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House, No. 2717, in italics, of House, No. 2791

Ordered, That the Legislative Research Council be directed to investigate and
study the subject matter of the investigation and study proposed by current
house document numbered 2516, relative to providing that meetings of the gov-
ernor’s council and meetings of state, county or municipal boards shall be open to
the public; of the investigation and study proposed by current house document
numbered 2547, relative to the establishment of historic districts within the com-
monwealth; of the investigation and study proposed by current house document
numbered 2678, relative to providing for the payment of accumulated sick leave
to certain public employees; and of the investigation and study proposed hy current
house document numbered 2717, relative to the advisability of the commonwealth enter-
ing into a voluntary agreement with the federal government for the extension of social
security coverage to members of existing retirement systems; and to file the results,1'

of its statistical research and fact-finding with the clerk of the house of representa-
tives from time to time, but not later than the second Wednesday of November
in the current year

Adopted hy the House, April IS, 1966.
Adopted by the Senate, April 17, 1966.

Note : The above deadline for filing this report was finally deferred by the
General Court to not later than February 13, 1957.13, 1957.
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To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives.

Gentlemen ; The Legislative Research Council submits here-
with a report prepared by the Legislative Research Bureau on the
basis of House Document numbered 2717, part of House Document
numbered 2791, relative to the advisability of the Commonwealth
entering into a voluntary agreement with the federal government
for the extension of social security coverage to members of existing
retirement systems.

The statute which created the Legislative Research Bureau limited
its activities to “statistical research and fact-finding.” This report
therefore contains only factual material without recommendations
or legislative proposals.

Respectfully submitted

MEMBERS OF LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COUNCIL,

Sen. Charles W. Hedges of Quincy,
Chairman.

Rep. Michael F. Skerry of Medford,
Vice-Chairman.

Sen. John E. Powers of Suffolk.
Rep. Rene R. Bernardin of Lawrence,
Rep. Walter F. Hurlburt of Greenfield.
Rep. Earle S. Tyler of Watertown.

C&e Commontoealtf) of spaggacinisetts

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL BY LEGISLATIVE
RESEARCH COUNCIL.
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To the Members of the Legislative Research Council.
Gentlemen: —-House, No. 2717, of the “omnibus” order,

House, No. 2791, directed the Legislative Research Council to in-
vestigate and study the advisability of the Commonwealth entering
into a voluntary agreement with the federal government for the
extension of social security coverage to members of existing retire-
ment systems.

The Legislative Research Bureau submits herewith such a report.
Its scope and content have necessarily been restricted by the statu-
tory requirements limiting Research Bureau output to factual
reports without recommendations or legislative proposals.

This report was prepared by Samuel Brown of the Research
Bureau staff. Actuarial assistance was provided by Bertram N.
Pike, F.S.A., and Donald H. Reid, F.S.A., both of the Group
Actuaries’ Department of the John Hancock Life Insurance Com-
pany.

Respectfully submitted,

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE LEGISLATIVE
RESEARCH COUNCIL.

HERMAN C. LOEFFLER,
Director, Legislative Research Bureau.
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By legislative directive, this report deals with the extension of
Social Security to the members of state and local public retirement
systems in Massachusetts. More specifically it is concerned with
extension of Old Age and Survivors’ Insurance (OASI).

OASI Coverage Broadened.

Originally no public employees were eligible for the benefits of
OASI. By 1950 amendment of the Social Security Act, public
employees were declared eligible when they could not qualify for
local retirement systems. Every State except Ohio acted on this
amendment in some degree. Some States abolished their own
retirement systems in favor of OASI; in a few cases, they then
re-established their systems with federal approval. Massachusetts
limited its action to social security coverage of the employees of five
“Authorities” previously ineligible for public retirement ben-
efits.

By 1954 federal amendment, social security coverage was author-
ized for all members of local retirement systems excluding policemen
and firemen, provided a majority of the full membership thereof
approved such action by referendum.

A 1954 amendment relaxed the number of quarters of workers’
tax payments needed to achieve full OASI coverage. In the case
of some older public employees, this meant that only six quarters
are required.

In 1956, OASI extension was authorized for certain States with-
out the necessity of majority votes; several other States were also
allowed to include policemen and firemen.

C6e Commontocalti) of P©aosacimsetto

EXTENSION OF SOCIAL SECURITY TO MEMBERS OF
PUBLIC RETIREMENT SYSTEMS IN MASSACHUSETTS.

SUMMARY OF REPORT.
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OASI Benefits.
OASI benefits, listed in Appendix A of this report, indicate the

following range between minimum and maximum monthly pay-
ments :

$3O to $108.50
$l5 to 154.25
Actuarially less
$45 to $200.00

For a retired worker at age 65
For his or her spouse at age 65
For the spouse at ages between 62 and 64
For a widow and minor children

It should be remembered that these OASI payments are primarily
designed to meet the basic needs of the vast majority of the em-
ployed, particularly the aged and the lower salaried (below $4,200
per year). This objective contrasts with retirement plans which
pay benefits to superannuated employees based on salary and
length of service.

Extension to Public Employees.
The following plans indicate how OASI may now be extended to

public employees:
1. Supplementation. This plan is easiest to understand and to

administer, and provides the greatest benefits to public employees.
It would continue unchanged the present State retirement system
requiring a 5 per cent pay-roll contribution annually. In addition,
OASI tax payments and benefits would be applicable and employees
would therefore have to pay another 2 1/ i per cent pay-roll tax (more
in future years), to be matched by the State. By 1975 this total of

per cent would rise to 914 per cent; and the State’s regular
retirement costs would be increased by about $5 million a year.

2 (a). Integration: Full Offset. Under this plan the employee’s
present 5 per cent contribution would remain unchanged, and he
would receive exactly the same annual pension as he is now entitled
to. But that contribution would be split, 2)4’ per cent to go to
the State retirement fund, and 2]4 per cent to OASI funds; the
State would have to make additional matching OASI payments,
which would increase its costs until the older employees in the re-
tirement system retire over the next thirty to forty years. From
that time onward, the State’s pension costs would be substantially
less than costs of the present plan.
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Under full offset the wife and family of an employee would also
be entitled to the usual OASI benefits if the employee dies; if he
lives to retirement at age 65, his wife would also be paid half the
amount of his benefits when she reaches 65.

2 (6). Integration: Semi-Offset. This is the same as full offset,
except that the employee’s pension would be increased by half of the
OASI benefits payable at age 65, or by 20 per cent to 30 per cent
above present State pension payments. The State’s total additional

I costs would rise accordingly, alth lugh eventually the totals for this
plan would also be less than cost of the present plan at that future
date,

3. Co-ordination. —■ This plan is really an administrative varia-
tion of the above two integration plans, as is described in this
report.

Of all these plans, supplementation keeps the local retirement
system completely independent, whereas integration forfeits some
of that freedom. Supplementation is most costly to the State, semi-
offset less costly, and full offset k t costly. Cost of co-ordination
varies with the terms adopted

Advantages and Disadi f OASI

I extension is that employeesOne obvious advantage of OA
ices, under most plans, at verywould receive higher pension allow

little or no cost. But there are other advantages. For example,
employees who come to the State from private employment, or
leave the State for private employment, would have continuity of
coverage, thus facilitating acquisition of full OASI coverage. Older
public employees stand to gain because OASI is heavily weighted in
their favor. Survivors’ Insurance brings benefits to the families of
leceased workers which are not now available for short-term em-

ployees under the Massachusetts retirement system.ten
advantages. It must be under-On the other hand, there are d

*iStood that OASI is an insurance program. Benefits are uneven.
Contributions cannot be refunded. When man and wife are both

a benefits even though contribut-working they will not receive extr
gle people gain the least becauseing on account of both jobs. Sir

there are no children to receive Survivors’ Insurance benefits prior
to age 65, and there is no one to receive a spouse’s share.
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OASI Extension in Other State
It is difficult to summarize state developments as to Social Secur-

ity extension. In some States, certain large groups of employees
have dual coverage, while equally large groups have separate OASI
coverage or State retirement systems.
WVCiagC KJKJCKiVKs

At present OASI extension may be summarized as follows: Nine
States have adopted “supplementation”; 5, “integration”; and 9
“co-ordination.” Fifteen States have only passed enabling legisla-
tion. Other States, like Massachusetts, are studying the situation
Only two, Maine and Ohio, have definitely refused to pass ena-
bling legislation.

Alternative Possibilities of Action.
Massachusetts employees have been apathetic about extension of

OASI in the Commonwealth, probably because present retirement
benefits are without equal among all the States. They can bring
more effective pressure to bear on their state legislators to keep that
system in healthy condition, than they can on Congress which may
continue to change rates of OASI benefits and contributions in the
future as it has in the past.

It is probably not an accident that most of the States which have
adopted “supplementation” had local programs which did not even
approach that of Massachusetts in liberality. Whatever action is
contemplated here, that comparative fact must be borne in mino.

Massachusetts could ask Congress for a special federal statute
which permits OASI extension only to those employees so desiiing,
and not to those who do not apply, or it might well follow Louisiana,
which changed its retirement system to include those OASI benefits
which it lacked.

Actuaries’ Report.

The tables in the report, prepared by two actuaries, indicate the
estimated future annual costs of applying OASI to the State Retire-
ment System.

The following illustrative figures have been extracted from these
valuable estimates, some of which reveal information never before
available to the General Court Ch*- thousands];
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Estimated State Cost i;
Scope of Extension of OASI,

1957. 1967. 1977.

