these inaccurate estimates.
5. Economic Implications


Depending on the age and race of the individual when they leave the workforce, the results as to whether they would suffer damages changes.  If the individual is under the age of 32 they are going to receive a benefit as a result of leaving the workforce and discontinuing their payments into Social Security.  Those who are older, however, and have already paid a significant amount into Social Security are more likely to suffer damages.  The majority of current valuation methods for establishing Social Security losses are inaccurate.  As a result estimates are incorrect which is against the purpose of the forensic economist.  The economic value method is the most accurate and if Social Security losses are calculated in cases of wrongful injury or death this method should be used.  This method appropriately measures the actual lost benefits to the plaintiff as opposed to measuring the contributions of the employer.  It also takes into consideration the payments that the plaintiff will no longer have to pay and estimates the net benefit or damages.

In addition to the implication that the economic value method is currently the most accurate method for evaluating losses, I also conclude that the use of unisex life expectancy tables results in biased results that contradict the purpose of forensic economics.  Although the argument has been made that race or gender cannot be proven to be the most important in dividing the population into subsets, their existence and availability should not be ignored.  As a result of the inclusion of these variables, results are more accurate and therefore should be used at least until some other division can be proven more accurate.
6. Suggestions for Future Research

A possible expansion of this study results from the fact that it is focused only on individuals who leave the workforce permanently as a result or injury or death.  In many wrongful injury cases, individuals do return to the workforce although at a decreased capacity.  In these situations lost benefit valuations would differ from the ones calculated in permanent removal cases.  Previous research by Frasca suggests that temporary injuries will have no effect on lost benefits.  Further research, however, would be necessary to establish definitively whether any Social Security losses should be calculated in these cases.
In addition to Social Security, there are other benefits that are valued in wrongful injury or death cases and there are usually several ways that the different losses can be calculated.  Future research could work on finding the most accurate methods for calculating these losses in an effort to standardize the way calculations are done.  Standardizing these calculations would make it easier to correctly value losses and for juries to make appropriate decisions.
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Table 1: Low Income Differences

	Age
	Black Male
	White Male
	Black Female
	White Female

	22
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	23
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	24
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	25
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	26
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	27
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	28
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	29
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	30
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	31
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	32
	30,088 
	6,138 
	6,138 
	(5,352)

	33
	28,978 
	6,988 
	6,988 
	(6,094)

	34
	32,745 
	7,896 
	7,896 
	(6,886)

	35
	36,798 
	8,873 
	4,288 
	(7,738)

	36
	41,126 
	9,917 
	4,792 
	(8,648)

	37
	45,777 
	11,039 
	5,334 
	(9,626)

	38
	50,734 
	12,234 
	5,912 
	(10,669)

	39
	54,406 
	13,119 
	6,340 
	(11,441)

	40
	57,914 
	13,965 
	6,748 
	(12,179)

	41
	51,071 
	14,862 
	7,182 
	(12,960)

	42
	54,323 
	15,808 
	7,639 
	(13,786)

	43
	57,764 
	16,810 
	8,123 
	(21,244)

	44
	61,394 
	8,633 
	8,633 
	(22,580)

	45
	65,238 
	9,174 
	0 
	(23,993)

	46
	78,399 
	18,845 
	9,100 
	(16,386)

	47
	68,946 
	20,012 
	9,664 
	(17,401)

	48
	73,187 
	21,243 
	10,258 
	(18,471)

	49
	77,672 
	22,545 
	10,887 
	(19,603)

	50
	82,405 
	23,919 
	11,550 
	(20,798)

	51
	70,368 
	25,369 
	12,251 
	(22,059)

	52
	74,614 
	12,990 
	0 
	(23,390)

	53
	79,099 
	13,771 
	0 
	(24,796)

	54
	97,441 
	28,204 
	13,609 
	(12,670)

	55
	83,067 
	29,884 
	14,420 
	(25,903)

	56
	87,992 
	31,656 
	15,275 
	(27,439)

	57
	91,802 
	33,027 
	0 
	(28,627)

	58
	73,969 
	16,627 
	0 
	(29,866)

	59
	93,321 
	33,496 
	16,150 
	(15,010)

	60
	97,362 
	34,947 
	16,849 
	(15,660)

	61
	78,439 
	36,482 
	0 
	(16,348)

	62
	81,931 
	18,373 
	0 
	(32,916)

	63
	85,633 
	19,203 
	0 
	(34,403)

	64
	83,457 
	38,750 
	0 
	(17,316)

	65
	87,349 
	40,558 
	0 
	(18,124)

	66
	66,122 
	20,461 
	0 
	(18,981)

	67
	68,985 
	21,347 
	(19,803)
	(38,135)


Table 2: Average Income: Differences

	Age
	Black Male
	White Male
	Black Female
	White Female

	22
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	23
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	24
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	25
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	26
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	27
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	28
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	29
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	30
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	31
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	32
	54,069 
	11,030 
	11,030 
	(9,619)

	33
	49,629 
	11,968 
	11,968 
	(10,436)

	34
	53,770 
	12,966 
	12,966 
	(11,307)

	35
	58,171 
	14,027 
	6,779 
	(12,233)

	36
	62,857 
	15,158 
	7,325 
	(13,218)

	37
	67,842 
	16,359 
	7,905 
	(14,266)

	38
	73,140 
	17,637 
	8,523 
	(15,381)

	39
	78,767 
	18,994 
	9,178 
	(16,564)

