Hypothesize, don't privatize!
Fraysters go wonkish over Social Security reform.
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An unusually wonkish topic — Social Security reform — was all the rage this week, with Fraysters subliminally connecting the dots between Timothy Noah's article on the Bush administration's deficit evasion and Henry Blodget's enumeration of investor foibles.

Some long-term thinkers prove that it's not just a concern for the geriatric crowd. Thirtysomething Keifus is already worrying about the looming crisis for his generation when the expected shortfall hits in 40 years. 

run75441 has lots to say in general and more specifically about the Congressional Budgeting Office arithmetic, offering a detailed analysis here. Elsewhere, he offers Social Security factoids based on the recent Paul Krugman article in The New York Times. In a third post, run75441 gives a helpful historical primer:

In 1935, after the Great Depression had wiped out the savings of millions of Americans. As a whole the nation faced having millions of it's elderly living in poverty with no place to turn. Over ½ of America's elderly had no means to support themselves after retirement. Franklin D. Roosevelt through Congress put together The Social Security Act creating a social insurance program ensuring that workers would have a source of income when they retire. Even today barely half of the work force has retirement plans. Social Security provides a secure basic income for as long as the retirees live. Two of three beneficiaries receive ½ of their income from Social Security. For 1 out of every 5 seniors, it is their sole source of income.

and a list of recommended reforms:

. Aliens work in the US for 10 years and go back to their countries to collect it at 62 or 66. Change the limit to 20 years or change what can be received after 10 years.

· The age limit can be accelerated to 67 or even higher; but keep in mind, the average age of a black man is 67 and you may disenfranchise a large percentage of them.

· Change from a Wage Index for increases to a CPI Index even though it will not keep pace with the costs to live.

· Raise the limit from $87,500 to $200,000 and the rate paid in at the 35% bracket. Graduated percentages can be considered at a lower level also.

· Consider taking today's SS and Medicare surplus and investing it in equities that pay at 4% rather than Treasury Securities to push out the year when we need the "loaned" money back from General Funds. It is about time we realize the "real" deficit.

· Increase the rate for individual and company by ~ 9/10ths of 1%. This will take care of benefits in 2042 but the funds loaned to General Funds will still have to be repaid.

· The economic growth Rate used to calculate these years was ~2%. It has been higher.

· Put all state and government workers under Social Security.

· Place a limit on what Senators and Representatives can receive in Retirement Benefits.

Similarly, PhxJustice thinks some common sense measures could be just the thing. 

modicum proposes an exhaustive toolkit for SS reform, with this perspective on the economic and philosophical purpose of the program:

Looking at the core concept of Social Security, it is really two programs in one. One, an entitlement for those unable to fend for themselves. We settled whether we believe in this with the New Deal and Great Society; clearly, we do not wish to return to the days of the elderly starving or begging for subsistence or, more contemporaneously, being entirely dependent for their well-being on their children. Two, either a retirement plan or a component of one for those who could have afforded to fund a different form of plan if given the option … to what extent are we willing to divide the program into a retirement plan for those who can afford to save toward retirement and who maintain good health and good luck throughout, vs. an entitlement for those who are incapable or unlucky?

bang3x takes aim at the rhetoric of privatization:

Bush wants it "privatize[d]." The mantra "selective investment" is just bait. "Privatization" means companies with close ties to the power-that-be, after the likes of Halliburton, Carlyle Group, Enron or AARP are to be the company of choice, without bidding, to be the manager of such tremendous amount of money. And since it is a private company, don't expect that the FDIC would guarantee your money put into it." Meaning, your money is at the mercy of these investment companies and their very highly paid CEOs. "Privatization" of SS like that of energy and gas puts you at the mercy of profiteers and price manipulators. Indeed, "privatization" is very highly profitable for the already rich, and very questionable for the small investors. 

As Krugman points out in the aforementioned article, The Cato Institute recently dropped the term "privatization" from its literature on Social Security reform and has substituted "choice." Their proposals are outlined here.

Finally, MisterWrite gleefully sees landmines for President Bush in taking on America's graying population.