Assuming No Increase in Retirees:
Present plan; no social security $4,213 $6,375 $7,136
Supplementation 6,775 10,075 11,975

Integration full offset 6,551 7,644 8,106
Integration partial offset 6,653 8,781 9,983

Assuming Gradual Increase in Retirees:
Present plan; no social security 4,213 7,006 9,223

Supplementation 6,775 10,706 14,062

Integration full offset 6,551 7,966 9,082

Integration partial offset 6,653 9,249 11,487

As indicated by the above two sideheads of the table, the esti-
mates are based on two major assumptions: (1) that the annual
number of retirees in recent years will not increase over the next
two decades, and (2) that this number will gradually increase
by 25 per cent in 1967, and by 50 per cent in 1977.

The figures above cover only the projected state costs of extending
OASI to about 35,000 state employees; resources were not availa-
ble to do likewise in connection with the retirement systems of
another 150,000 city and town employees.

Moreover, non-contributory employees are not included. They
are comparatively small in number, and are mostly World War I
veterans in their 60’s, whose effect on insurance costs will decline
over the next decade. Present state expenditures amount to nearly
82 million annually for non-contributory state employees; and
local expenditures amount to $l4 million annually for such city and
town employees.

These computations are confined to those employees retiring for
reason of superannuation only. They do not take into account
disability retirements and death benefits.

The above exclusions, according to the actuaries who prepared the
cost estimates, do not materially affect the over-all picture.
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Legislative Background.

Omnibus House Order 2791 directed the Legislative Research
Council to report, among other matters, on the subject matter tof *
House Document, numbered 2717, relative to the advisability ’of
the Commonwealth entering into a voluntary agreement with the
federal government for the extension of social security coverage to
members of existing retirement system

House, No. 2717 of 1956 originally called for a special commission
to study the question of social security for public employees, as the
result of the following bills

Senate, No. 325 of Sen. J Beades, for William Y. Ward, pro-

legislation to cover certain officers and empl
commonwealth and political subdivisions thereof under the old age
and survivors’ insurance provisions of the Social Security A

nate, No. 342 of Sen. Ralph Lerche, for Ethel M. Weeks and
others, proposing legislation to cover certain officers and era
of the state and local governments under the old age and survivor;

insurance provisions of Title II of the Federal Social Security Ac
k T. McDermott, for RobertSenate, No. 344 of Sen. Fr

ployees of housing author-Hauser, proposing legislation o

ities under the Federal Security Act: and
House, No. 203 ofRep. Amelio A. Della Chiesa to appoint a special

commission to investigate the advisability of the commonwealth
entering into a voluntary agreement with the federal government
for the extension of social security coverage to members of existing
retirement systems.

¥>

Chapter 11. Federal Social Security Program,

Historical Development

It is frequently stated that Social Security was born in this coun-
try of the depression days of the 1930’5. Some students hold that
events here were merely the logical development of earlier social
experiments in the Scandinavian countries and Britain.

SOCIAL SECURITY (OASI) FOR PUBLIC EMPLOYEES.

Chapter I. Introduction.
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Following our Civil War, Americans rushed headlong into a con-
quest of the continent. There was land for everybody. Vistas of
opportunity in mining, business and farming opened for all. Long
before those opportunities narrowed, the industrial revolution and
the machine age combined to pour fantastic riches into the hands
of those who were alert enough and strong enough to see and to
conquer.

By the end of the 19th century, however, there was a levelling off
process. The past half-century has witnessed a slow but definite
change of thought and situation. Economic opportunity still exists,
but has become much more complicated. The millions who con-
verge upon our industrial centers encounter the problem of job
security. The battle of the individual for fortune gives way to
group pressure for economic security.

Thus, although it is undoubtedly true that the depression pro-
vided the initial impetus, Social Security was probably inevitable
in one form or another.

Development of the Social Security Act,

The Social Security Act was signed into law by President Franklin
D. Roosevelt in 1935. It provided federal grants to the States to
assist in the care of the needy, aged and blind, as well as children
deprived of parental support. At the same time, the act estab-
lished a federal-state system of unemployment insurance and fed-
eral old age benefits for workers retired from private industry. Four
years later the first major amendments added “dependent” bene-
fits for the wife and children of a retired worker, as well as sur-
vivor” benefits for certain dependents of an insured worker who
died either before or after retirement age.

At this time the Federal Social Security System consists of nine
distinct programs divided into three categories;

1. Children’s Services:
(a) Maternal and Child Health.
(b) Crippled Children.
(c) Child Welfare.

2. Public Assistance;
(а) Old Age Assistance.
(б) Aid to Dependent Children.
(c) Aid to the Permanently and Totally Disabled
(d) Aid to the Blind.



HOUSE No. 2849. [Feb,14

*

3. Social Insurance:
(а) Unemployment Insurance.
(б) Old Age and Survivors’ Insurance

This study is concerned only with the very last item in the pro-
gram Old Age and Survivors’ Insurance, hereinafter referred to
as OASI. It is interesting to note that of the nine programs listed
above, only one, OASI, is completely and wholly operated by the
federal government. The others are administered by the States
with federal co-operation and financial contributions.

Amendments of 1950.

In 1950 the Federal Social Security Act was considerably broad-
ened. In addition to various financial changes and the inclusion of
the program of Aid to the Permanently and Totally Disabled, the
amendments incorporated groups of workers not previously cov-
ered. Eligibility was extended for the first time to state and local
employees not eligible for membership in local retirement systems.
Practically every State in the Union passed enabling legislation to
take advantage of this extension.

Such legislation became effectiv n Massachusetts in 1951. In
accordance with its provisions employees of the Mystic River
Bridge Authority, the Nashoba Health District, the Greenfield,
Deerfield and Montague Bus Line, the Massachusetts Turnpike
Authority and the Boston Arena Authority, were covered by

OASI. These employees were previously neither members of nor
eligible for membership in any other retirement syst

Several States which had only meager governmental retirement
benefits, took advantage of the 1950 amendments to give their em-
ployees the benefit of both their own systems and OASI. This was
done, with the approval of federal authorities, by dissolving the
local retirement plan, adopting OASI, and then re-establishing the
old plan.

Amendments of 1954.
The vast majority of public employees were more vitally affected

by the Social Security Amendments of 1954 than by any adopted
previously or subsequently, because members of existing retirement
systems were finally made eligible for OASI coverage.
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These 1954 amendments established procedures quite different
from those of 1950. The older procedures did not require approval
or assent of the employees themselves, which helped account for
the dissolution and subsequent re-establishment of local retire-
ment systems. Instead, the 1954 law provided that;

1. After state passage of enabling legislation, a referendum must
be held.

2. At least 90 days notice of such referendum must be given.
3. The referendum must be conducted under the supervision of

the governor or an individual or agency designated by him.
4. A majority of all members must approve, rather than only a

majority of those voting
Under the new amendment, the States continued to decide

whether certain employees could be excluded, e.g., elective officials,
part-time employees, and fee-basis employees. They could also
determine whether state, municif
vote as a whole, or by individual i

al and county employees should
vstems.

Massachusetts has 99 different
covering about 185,000 public emj
hers of the State’s so-called 5 pe

retirement boards and systems
loyees. Practically all are mem-

Nt plan. Thus, one electioni1

could be held for all, or separate referenda could be held for state
employees, city ofBoston employees, members of the State Teachers
Retirement System, and othc

Agreements signed between the States and federal government
any time prior to January 1, 1958, permit retroactive coverage to
January 1, 1955. This provision facilitates full protection for older
employees

Certain employees continue ineligible under the 1954 amend-
ments, the most important groups consisting of firemen and police-
men who are members of local retirement systems

Finally, the new law contains the following statement which
requires that the application of federal security to state or local
government employees should never impair prior benefits under
existing government retirement systems;

It is hereby declared to be the policy of the Congress .
.

. that the protection
afforded employees in positions covered by a retirement system on the date an
agreement under this section is made applicable to service performed in such posi-
tions, or receiving periodic benefits under such retirement system at such time,
will not be impaired ....
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The States which have extended OASI coverage to members of
local retirement systems have scrupulously adhered to this express
policy of no impairment of previous rights. Massachusetts, in its
enabling legislation following the 1950 amendments, included in its
statute a similar statement of policy.

In view of the fact that many of the local retirement boards are
staffed by non-civil service or unpaid personnel, some concern has
been expressed over their future status if OASI is approved. The
federal government requires all local officials and employees who
handle federal funds to be under a merit system. Thus, all local
employees of public welfare departments must be civil service em-
ployees because of the federal grants-in-aid for public assistance.
However, the U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
which administers the Social Security Act, declares that the status
of local retirement boards and employees would not be affected in
any way.

Amendments of 1956.

The 1956 amendments to the Social Security Act lowered the age
minimum for certain beneficiaries from 65 to 62, established new
disability provisions, and increased pay-roll contributions from
2 per cent to per cent for both employer and employee.

In addition, two other changes were made which are of particular
pertinence to this study. It will be recalled that the 1954 amend-
ments required a majority vote of all employees in a retirement
system. The 1956 amendments eliminated this provision for these
nine States: New York, Florida, Minnesota, Georgia, Pennsylvania,
Tennessee, Washington, North Dakota and Wisconsin. They were
permitted at their request to divide their local retirement systems
between those who did and those who did not desire OASI.

Of almost equal importance, another 1956 amendment allowed
the five States of Oregon, South Carolina, North Carolina, South
Dakota and Florida, also at their request, to make policemen and
firemen eligible for OASI, even though they are already members of
local retirement systems.