	40
	84,743 
	20,435 
	9,875 
	(17,820)

	41
	75,483 
	21,966 
	10,615 
	(19,156)

	42
	81,067 
	23,591 
	11,400 
	(20,573)

	43
	86,994 
	25,316 
	12,233 
	(31,995)

	44
	93,281 
	13,117 
	13,117 
	(34,307)

	45
	99,945 
	14,055 
	0 
	(36,758)

	46
	121,076 
	29,104 
	14,054 
	(25,306)

	47
	107,294 
	31,143 
	15,039 
	(27,079)

	48
	114,737 
	33,303 
	16,082 
	(28,958)

	49
	122,623 
	35,592 
	17,187 
	(30,948)

	50
	130,976 
	38,017 
	18,358 
	(33,056)

	51
	112,573 
	40,585 
	19,598 
	(35,290)

	52
	120,118 
	20,912 
	0 
	(37,655)

	53
	128,103 
	22,302 
	0 
	(40,158)

	54
	158,719 
	45,941 
	22,168 
	(20,639)

	55
	136,065 
	48,951 
	23,620 
	(42,429)

	56
	144,914 
	52,134 
	25,156 
	(45,189)

	57
	151,189 
	54,392 
	0 
	(47,145)

	58
	121,819 
	27,382 
	0 
	(49,187)

	59
	153,691 
	55,165 
	26,597 
	(24,719)

	60
	160,346 
	57,553 
	27,749 
	(25,790)

	61
	129,206 
	60,094 
	0 
	(26,928)

	62
	135,018 
	30,277 
	0 
	(54,244)

	63
	141,212 
	31,666 
	0 
	(56,732)

	64
	137,740 
	63,955 
	0 
	(28,579)

	65
	144,322 
	67,011 
	0 
	(29,944)

	66
	109,398 
	33,852 
	0 
	(31,403)

	67
	114,135 
	35,318 
	(32,763)
	(63,093)


Table 3: High Income: Differences

	Age
	Black Male
	White Male
	Black Female
	White Female

	22
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	23
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	24
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	25
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	26
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	27
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	28
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	29
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	30
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	31
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	32
	68,337 
	13,940 
	13,940 
	(12,157)

	33
	63,368 
	15,281 
	15,281 
	(13,326)

	34
	69,294 
	16,710 
	16,710 
	(14,572)

	35
	75,622 
	18,236 
	8,812 
	(15,903)

	36
	82,358 
	19,860 
	9,597 
	(17,319)

	37
	89,546 
	21,593 
	10,435 
	(18,831)

	38
	97,194 
	23,438 
	11,326 
	(20,439)

	39
	105,343 
	25,403 
	12,275 
	(22,153)

	40
	114,011 
	27,493 
	13,285 
	(23,975)

	41
	102,119 
	29,717 
	14,360 
	(25,915)

	42
	110,243 
	32,081 
	15,503 
	(27,977)

	43
	118,883 
	34,596 
	16,718 
	(43,723)

	44
	128,065 
	18,009 
	18,009 
	(47,100)

	45
	137,815 
	19,380 
	0 
	(50,685)

	46
	167,632 
	40,295 
	19,458 
	(35,037)

	47
	149,127 
	43,285 
	20,902 
	(37,637)

	48
	160,063 
	46,459 
	22,435 
	(40,397)

	49
	171,662 
	49,826 
	24,061 
	(43,325)

	50
	183,970 
	53,398 
	25,786 
	(46,431)

	51
	156,714 
	56,499 
	27,283 
	(49,127)

	52
	165,504 
	28,813 
	0 
	(51,883)

	53
	174,755 
	30,424 
	0 
	(54,783)

	54
	214,449 
	62,072 
	29,952 
	(27,885)

	55
	182,137 
	65,526 
	31,618 
	(56,796)

	56
	192,240 
	69,160 
	33,372 
	(59,946)

	57
	200,564 
	72,155 
	0 
	(62,542)

	58
	161,603 
	36,325 
	0 
	(65,250)

	59
	203,883 
	73,181 
	35,283 
	(32,792)

	60
	212,712 
	76,349 
	36,811 
	(34,212)

	61
	171,342 
	79,692 
	0 
	(35,710)

	62
	178,922 
	40,122 
	0 
	(71,882)

	63
	186,931 
	41,918 
	0 
	(75,099)

	64
	182,072 
	84,539 
	0 
	(37,777)

	65
	190,417 
	88,414 
	0 
	(39,508)

	66
	144,021 
	44,566 
	0 
	(41,342)

	67
	150,257 
	46,496 
	(43,132)
	(83,061)


� Slesinger (1987), pp. 61-70.





� Rodgers and Thornton (2002), pp. 335-55.
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� Rosenman (1991), pp. 215-23.


� DeBrock and Link (2002), pp. 165-72.


� Rodgers (2007), p. 4-21.
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� Fjeldsted (1993), pp.125-27. 


� Faulk (2004), pp.289-311.


� Fractor, McConaughy, and Phillips (1997), pp. 158-67.


� Frasca (1992), pp. 127-36.


� Martin (1976), p. 209.


� Cohen (1986), pp 32-33.


� Clingman and Nichols (2008).


� United States. Social Security Administration (2008). 


� Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia (2008).


� Martin (2007) p. 3-67.


� Martin (2007), p. 11-6.


� United States.  Federal Reserve (2008).


� Marlin and Davies (2008) pp. 2-3.





27