Coverages and Benefits of OASI.
All of the benefits, payments and regulations which affect public

employees covered by OASI are tabulated in Appendix A. Some
of the tables and regulations in that appendix are difficult to under-
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stand. In general, benefits depend upon either a fully insured
(covered) status or a currently insured (covered) status. Certain
benefits are payable if a worker is fully covered, others are
payable only if he is currently covered. Still others require both
full and current insurance.

The 1954 amendments are heavily weighted in favor of all public
employees who enter the Social Security system thereafter, and
especially in favor of older employees. Thus, where the old law

frequired 40 quarters of coverage for full insurance, the new law
grants full insurance to workers who have only half as many quarters
of coverage as there are calendar quarters between 1950 and the
time they die or retire (age 65). There is a particularly advantage-
ous provision for those who become newly covered as of January 1,
1955 (including public employees retroactively covered). Such
employees, who attain age 65 or die prior to July 1, 1958, are con-
sidered fully insured if they have worked continuously (and have
contributed) since January 1, 1955, for at least 6 quarters, or 13d)
years.

A quarter of coverage is merely one of the four quarters of a
calendar year during which a person has been paid at least $5O.
OASI deductions are based on earnings up to $4,200 a year.

The benefits for a retired employee at age 65 or over vary from a
minimum of $3O per month to a maximum of $108.50 per month.
A retired worker’s spouse receives one half his allowance at age 65,
somewhat less at ages 62-64. The maximum death benefit is $255.
Survivors’ benefits for widows and minor children range between
145 and $2OO per month. '

A working wife cannot receive benefits both on her own earnings
and as spouse of a retired worker, but can choose the higher amount.
A totally and permanently disabled employee is entitled to benefits
at age 50, and once the disability has existed for an extended period
of time, his coverage status is stabilized.

|| Finally, a beneficiary may earn up to $1,200 per year without
loss of OASI benefits. Over age 72, there is no limitation upon
earnings. The old law set maximum earnings at $75 per month to
age 75.

More than 70 million persons in the United States are now covered
by OASI. About million people are receiving benefits. Of
approximately 5 million state and local employees, 2 million are
already members of the Social Security system.
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Of the money contributed, 80 per cent is paid out in benefits. It is
expected that by 1960 outgo will exceed income. Contributions of
both employer and employee will increase by of 1 per cent every
five years until 1975, when both employer and employee will be
paying 434 per cent. It is hoped to achieve stabilization between
income and outgo shortly thereafter.

The excess of income over outgo comprises the Social Security
Fund, which has now accumulated to the breath-taking figure of
$22 billion. This entire trust fund is invested in government
the average return of which is somewhere between 234 per cent and

per cent.

Chapter 111. Extension of OASI to Massachusetts Employees.

Employees Affected.

The various bills motivating this study propose Social Security
extension to members of all public retirement systems in Massa-
chusetts. There are 99 of these systems, involving approximately
185,000 persons, distributed as follows among the various levels
of government:

Despite the fact that these people belong to so many different
levels of government, they are all part of the State’s 5 per cent plan;
that is, the employees contribute 5 per cent of their salaries for
retirement purposes and are all eligible for the same benefits, based .

upon length of service and salary. The 5 per cent salary contribu-
tion constitutes the funded portion of the final retirement allowance
which is invested and earns interest. Tins source, however, pro-
vides only about 20 per cent of final annual retirement payments.
The remaining 80 per cent is met by the employers, whether they be
the State, city or town.
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There are two exceptions to the foregoing. The first includes
two groups who are not members of the state 5 per cent system,
namely, employees of the town of Gosnold, and about 1,500 Boston
employees who are still members of their own “4 per cent” plan.
Obviously, the inclusion or exclusion of these employees could have
no appreciable effect on this study.

The second exception concerns a much larger group of employees
who cannot be entirely excluded from this report, namely, about
10,000 state and local government employees, who are non-contrib-
utory members of their retirement systems. They are, for the most
part, veterans of World War I, in their early 60’s, who were bene-
ficiaries of special legislation. Included, also, are some policemen
and firemen, prison guards, public works personnel and school
janitors.

These 10,000 employees, a little more than 5 per cent of the whole,
must have entered public service prior to July 1, 1939, in order to
benefit from the special legislation referred to. Most of them have
been employed for periods ranging from 25 to 35 years. Therefore,
another ten years should practically deplete this relatively small
group.

The non-contributory aspect of the various retirement systems
cannot, therefore, seriously affect the discussions in the text or the
cost projections of the actuaries. However, present state expendi-
tures for non-contributory retirees amount to nearly $2 million a
year and total local expenditures to about $l4 million a year. All
the retirement system costs and projections in this report are above
and beyond these expenditures for non-contributory members.

Comparison of OASI and Local Retirement Plans.
The Federal Social Security Act is primarily and basically de-

signed as a social measure. Under that act, Old Age and Survivors’
Insurance (OASI) is not intended to serve as a retirement plan,
but rather to meet the basic needs of the entire working population.
The present rates of contribution and the benefits are relatively
small. Emphasis is upon the aged worker and the low-salaried em-
ployee. Employer and place of employment affect neither contri-
butions nor benefits.

In contrast, state and local government retirement plans are de-
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signed to meet the needs of superannuated employees. Benefits are
based upon contributions, and are therefore geared to amount of
salary and length of service. A retirement plan may be viewed as
an arrangement between one employer and his employees.

There is little individual equity in Social Security. The contribu-
tions are not earmarked to buy protection for the specific employee
on whose wages they are based. The principle of a retirement plan
is exactly the contrary. In general, OASI supplies a broad subsist-
ence level. The individual who desires more than mere subsistence
is expected to build upon this foundation by means of savings, thrift
and additional retirement allowances.

Methods of Extending OASI to Public Employees

There are a number of methods used to extend OASI coverage to
public employees. They are called by a considerable variety of
names supplemental, additive, co-ordinated, full offset, semi-
additive, integrated, semi-offset, and many more. All of these
methods can be considered under three means of OASI extension,
namely, (1) supplemental, (2) integrated and (3) co-ordinated.
They are discussed below.

1. Supplementation.
Under this first method, OASI and the present government retire-

ment system would both be in full effect. Each employee would
continue to pay 5 per cent annually into the state plan, and in
addition, 2per cent of that part of his salary up to $4,200 for
Social Security. The State or municipality would also contribute
2per cent for Social Security on each employee’s salary up to
$4,200 annually.

Most authorities agree that supplementation is the simplest
method of extending OASI to public employees. No changes would
be required in the present retirement system. Both systems would
be completely independent of each other. Supplementation would
give the employee the highest retirement benefits possible under any
type of extension of OASI, and, at the same time, enable him to
profit from any future increases in OASI benefits.

The obvious objection to supplementation is the cost to both
employee and employer. Employees would begin by paying an-
nually per cent of their salaries to the two systems (5 per cent
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to the State, 2)4 per cent to OASI), and by the year 1975 would
be contributing 9)4 per cent (5 per cent to the State, 4)4 per cent
to OASI). For some this would constitute hardship.

Under supplementation, the Commonwealth, with an annual pay
roll of 8120 million for state employees, would be obliged to pay
about 82 million annually (2)4 per cent on the first $4,200 of all
salaries). By 1975, the State’s share of costs would rise to more
than 85 million a year; all this in addition to the annual budget
for state retirement purposes which already calls for payment of
about 84)4 million annually (see Table 111 of quoted actuaries’
report, page 39).

The other public employers in Massachusetts municipal, re-
gional and county governments would have proportionate costs
amounting to from 87 to 810 million immediately, and from 815 to
$25 million in 1975, all in addition to the cost of maintaining their
normal retirement systems.

Whether or not the Massachusetts taxpayer could or would as-
sume such a burden may be questioned.

Another argument against supplementation is that some retiring
employees would receive in combined benefits more than they had
been earning in annual salaries. Table I (page 22) demonstrates
that this would apply to most employees with 30 or more years of
service receiving combined retirement benefits on a supplementa-
tion basis. However, many employees and quite a few authorities
feel that there is nothing improper or unfair in so rewarding an
employee for long and faithful service, particularly since the em-
ployee has played no small part in the very acquisition of such
security.

2 (a) Integration (Full Offse
In this type of extension of OASI, the employee would continue

to pay only the 5 per cent of his salary which he pays today under
his state retirement system. However, his payments in theory
would be divided in two parts: (a) 2)4 per cent for OASI, and (b )

2% per cent for state retirement. For purposes of this plan it is
assumed that there would be no further change in the contribution
of the employee to the state retirement fund, and that future in-
creases in OASI taxes would be evenly divided between the State
and its employees.
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In benefits, if the employee retired prior to age 65, he would re-
ceive whatever he is entitled to receive at present, and this amount
would continue unchanged throughout his life. When he attains
age 65 and his OASI benefits begin, then the State’s share of con-
tribution is reduced by the amount of OASI benefits. At present
it is estimated that out of an employee’s annual pension from the
government retirement system the State contributes approximately
four fifths and the individual employee only about one fifth.

To illustrate the full offset plan, assume that an employee fully
covered by OASI, retires at age 60 and receives a state pension of
$2,000 annually for the next five years. After age 65, with full
offset integration in effect, he would continue to receive the same
pension of $2,000 annually, of which only $698 would be paid from
Table I. Supplemental vs. Integration ( Semi-offset) Bases of Combining OASI

with State Retirement Benefits. 1

State Retirement Board, and U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.]

Combined Retirement
Separate Separate Benefits.

A WTTA T Q.T.OV2 State OASIL ' Retiremeat Full Coverage 3 Qll .
o TnforrroH™Benpfit Rpnpfif Supple- Integrationuencnt. uenem. mentation (Semi-Offset)

Basis. Basis.

After Twenty Years’ Service.

$2,000 $l,OOO sB6o‘ $1,860 $1,430
3.000 1.500 i 1,062* 2,562 2,0314.000 2,000 I 1,258* 3,258 2,629
5.000 2,500 ' 1,302* 3,802 3,151
6.000 3,000 ) 1,302* ! 4,302 i 3,651

After Thirty Years’ Service

$2,000 $1,400
2,100
2,800
3,500
4,200

sseo*
1,062*
1,258*
1,302*
1,302*

$1,830
2,631
3,4294.01 4,0;

4.8C
4,851

After Forty Years’ Service

$8604 $2,460 $2,030$1,600
2,400
3,200
4,000
4,800

1,062* 3,462 2,931
4,0C 4,458 3,829

1,3024 5,302 4,651
1,3024 6,102 5,451

1 IllustrativeAnnual OASI and State Benefits on Supplementation and Integration Bases payable to Stab
Employees retiring at Age 65 or Over.

Based on highest two-year averag

monthly wai

would receive one half this amount
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the state retirement fund, since $1,302 would be paid from social
security funds. The exact division of the $2,000 would depend, of
course, on the amount of the OASI coverage.

From the employee’s standpoint this plan would add no further
financial burden for the time being. Yet he would benefit consid-
erably through the protection afforded his wife and minor children
by federal survivors’ insurance in the event of his death. Further-
more, his wife will receive one half the amount of his benefit after
she reaches age 65. In most cases these factors add up to a 20-30sper cent increase in combined total benefits for a married couple
above present state retirement benefits and all without any
further cost to state employees.

From the standpoint of the State, this plan calls for a substantial
extra cost over the early years of its application. But by the time
the present generation of state employees has retired, the cost to
the State of the combined system would be less than the cost of the
state retirement system alone, according to the actuaries’ report
included in a later chapter.

If desired, the employee’s 5 per cent contribution could, of course,
be kept constant by reducing the proportion allotted to the state
retirement fund as the OASI taxes are increased. Thus, out of the
employee’s 5 per cent contribution in 1975, 4% per cent would go
for social security, and only of 1 per cent to the state retirement
fund.

Such a plan would cost the State considerably more because its
share of the final employee pension, although remaining the same,
would have to be met by steadily decreasing contributions.

There are objections to the full offset integration plan. The state
retirement system would immediately lose some of its strength and
independence. As changes are made in OASI benefits or contribu-
tions, they would necessarily be reflected by similar changes in the
state plan. In time, the whole status of the state plan could be
come very unclear or uncertain.

(I

2 (6) Integration (semi-ojjset).

The semi-offset plan is the same as the full offset plan with one
very important exception. Because the employee pays one half
the cost of his social security, it is argued that he is entitled to one
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half of his OASI benefits in addition to his normal state pension.
The logic of this action is somewhat tenuous since any gain from
OASI benefits is counterbalanced by the loss of the employee’s tax
payment for OASI purposes which would otherwise be paid to the
state retirement system.

To illustrate this plan, again assume the case of an employee re-
tiring with a state pension of $2,000 a year before he is age 65. At
the latter age, the State instead of reducing its share by the entire
$1,302 OASI benefit, reduces its share by one half of that amount,
or $651. The employee is given the other $651. Therefore, at agev
65, the employee instead of receiving the same $2,000 which the full
offset plan would bring him, receives $2,651. The State’s share is
thereby reduced from the original $2,000 to $1,349 rather than $698.

This type of integration would probably require no higher pay-
ments by the employees than are now being made. The present 5
per cent contribution would be divided in exactly the same manner
as under the full offset plan, 2% per cent to the State, 2h[ per
cent to social security. The semi-offset plan would cost the State
substantially more than would the full offset plan, and would also
result in some eventual savings. However, the time when savings
would commence is long deferred. (See actuaries’ report in later
chapter.)

The employee’s gain from semi-offset integration is substantial.
His retirement income at age 65 would be raised by 15 to 30 per
cent. And when his spouse receives her OASI allotment at age 65,
as under the preceding full offset plan, their combined retirement
allowances would be 25 to 50 per cent greater than the normal
state retirement pension.

Yet it will be noted in the accompanying tabulation (Table I)
that the semi-offset plan rarely permits a retirement total which is
larger than the salary which was being earned, and then only in the
cases of the lowest salaried employees.

*3. Co-ordination.

Under both previous plans for "integrating” OASI payments
with local retirement pensions the OASI benefits bring about a
reduction in the amount of pension paid from the local retirement
system. The co-ordination plan of extending social security is a
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similar process except that the State computes its system in advance
both as to contributions and benefits so as to adjust for the effects
of OASI benefits.

Thus, the State would determine the exact amount of total benefits
which its employees were to receive under the present retirement
system at age 65, subtract the amounts to be received from OASI,
and recompute the necessary receipts and payments to provide the
difference. Depending on what final amounts were decided upon,
the employee’s contribution to the state fund could therefore be
set at 2 per cent, 3 per cent, 4 per cent, or whatever was needed to
provide the necessary addition to OASI contributions to bring
about the desired total annual payments.

The advantage of this method is that independence of the local
system would be achieved. There is no doubt that total combined
benefits equal to those of the full-offset plan or semi-offset plan
could be provided with little or no change in the costs of those plans.

These sections of text have briefly described the three methods of
extending social security coverage to public employees, namely,
supplementation, integration, by full offset and semi-offset, and
co-ordination. All of the States which have thus far taken ad-
vantage of the 1954 amendments have utilized one of these methods
or a combination of them.

To conclude this phase of the study, several loose ends should be
brought together. It should be emphasized that apart from the
benefits in the accompanying Table I, each of the types of extension
discussed provides: (a) survivors’insurance, (6) disability benefits,
and (c) death benefits.

It is quite probable that if any of these plans is adopted, adjust-
ment will be required in special individual cases. For example, some
public employees will have earned social security credits in private
employment, or may be earning them concurrently with their public
employment. It may be found equitable to return to some em-
ployees a certain proportion of their contributions to local retire-
ment systems. The obstacles requiring such adjustments have been
met and overcome in other States and there is no reason to believe
that they cannot be successfully resolved here.

Finally, it is strongly urged by all authorities that prior to adop-
tion of any plan of extension of OASI to public employees in Massa-
chusetts, a complete actuarial study be made to ascertain projected
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future costs and benefits. The actuaries’ report which is included
in a later chapter presents estimated costs of various possibilities.
However, it cannot serve as a complete survey.

Advantages and Disadvantages of OASI Extension.
The broad merits and virtues of social security are beyond ques-

tion. For instance, the protection afforded the wife and children
under survivors’ insurance when an employee dies is something
lacking for short-term employees in our own retirement system,
and is certainly most desirable.

But there are other noteworthy advantages. Many employees
come to the State from private industry. A lesser number leave the
State service for private industry. For all these persons continuity
of social security would be a blessing. No credits would be lost and
full OASI coverage would be more easily obtained. In this connec-
tion it is quite probable that OASI extension would therefore serve
as an inducement in the hiring of personnel which is most badly
needed in the institutional services of Massachusetts state govern-
ment. The greatest turnover of employees now occurs in those
services.

Older public employees certainly stand to gain from OASI because
it is so heavily weighted in their favor. In many instances they can
achieve full coverage after only one and one half years of steady
employment.

Finally, the simplest and best understood argument in favor of
social security extension is that it provides, in most cases, a more
substantial combined retirement pension at very little or no increase
in present contribution rates. Married employees, in particular,
stand to gain even more.

In view of the foregoing, it may be surprising to learn that there
are sound and sobering objections to extension of social security.
It must be understood that OASI is an insurance program. A

man may pay fire insurance premiums for fifty years and never have
a fire; his premium payments are used to pay for the losses of others.
So, the benefits of OASI are quite uneven as between given indi-
viduals. One employee may contribute for twenty-five years and
obtain no greater benefits than another who contributes for only
three years. Contributions cannot be refunded, because it is an
insurance program, not a retirement program.
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Certain classes of employees stand to gain the least (or lose the
most). Thus, a working man and working wife cannot receive
benefits from their employment and benefits as a spouse, even
though contributing for both.

Likewise, unmarried employees profit less because there is no
spouse to receive the additional 50 per cent benefits, and because
there are no children to receive survivors’ benefits.

To some thoughtful observers, dual coverage seems to involve the
hazards of attempting to ride two horses at the same time. Tire

�public employee must look to the taxpayer for funds. In difficult
times, that taxpayer may question the necessity of dual coverage
at his expense. Private industry does not have this problem since
its payments are usually tax deductible.

These observers also stress the fact that retirement system policy
is subject to continual changes in OASI provisions, and that as the
retirement system continues to be adjusted, its advantages in public
personnel administration will tend to disappear. The quality of
public service would be lowered as a result.

Attitudes of Employees,

In all state jurisdictions which have adopted OASI, there was
strong pressure from the employees. In most instances such em-
ployee pressure initiated the movement toward extension. Massa-
chusetts is a startling exception. The position of local public em-
ployees has been characterized by lack of interest. In fact, some
employees fear extension of OASI.

The primary reason for this apathy is the liberality of the state
pension system. No State in the union treats its employees more
generously than Massachusetts. The benefit provisions of our
retirement statutes plus the Blue Cross-Blue Shield health and
insurance protection (at moderate added cost) are unparalleled
anywhere in the country.

Employees are, therefore, reluctant to tamper with this system.
They know that the status of both OASI and their own system is
not guaranteed, but subject to legislative change. They believe
that they can exert more effective pressure, if need be, upon local
legislators than upon the Congress.

Some local employees have expressed surprise that the very
people who administer Social Security are themselves not subject
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to its provisions. They state that federal employees are also apa-
thetic where OASI extension is concerned, and have not attempted
to promote legislation to that end. Only in 1956 did Congress
go so far as to permit OASI protection for a few isolated groups of
federal employees who are not included in the federal retirement
ystem.

Chapter IV. Extension of OASI in Other States.

The picture of OASI extension to public employees in other States ,

is distressingly confused. There are a number of reasons for
confusion.

First, the federal amendments permitting extension are of such
recent origin that a clear picture of the national situation has not
yet begun to emerge. Again, 47 States had already covered many
employees as a result of the 1950 amendments. lowa and North
Dakota had instituted their own state OASI programs prior to 1950.
In some States, under the 1950 provisions, more employees are
already covered than will be covered by adoption of the 1954 provi-
sions.

The greatest perplexities arise, however, from the fact that some
States, in compliance with the 1950 amendments, dropped their
local retirement systems, established OASI coverage, and then
restored the old systems. The States which restored their old
systems in their entirety are listed below as having elected supple-

their old systems in modified
co-ordination. Since 1954 the
/pes and degrees of OASI exten-
-5 States have passed enabling

mentation. Those which restored
form have been listed as choosing
following 23 States have taken the t

sion indicated, and in additio:
legislation.

Alabama, Arizona, Kansas, Maryland,9 have adopted “supplementation
Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, Texas and West Virginia).

5 have adopted “integration” (Delaware, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Ver-
mont and Virginia). These States have used the full offset approach,
except for Vermont, where the semi-offset plan was decided upon.

9 have adopted “co-ordination” (Indiana, lowa, Kentucky, Michigan,
Carolina, Oregon, South Carolina, Wisconsin, Wyoming).

15 have thus far passed enabling legislation only (Arkansas, Florida, Georgia,
Idaho, Illinois, Minnesota partial, Missouri, Nevada, New Mexico,
North Dakota, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Tennessee,
Washington).
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Because of the widespread variance in the use of such terms as
“integration,” “co-ordination” and “offset,” and because so many
employees are covered only by the 1950 amendments, the informa-
tion on States is not and cannot be absolutely accurate. The infor-
mation should therefore be viewed wholly as a general illustration
of what the States are doing.

Of the 15 States listed as having passed enabling legislation only,
nearly all are in the process of preparing plans for either supple-

TOientation, integration or co-ordination. These plans must then,
of course, be approved by a majority of the members of the local
systems.

In addition to the 38 States listed, the two States of South Dakota
and Utah have adopted OASI in place of local systems. Of the
remaining seven States in the nation, three have taken definite
negative action. Maine, as the result of an actuarial survey, has
refused even to pass enabling legislation. In California, an inte-
grated plan (full offset) was submitted to state employees, who
rejected it in a referendum. Ohio has declined to cover any of its
employees by OASI under either 1950 or 1954 amendments of the
Social Security Act.

Colorado has taken no action of any kind since the 1954 amend-
ments. Connecticut, like Massachusetts, is studying the matter.
In New York, after a very thorough study which recommended
OASI for state employees, a plan is now being prepared which will
offer those employees several choices, including supplementation.

Louisiana was the scene of a very interesting development. After
the 1950 federal amendments, some 13,000 state and local employees
who were not members of a local retirement system were covered
by OASI. Following the 1954 amendments, however, the Legis-
lature, after passing an enabling act, decided to strengthen the state
plan rather than extend OASI. Accordingly, in addition to a liberali-
zation of state benefits, the system was amended to include survi-

benefits quite similar to those offered by OASI.
It must be emphasized strongly that no matter what actions

other States have taken, the base from which they started was, in
no case, as broad and liberal as the state retirement system from
which Massachusetts must start. Of the nine States which have
adopted supplementation, for instance, none had state plans which
approached the Massachusetts system in liberality of benefits.
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Texas state employees do contribute 5 per cent for retirement, but
the pension formula is different and the pension benefits are smaller.

Although New York is about to offer its employees a choice which
will include supplementation, the New York formula is quite differ-
ent from that used in Massachusetts. Beyond these factors atten-
tion must also be given to the low cost protection of the Massachu-
setts Blue Cross-Blue Shield health and insurance program.

fAlternative Possibilities of Action in Massachusetts.

Only two of the 48 States, Maine and Ohio, have refused to pass
enabling legislation. A few others, like Massachusetts, are either
studying the entire problem, or are in the process of recommending
certain types of extension. In view of the fact that the overwhelm-
ing majority of States have accepted the 1954 amendments, it has
been suggested that this State might at least go so far as to pass
enabling legislation. Since a referendum could not be held for 90
days, there should be sufficient time for a complete actuarial study.
The results of such a study would then enable the Legislature to
decide whether or not to proceed any farther, and if so, what type
of coverage to propose.

The Municipal Finance Officers Association, with headquarters at
Chicago, points out that, if OASI extension is approved, a new
enabling act is unnecessary. They suggest merely that the Social
Security enabling legislation now in effect (chapter 658, Acts of
1951) be amended to strike out the exclusion of members of retire-
ment systems now provided in such legislation. (Section 2.)

Practically all authorities are agreed upon the advisability of
maintaining the complete independence of the local system,
to effect such autonomy depends upon the method of extension.
Thus, it is perfectly clear that supplementation would achieve the
desired end. Co-ordination, for most practical purposes, would
achieve a similar freedom of action. On the other hand, integra-
tion, either full offset or partial offset, must inevitably create de-
pendence of the local system upon future changes and amendments

Enabling Legislation.

Independence ofLocal Systems.
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in the regulations and benefits of the Social Security program. Past
experience indicates that such further changes are very likely.

The question is asked, how far shall a State go to maintain inde-
pendence of its retirement system? Should a State which elects
supplementation or co-ordination, stick stubbornly to its course, no
matter what future benefits are added to OASI? Independence can
be a relative term. In the final analysis any plan chosen must re-
flect the soundness of the local system, the financial resources and
the social climate of the State.

Congressional Action to Benefit Massachusetts.
Earlier sections of this report dealt with two particular Social

Security amendments of 1956. One removed the requirement of a
majority vote for certain States, thus allowing them to separate their
local retirement systems into two parts, one composed of employees
who favor OASI, and the second composed of those who decline it.
The other amendment permitted certain States to include, in their
combined plans, policemen and firemen already members of the
local system.

If Massachusetts does contemplate extension of OASI coverage
to public employees, it seems only good sense to consider the merits
of these two amendments. Congress would certainly not deny to
this State what it has already granted to others.

Survivors’ Benefits.
Finally, the forthright, yet simple, manner in which the State of

Louisiana solved the question of OASI coverage, undoubtedly war-
rants thoughtful consideration. It will be recalled that Louisiana
liberalized its own retirement system by adding Survivors’ Benefits.

Apart from the higher retirement benefits which would accrue
under most combined plans, the one important advantage of OASI
which is lacking in most local retirement programs, including Massa-
chusetts, is the provision for Survivors’ Benefits. The disability
benefits of OASI are equalled or even surpassed by the disability
benefits of the state plan, and the death benefit under OASI ($255
maximum) cannot even be compared to the death benefit under
Massachusetts Blue Cross-Blue Shield coverage ($2,000).

Survivors’ Benefits are something else again. There can be no
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denying the inadequacy of the state plan in cases of employees who
die relatively early in their civil service careers, leaving behind
them wives and children. The State Retirement Board estimates
that in all local retirement systems associated with the present 5 per
cent state plan, including state employees and teachers, no more
than 100 people annually die early enough in service to exclude their
families from receiving substantial retirement benefits.

Keeping in mind the fact that the families of these unfortunate
employees, under present regulations, would be entitled to some-
thing, at least, in the way of benefits, the cost of providing for their
more substantial support would not be great.

These arguments do not tell the whole story, of course. They are
pertinent enough, however, to justify a very careful scrutiny of the
entire difficult subject matter before it is decided whether or not to
extend OASI to public employees, and, if so, what type of exten-
sion to employ.

Chapter V. Actuaries’ Report.

Investigation of Cost Aspects of Social Security Coverage
for Members of the State Retirement System.

This chapter presents the signed report of the two actuaries who
made the estimates presented under the conditions which are de-
scribed below.

As part of the investigation by the Legislative Research Bureau
of the possible coverage under the federal Social Security law of em-
ployees of the Commonwealth now covered by the State Retirement
System, the Bureau requested the two undersigned actuaries to in-
vestigate and report to it the financial implications of such Social
Security coverage. Specifically, the Bureau requested advice as to
the probable cost to the State Retirement System of the following
possible methods of recognizing Social Security:

1. No coverage under Social Security.
2. Coverage under a “supplementation method
3. Coverage under an “integrated method,” either a full offset or

semi-offset type, or under a “co-ordinated method” producing the
same financial picture but having administrative differences from
the “integrated method.”
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Since a description of these methods appears in the Bureau’s re-
port, it will not be repeated here.

At the time the Legislative Research Bureau asked us to under-
take this study, there was in existence only an extremely small
amount of data in a form suitable for detailed actuarial analysis.
It is a reflection upon no one that the tremendous undertaking of
compiling 18,500 punch card records was not completed until mid
December, 1956, although work thereon was commenced in the
prior August. 1

Unfortunately, the time remaining after final assembly of the
data did not permit as complete an analysis as we would have liked
to have made. It was, therefore, necessary to confine this investi-
gation to one aspect of the Social Security law, namely, retirements
on account of age, and to omit from consideration the problems per-
taining to death benefits and retirements by disability. It is doubt-
ful if a really complete analysis of the latter aspects could have been
made even if time permitted, due to lack of detailed information as
to definitions of disability and their administration under OASI and
the State Retirement System’s plan, as well as information as to
sex of retirees and presence of eligible dependents. It is felt, how-
ever, that the general pattern of costs established by studying age
retirements is indicative of the over-all picture, as such benefits will
account for most of the expenditures for some time.

The aforementioned block of 18,500 punch cards contained per-
tinent information in respect to roughly half of the state employees
under the contributory State Retirement System. Specifically they
contained information as to (a) year ofbirth, ( b) sex, (c) present an-
nual salary, and (d) year of employment.

v 7 \ /
xv

It should be pointed out that all our results are dependent on the
characteristics of this sample of 18,500 punch cards, and that the
application of the resulting costs to other groups covered under the
State Retirement System is valid only to the extent that the other
groups have essentially the same characteristics.

Using the information on these punch cards and the necessary
actuarial assumptions, we have developed annual estimates of the
following items:

1. The state share of the cost of retirement benefits to future re-
tirees, assuming no Social Security coverage is acquired.

1 Thesecards were prepared by the Division of Personnel, the Department of Public Works, and the Dlvl-
-3 ion of Employment Security, at Research Bureau request. Grateful acknowledgment is hereby expressed
for the co-operation of these state departments In undertaking the extra workload necessary to punch thia
large number of cards.
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tirees, assuming Social Security benefits are used to supplement
the existing benefits.

3. The state share of the cost of retirement benefits to future
retirees, assuming that the full primary Social Security benefits
are deducted from the state share of the benefits under the present
plan.

4. The state share of the cost of retirement benefits to future
retirees, assuming that half of the primary Social Security bene-
fits are deducted from the state share of the benefits under ther
present plan.

In order to produce the total state expenditure for its employees
we have added to the above figures the state share of the cost, year
by year, of retirement benefits to persons already retired, who would
be unaffected by Social Security coverage. Since we are dealing
only with age retirements, we used the portion of the current dis-
bursement rate which appeared to arise from such retirements,
that is, about 84 per cent

umptions used to determineThe methods and the actuarial
each of these amounts are discuss d in the sections which follow.

3ii (a) the assumption that allOur calculations have been b
persons elect the Option A benefits under the State Retirement
Svstem, because other forms of benefits are actuarially equivalent
and (b) the assumption that the present annual number of retire
ments will not increase. Additional cost estimates are presented
below in the “Conclusions”, which are predicated on the further
assumption that this annual number of retirements will increase
over the years as indicated.

1. No Coverage under Social Security.
Since the present plan involves no advance funding whatsoever

by the State, our main concern was to establish some assumptions
as to the probable characteristics (number, age, accumulated
tributions, past service, etc.) of the groups of employees retiring
year by year in the future. Since the time available for the study
was not sufficient for us to carry out a full-scale projection to produce
the desired characteristics each year, we decided to use the assump-

2. The state share of the cost of retirement benefits to future re-
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tion that the groups of retirees for each of the next twenty years
will have essentially the same total number and other characteristics
as those which will probably apply in 1957. In order to establish
the age distribution of the probable 1957 retirements we applied
appropriate retirement rates to the age distributions of the 18,500
card sample.

Reasonable estimates of accumulated employee contributions
and total pensions were made after viewing the State’s broad salary

and the past service of each of the age groups. In Table II
'we have shown the characteristics of the group which has been

assumed to retire each year out of the active life group of, roughly,
rent System. We have separated35,500 under the State Retirer

those with less than twenty yet rs of service at 65, and those with
ce at 65, because of the differencesmore than twenty years of sc

in formula pension benefits.
It was assumed that each retirements would give rise to

constant new pension outlay, v inch follows from assuming a con-
from Table 11. This will overstatestant distribution of retirem

somewhat the share of the pens on being paid by the State, as the
itions in our sample reflect someemployee contributi

very low contributions during th late depression years, whereas
the pension estimates are based o current earnings. The sharply
rising salary trend since 1937 probably not be duplicated in

;o that with the passage of timeseverity in the next twenty years,
msion benefits will be based on
itical, salary bases.

the employee contributions and j

more comparable, although not idc
In determining the probable cost in respect to each year’s retiring

group, we have assumed that mortality equivalent to the 1950 U. S.
Census rates for total population will prevail.

The state share of the costs year by year is shown in Column (1)
of Table 111, page 38.

2. Supplementation
The year by year state share of the cost under this method of

handling Social Security is equal to the sum of (i) the state share of
the cost assuming no coverage under Social Security, and (ii) the
OASI tax which would be paid by the State. Since the state em-
ployees represent a fairly stationary population, we have assumed
that the OASI salary base wall be the same over the next twenty
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years, and, furthermore, that OASI tax will be paid commencing
in 1957. These costs, year by year, are shown in Column (2) of
Table 111.

Full Offset.
In order to estimate the state share of the cost under this method,

it was necessary to carry out the following steps:
(i) Recalculate the annuity purchased by accumulated contributions for each

year’s retiring group. This was necessary because those who retire in 1957 would
have contributed at the full rate under the present plan, whereas those who retired*
in future years will have one or more years’ contributions at a rate of 2% per cent
on the first $4,200 and 5 per cent on the excess. We are assuming that each time
the OASI tax increases by schedule the employee’s over-all contribution will rise
by a like amount to preserve a full 2% per cent of taxable wages (plus 5 per cent
of the wages in excess of $4,200) coming into the State Retirement System’s plan.
If this provision were not desired the employee contributions to the State Plan in
respect of the first $4,200 of annual salary would eventually fall to % per cent
with a corresponding increase in the costs the State will have to bear.

(ii) Limit the State’s share of the cost in respect of individual retirees to a
minimum of zero. This was necessary so as to avoid a credit arising in the situa-
tion wherever the State’s share of pension is less than the Social Security the indi-
vidual would receive.

The State’s share of the cost under the full offset method is equal
to the sum of

(a) The OASI tax paid by the State, and
(b) The State’s share of pensions, reflecting the procedure in (i) above, less
(c) The Social Security benefits which will be received, subject to the maximum

deduction described in (ii) above.
These costs, year by year, are shown in Column (3) of Table 111.

Although no savings to the state emerge in the first twenty years
under the full offset plan, it appears that unless further increases
in the OASI taxes are scheduled a saving will eventuallv arise.

4. Semi-Offset.
The estimates for this approach were developed along lines very£

similar to those used for the full offset, with the exception that the
State’s share of pension minus one half the primary Social Security
benefit was limited to a minimum of zero for the reason previously
given.g

The State’s share of the cost, year by year, is shown in Column (4)
of Table 111, which shows that the State’s share under the semi-
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offset approach would be greater than under the present plan for
well over twenty years.

Table IV has been developed using the annual cost estimates
in Table 111, and it shows year by year, and cumulatively, the
dollar amounts of the additional costs to the State in respect of
state employees under each of the methods of recognizing Social
Security.

5. Conclusions.
tPosts Assuming No Increase in Retirements:

Due to the very nature of the supplementation plan, it is obvious
that under that method the costs to the State will always be greater
than those prevailing under the present plan. Our figures indicate
that the projected annual cost of the supplementation method for
the next twenty years will be in the range of 150 to 175 per cent of
the projected annual costs under the present plan.

Under the full offset approach, it is apparent that savings to the
State in terms of year by year outlay will start in about 35 to 40
years unless further increases in OASI taxes are scheduled. Under
the semi-offset method the trend is such that it is doubtful if a
saving in terms of year by year outlay will occur until well after
the year 2000 A.D.

The fact that the Massachusetts State Plan is primarily on a
pay-as-you-go basis is important in considering these forecasts.
Under a pay-as-you-go-plan, the additional cost to the State is
equal to the Social Security ta:
all employees, while the saving
primary Social Security benefi
employees. This is in contrast

which must be paid in respect of
year by year, is only equal to the

paid during the year to retired
.o a funded plan under which the

additional costs would be the same, but the savings would be equal
to the present value at retirement of all future OASI payments
which would be made in the future to retired employees. The
incidence of the savings under the funded plan would be such that

avear by year savings in outlay would emerge at an earlier date than
Hinder the pay-as-you-go basis.

The cumulative figures in Table IV indicate that even under the
full offset approach, it will be many years before a cumulative
saving will appear, although savings in individual years will arise
by perhaps 1995. The prospect under the semi-offset approach is
even less encouraging, since our study shows little indication of any
saving in an individual year at the end of twenty years.
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Table 11. Characteristics of 411 Stale Eviployees assumed to retire Each Year,
for the Next 20 Years.

20 Years or More of Service at 65. I Under 20 Years of Service at 65.
. j j 1
Number Service Average Number Servlce Average
nrtlr at Average Pension , at I Average Pensionage. Bear- Retlre . galary per

age, Ketir- Hetire. Salary>j ment. Person, j ment. 1 Person.

55 33 23 $4,100 $2,027 55 33 4 $3,050 $368
6*66 6 23 4,200 1,879 56 8 4 3,070 373

57 5 23 4,267 1,915 57 8 4 3,110 383
58 6 24 4,316 1,961 58 10 5 3,136 485 Wk
59 5 25 4,300 1,977 59 9 6 3,190 597 W
60 8 25 4,280 2,026 I 60 12 6 3,244 613
61 6 25 4.270 2,058 i 61 11 7 3,298 741
62 4 25 4,260 2,076 62 8 8 3,352 870
63 4 26 4,245 2,091 .63 9 8 3,406 896
64 4 27 4,230 2,104 I 64 9 8 3,480 922
65 23 27 4,215 2,513 I 65 52 9 3,600 1,017
66 6 29 4,200 2,703 66 15 10 3,750 1,272
67 6 30 4,170 2,857 67 13 10 3,750 1,272
68 6 31 4,147 2,825 j 68 17 10 3,751 1,273
69 7 32 4,200 2,910 69 21 10 3,670 1,251

70 8 33 4,267 3,053 j 70 17 10 3,580 1,219
72 19 29 4,488 2,730 72 6 10 3,306 1,128

Table 111. Estimated State Share of the Cost of Annual Retirement Benefits for
Employees retiring for Reasons Other than Disability using Various Bases of
Combinations with OASI. (Assumes nofuture increase in present annual number
of retirements.)

12 3 4

Present Supplementation. Full Offset. Semi-Offset.
Year - Plan. l - j j

room Per Cent /nnm Per Cent , nnm Per Cent
(000) (000) of Col. 1. (000) of Col. 1. (000) jofCol. 1.

1957 $4,213 $6,775 161 $6,551 155 $6,653 1581958 4,525 7,087 157 6,638 147 6,846 1511959 4,825 7,387 153 6.700 139 6,844 1421960 5,084 8,214 162 7,312 144 7,734 1521961 5,330 8,460 159 7,329 138 7,861 147

1962 5,553 8,683 156 7,330 132 7,969 1441963 5,756 8,886 154 7,314 127 8,053 140
1964 5,939 9,069 153 7,280 123 8,119 1371965 6,101 9,801 161 7,804 128 8.739 1431966 6,192 9,892 160 7,745 125 8,776 142
1967 6,375 10,075 158 7,644 120 8,781 138
1968 6,491 10,191 157 7,544 116 8,786 135 �1969 6,594 10,294 156 7,449 113 8,789 133
1970 6,686 10,955 164 7,927 119 9,360 1401971 6,769 11,038 163 7,840 116 9,361 138
1972 6,846 11,115 162 7,765 113 9,365 137
1973 6,916 11,185 162 7,699 111 9,384 136
1974 6,983 11,252 161 7,643 109 9,371 134
1975 7,046 11,885 169 8,167 116 9,950 1411976 7,107 11,946 168 8,132 114 9,964 140
1977 7,136 11,975 168 8,106 114 9,983 140

1 No coverage under Social Security.
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Table IV. Increases Over and Above Present State Retirement Costs using Various
Methods of Recognizing Social Security. l

[All figures in thousand!

Supplementation Full offset. Semi-Offset.
Year.

In Year, j Cumulative. I In Ye ■r. j Cumulative. | In Year, j Cumulative.

1957 $2,562 1 $2,562 $2,338 $2,338 $2,440 $2,440
A 1968 2,662 5,124 2,113 4,451 2,321 4,761W 1969 2,662 7,686 1,875 6,326 2,019 6,780

1960 3,130 10,816 2,228 8,564 2,650 9,430
1961 3,130 13,946 I 1,999 10,653 2,631 11,961

1962 3,130 17,076 | 1,777 12,330 2,416 14,377
1963 3,130 20,208 | 1,558 13,888 I 2,297 16,674
1964 3,130 23,336 i 1,341 15,229 I 2,180 18,854
1965 3,700 27,036 ( 1,703 16,932 2,638 21,492
1966 3,700 30,736 | 1,553 18,485 2,584 24,076

1967 3,700 34,436 j 1,289 19,754 2,406 26,482
1968 3,700 38,136 1,053 20,807 2,295 28,7771969 3,700 41,836 I 855 21,682 2,196 30,972
1970 4,269 46,105 | 1,241 22,903 2,674 33,646
1971 4,269 60,374 I 1,071 23,974 2,592 36,238

1972 4,269 54,643 I] 919 24,893 2,519 38,7571973 4,269 58,912 |j 783 25,676 2,468 41,225
1974 4,269 63,181 I! 660 26,336 2,388 43,613
1975 4,839 68,020 11 1,121 27,457 | 2,904 46,517
1976 4,839 72,859 |1 1,025 28,482 2,867 49,374
1977 4,839 77,698 I 970 29,452 2,847 52,221

Increases over and above state retirement costs are computed on the basis of figures in Table 111

Costs Assuming Greater Retirements:
The previous projections of estimated costs of the various types

of Social Security extension have been made on the assumption that
the present annual number of retirees, ranging between 400 and
500 employees, will not vary appreciably over the next twenty years.

For several reasons, it is not actuarially feasible to predict the
number of retirees each year. Approximately 3,000 employees quit
the state service each year for reasons not connected with either
superannuation or disability. Factual data concerning the ages,
years of service, salary and sex of these employees are not always
available. And although the ratio of male and female persons
among present employees is available, the same ratio for state
employees a quarter century ago is not.

I

Thus, although the present number of state employees is possibly
double what it was twenty-five years ago, there is no accurate
method of foretelling how many of those employees will actually
retire, and how many will leave the service for other reasons, such
as marriage, other jobs, etc.
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All of these missing factors must enter into any proper estimate
of the future number of retirements.

Since it is possible that the annual number of retirees will in-
crease, the following adaptation of the above tables has been pre-
pared to show the predicted costs in thousands of Social Security
extension, based upon the assumptions of a 25 per cent increase in
annual number of retirements of state employees by 1967, and a
50 pei' cent increase by 1977:

Scope of OASI Extension. j 1957. 1967, 1977.

Present plan: no social security . $4,213 $7,006 $9,223

Supplementation 6,775 10,706 14,062

Integration, full offset 6,551 7,966 9,082

Integration, partial offset ....
6,653 9,249 11,487

The most obvious point of difference between the figures in this
table and those in Table 111 is tl
would be considerably higher.

at the costs of the present system

'as to project the costs of Social
natation” would remain-the same,
to the higher costs of the present

Our main purpose, however, v
Security. The costs of “supplem
except that they would be added
retire ,em

‘offset” plans the time for state
han under the earlier assumption

The table shows that in both
savings approaches more rapidly
of no increase in present number of annual retirements. Thus, in
1977, the total burden to the State of “full offset” social security,
would be less than the cost of the present retirement system alone,
at that time.

Respectfully submitted,

BERTRAM N. PIKE, FSA
DONALD H. REID, FSA.
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SUMMARY OF OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS’, AND DIS-
ABILITY INSURANCE SYSTEM AS MODIFIED BY
AMENDMENTS TO THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT
IN 1956.

[Source: U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare

The following text, all quoted from Federal publications, omit
those sections which do not relate to public employees.
7. Benefits payable to:

(a) Retired worker, aged 65 or over for men, and aged 62 or over
for women (but women retiring before age 65 have a lifetime reduc-
tion in their benefit of 6| per cent for each year that they are less
than 65 at time of retirement).

(b) Totally and permanently disabled worker aged 50 to 64
after a six-month waiting period.

(c) Wife of a retired worker if she is aged 62 or over, or regardless
of age if entitled child under age 18 is present (but wives claiming
benefits before age 65 who do not have an eligible child present
(see Item I (e)) have a lifetime reduction on their wife’s benefit
of 81 per cent for each year that they are less than 65 at time of
claiming benefits). Dependent 1 husband of retired worker if he is
aged 65 or over.

(d) Widow aged 62 or over or dependent 1 widower aged 65 or
over of deceased worker.

( e) Children (under age 18, or regardless of age if totally and per-
manently disabled since before age 18) either of a retired worker or
of a deceased worker, and the mother of eligible children of a de-
ceased worker (the worker’s widow, or in some cases his divorced
wife) regardless of her age.

(/) Dependent 1 parents, mother aged 62 or over and father
aged 65 or over, of deceased worker, if there is no surviving widow,
widower or child who could have received benefits.

( g) In addition, a lump-sum payment upon death of an insured
worker.

Appendix A.

Proof of dependency must, in general, be filed within two years of worker’s entitlemen a d<
pendent husband, and within two years of death in cases of a dependent widower or dependent pa
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(h) In effect, no individual can receive more than one type of
monthly benefit, but rather the largest for which he is eligible.

11. Insured Status:
(a) Based on “quarters of coverage.” An individual paid $5O

or more of non-farm wages in a calendar quarter is credited with
a quarter of coverage for that quarter ($4,200 of wages in a year
automatically gives 4 quarters of coverage). An individual paid
$lOO or more of covered farm wages in a year is credited with 1 quar-
ter of coverage for each full $lOO of such wages ($4OO or more of
such wages automatically gives 4 quarters of coverage). An individ-
ual with creditable self-employment income in a year (in general,
$4OO or more), receives 4 quarters of coverage.

(6) “Fully insured” status gives eligibility for all benefits except:
(1) Disability benefits, which require fully insured status, cur-

rently insured status, and 20 quarters of coverage out of the 40
quarters preceding disability.

(2) Dependent husband’s benefits and dependent widower’s
benefits, which require both fully and currently insured status.

(3) Child’s benefits based on the earnings record of a married
woman, which may be payable only if she has currently insured
status.

A fully insured person is one who at or after attainment of retire-
ment age (65 for men and 62 for women) or death, if earlier, fulfills
any one of the following three alternative requirements:

(1) Has 40 quarters of coverage.
(2) bias at least 6 quarters of coverage and at least 1 quarter of

coverage (acquired at any time after 1936) for every two quarters
elapsing after 1950 (or age 21 if later) and before age 65 for men
or age 62 for women (or death if earlier); see Item V, for effect of
disability on elapsed period.

(3) Has quarters of coverage after 1954. at least equal to the
number of quarters elapsing after 1955 up to (but not including)
the quarter in which he attains retirement age (65 for men and 62
for women) or dies, if earlier and has at least 6 such quarters of
coverage.

Most persons who become fully insured will do so under the first
or second alternatives. The second alternative enables a man who
attained age 65 before July, 1954, to become fully insured with just
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6 quarters of coverage acquired at any time. Elderly persons who
are newly covered under the 1954 and 1956 Amendments may meet
the third alternative even though not the second. Thus a person
who is newly covered under the 1956 Amendments and who attains
age 65 before October, 1957, will be fully insured if he has a quarter
of coverage in each of the six quarters beginning January 1, 1956,
and ending June 30, 1957. Third alternative is not effective in any
case for persons reaching retirement age (65 for men and 62 for
women) or dying after September, 1959.

(c) “Currently insured” status (eligible only for child, mother
and lump-sum survivor benefits; necessary for husband’s and
widower’s benefits) requires 6 quarters of coverage within 13 quar-
ters preceding death or entitlement to old-age benefits (see Item V,
for effect of disability on 13-quarter period).

111. Worker’s Old-Age Benefit and Disability Benefit:
(a) Worker’s old-age benefit is his primary insurance amount,

except for women retiring before age 65 (see Item I (a) ).

(6) Worker’s disability benefit is his primary insurance amount.
(c) Average monthly wage may be computed under three

methods:
(1) “Old Law” average: based on period from 1937 to age 65

for men, and age 62 for women, or subsequent retirement (or death
if earlier) regardless of whether in covered employment in all such
years, with drop-out of low years, as described in (4).

(2) “New Start” average with drop-out: same basis as (1),
except beginning with 1951 rather than 1937, for those with 6 or
more quarters of coverage after 1950, with drop-out of low years,
as described in (4).

(3) “New Start” average without drop-out: same basis as (2),
except that drop-out described in (4) is not used.

(4) In computing the average wage under methods (1) and (2),
but not under method (3), the 5 lowest years (years in which there
were little or no earnings) may be dropped out. In general, drop-out
can be used if individual has 6 quarters of coverage after June,
1953, or if individual first became eligible for benefits after August,
1954.

(5) Further drop-out for all three methods is available for dis
abled persons (see Item V).
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(d) Monthly benefit amount is computed for whichever of the
three average wages gives the largest benefit, as follows:

(1) Using the “Old Law” average for “19.37” method, the
“original” monthly amount is 40 per cent of first $5O of average
wage under method (1), plus 10 per cent of next $2OO, all increased
by 1 per cent for each calendar year before 1951 in which at least
$2OO of wages was paid. This “original” amount is then increased
by a conversion table to give the primary insurance amount, as
indicated by the following table for certain illustrative cases:

Pr

AOriginal An

$3O 00$lO

40 0015
0020

57 4025
66 3030
73 9035
81 1040
88 5045

(2) Using the “New Start” average with drop-out or “1954”
method, the primary insurance amount is 55 per cent of first $llO
of average wage under method (2), plus 20 per cent of next $240.

(3) Using the “New Start” average without drop-out or “1952
ofmethod, the primary insurance amount is $5, plus 55 per

first $lOO of average wage under method (3), plus 15 per cent of
next $250 (actually, this formula is used only for average wages of
less than $l3O, since method (2) always yields a larger amount for
other cases).

e) Minimum primary insurance amount is $3O
(/) Illustrative primary insurance amounts under “ 1954 ” method

for various proportions of time in covered employment for worker
who reaches retirement age on January 1, 1991;

,tion of Years after 1950 in Covered Employme
Average Monthly

Wage While jWorking. j All. | One-half. One-quar
I I

$5O I $3O 00 $3O 00 $3O 00
100 i 56 00 31 40 30 00
150 68 60 46 80 30 00
200 I 78 50 61 30 31 40
250 i 88 50 66 90 39 10
inn QS 50 72 70 46 80
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IV. Benefits Amounts for Dependents and Survivors, Relative to
Worker’s Primary Insurance Amount:

(a) Wife or dependent husband one-half of primary, except
for wife without eligible child claiming benefit before age 65 (see
Item I (c) ).

( b) Widow or dependent widower three fourths of primary.
(c) Child one half of primary, except that for deceased worker’s

family, an additional one fourth of primary is divided among the
children.

(d) Dependent parent three fourths of primary.
( e) Lump-sum death payment three times primary, with $255

maximum.
(/) Maximum family benefit is $2OO, or 80 per cent of average

wage if less (but not to reduce below' the larger, of $5O or V/i
times the primary).

(g) Minimum amount payable to any survivor beneficiary where
only one is receiving benefits is $3O.

( h) Illustrative monthly benefits for retired workers under “ 1954 ”

method (figures rounded to the nearest dollar):

Aged 65 or Over Married Man with Wife
Average at Retirement and Woman Claiming Benefit at
Monthly Non-Married or Married Retiring

Wage. Man with Wife at Age 62.
not entitled. Age 62. Age 65 or Over.

I
— r—-

s6o $3O $24 : $4l $46
100 55 44 /6 83
160 69 55 94 103
200 79 63 108 118
250 89 71 122 133
300 99 79 135 148
350 109 87 | 149 163

(i) No benefits for dependents of disability beneficiaries aged
50 to 64.

(j) Illustrative monthly benefits for survivors of insured workers
under “1954” method (rounded to nearest dollar):

Average I Widow Widow Widow Widow One
Monthly Age 62 and One and Two and Three Child Children

Wage. I or Overd Child. Children. Children. Alone. Alone.
I

$6O $3O $45 $6O $5O $3O $3B
100 41 83 83 83 41 09
160 51 103 120 120 61 86
200 69 118 167 160 69 98
260 66 133 177 200 66 111
300 74 148 197 200 74 123
360 81 163 200 200 81 136

Also applicable to aged widoweror aged parent
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Periods of total disability of at least 6 months’ duration are
excluded in determining insured status and average monthly wage,
provided the disabled worker has at least 6 quarters of coverage
in the 13 quarters ending with the quarter in which he is disabled,
and at least 20 quarters of coverage in the 40 quarters ending with
the quarter in which he is disabled. Determinations of disability
are, in general, made by state agencies in charge of vocational
rehabilitation.

VI. Employment permitted without Suspension of Benefits (called
Work Clause” or “Retirement Test”)

A beneficiary can earn $1,200 in a year in any employment,
covered or non-covered, without loss of benefits. For each $BO
(or fraction thereof) of covered or non-covered earnings in excess
of $1,200, one month’s benefits is lost. In no case, however, are
benefits withheld for any month in which the beneficiary’s remunera-
tion as an employee was $BO or less and in which he rendered no

ment. For beneficiaries aged 72
If a retired worker’s benefit is
of his dependents.

substantial services in self-emplo;
or over, there is no limitation,
suspended, so also are the benefit

VII. Covered Employment
(a)
( b) Individuals engaged in the following types of employment

are covered: . . .

(7) Federal civilian employees not covered by retirement systems
established by law of the United States other than a few specifically
excluded small categories.

(8) Members of the uniformed services (on basic pay)

Service through 1956:

World War II veterans and those in service thereafter (including
those who died in service) are, with certain restrictions, given wage
credits of $l6O for each month of active military service in World
War 11, and thereafter through December, 1956; for those in service
after 1956, credit is given for service after 1950, even if it is used for

VIII. Wage Credits for World War II and Subsequent Military

V. Preservation of Benefit Rights for Disabled:
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purposes of other retirement benefits paid by the uniformed services
or by the Veterans’ Administration, but in all other cases credit is
not given if service is used for any other federal retirement or sur-
vivor system (other than compensation or pension payable by the
Veterans’ Administration); additional cost of benefits arising from
such wage credits is reimbursed to system.

IX. Maximum Annual Wage and Self-Employment Income for
Benefit and Contribution Purposes:

$4,200 per year for 1955 and after ($3,600 in 1951-54 and $3,000
before 1951).

X. Tax {or Contribution) Rates
(a) 2:k( per cent on employer and 2)4 per cent on employee for

1957 through 1959, 2ff per cent for 1960-64, 334 per cent for 1965-
69, 3% per cent for 1970-74, and 434 per cent thereafter; total tax
rate subdivided so that 34 per cent from the employee and 34 per
cent from the employer goes to Disability Insurance Trust Fund
(for payment of monthly disability benefits) and remainder to Old-
Age and Survivors’ Insurance Trust Fund (for payment of all other
benefits).

(b)
(c) No provisions for authorizing appropriations from general

■evenues to assist in financing the program.

XL Effective Dates
Monthly disability benefits first payable for July 1957, benefits

for women between ages 62 and 65 first payable for November 1956,
and benefits for disabled children aged 18 and over first payable
for January 1957. Coverage effective in January 1957 for the uni-
formed services and, in general, for 1956 for the newly covered
self-employed professional categories.

it
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