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Foreword

The project underlying this report has a reasonaapdrpose.

Thereasonis rooted in the labour market and social polefprms as initiated and carried
out by the German federal government by the begigof the decade. In this context the
Deutscher Gewerkschaftsbund (DGB) [German Tradeoiiederation] suggested that
the Social Security Department of the ILO (ILO-SBEOKL), Geneva, should assist them in
calculating the long-term impacts of the reforms @&ermany’'s social budget
[Sozialbudget] and interprete these on the backgtai international experience.

ILO-SEC/SOC reacted positively to the suggestioh ardy in order to respond to the
request of a constituent of the ILO but also ta tks robustness of its model family in a
country with complex and mature social legislatéomd high social expenditure. Thus far,
it had mainly been applied to schemes of, and ased basis for social policy advice of
countries with emerging or partial social protectiystems outside Western Eurdpe.

The project was entitled «An International Perspedor the Future Design of Germany's
Social Protection System» and was financially sujggboby the DGB and the HBS.
Contracts between the two institutions and ILO-SKOZ were signed in 2005.

First calculations focusing on Germany’s civil sams pension scheme were undertaken
by ILO-SEC/SOC in 2005; they were complemented B0& by research jointly
undertaken with Ms Severine Galille, assistant atabtuarial department of the Haute
Ecole de Commerce (HEC), University Lausanne, whiploduced reasonable
demographic results but clearly showed that a ssditnation of the financial impacts of
the reforms in Germany could only be expected atpping knowledge institutionally
only available in Germany. Similar conclusions hadbe drawn with respect to the
appropriate modelling of the reforms in the sogahsion insurance (SPI; Gesetzliche
Rentenversicherung), which would have required celmnsive changes in the
programming of the standard pension model availableO-SEC/SOC? In principle, this
would have been possible but the respective wortisldvhave exceeded the required
financial and human resources available at the.time

In order to avoid delays ILO-SEC/SOC contractedhwiteutsche Rentenversicherung
Bund (DRV - Bund), which kindly made available #aepertise of Dr Heinrich Jess who
undertook the required modelling work in the fiadfl the statutory (social) pension
insurance (SPI). With respect to the civil servaptnsion scheme ILO-SEC/SOC
collaborated closely with MrHarald Dalezios, Detis Hochschule fir

Verwaltungswissenschaften [German University of Adstrative Sciences], Speyer, who
made available free of charge the results of catmrs undertaken with a model

! An important exemption is Luxembourg. However, iplication of ILO-SEC/SOC’s model
family in 2001 was restricted to an evaluationtef tong-term financial development of the pension
scheme. See International Labour Offiazaluation actuarielle et financiére du régime gere
d’assurance pension du Grand-Duché de LuxemhdBugeau international du Travail — Geneve,
2001. (OIT/TF/Luxembourg/R.2.)

2 See, for example: Plamondon, Pierre et. al.: A@laractice. Actuarial practice in social
security Quantitative Methods in Social Protection Seripternational Labor Office / International
Social Security Association, Geneva 2002.
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developed in a separate research project - aftgistaty these to the economic and
demographic framework of the project underlying tigport?

With respect to modelling post-reform developmeafsthe statutory (social) health
insurance (SHI) and the statutory long-term casaiiance (LTCI) ILO-SEC/SOC made
use of core elements of a model that had been ajgs@lby Mr Thomas Renner, Federal
Ministry of Health [Bundesministerium flr Gesundhé@MG)], Berlin, during several
months of detachment to ILO-SEC/SOC in 2004, thelehavas partially re-programmed
and adjusted to the requirements of this socialgbugbroject. We are grateful to Mr
Renner for his support patiently provided in castechnical problems and for his help in
helping ILO-SEC/SOC understand reformed SHI legmta such that it could be
reasonably transformed into tangible modelling apphes.

The data of Germany’s social budget (financialistias) were made available by the
Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs [Buesinininisterium fir Arbeit und
Soziales], Berlin; we are grateful to Mr Arne Kuaif divisionSozialbudgetfor preparing
the data according to our neetis.

ILO-SEC/SOC provided the demographic, labour madked economic frame for the
calculations undertaken in all schemes and forctresistent compilation of all different
results within the methodological and statisticahtext of Germany’s social budget,
including the results for those schemes calculéedLO-SEC/SOC itself. Most of the
respective works, including consistency checks otleh links and preparation of results
for publication, were carried out by Ms. Diana Ogngva (MA) und Mr Gerrit
Reininghaus (Diplom-Mathematiker; MA), both studenat the Hertie School of
Governance, Berlin. Thanks go to Mr Tian Chao Yastgdent of actuarial sciences at
HEC, University of Lausanne, for his patient andeta reading and re-reading, and
pointing to errors, of early drafts of this report.

The fact, that several persons / institutions donted results to the project required
special care and emphasis in the setting of thg@enais demographic and economic
assumptions underlying the calculations, and ipusdting their consistent application
within the different modelling contexts.

Responsibility for the establishment of those exoges assumptions lay solely with ILO-
SEC/SOC; responsibility for the consistent and lymeooperation between all those
participating lies with Mr Wolfgang Scholz (ILO-SERDC); he wishes to express his
gratitude for the fruitful and easy cooperation amall involved.

It is worth mentioning that, as far as known by HSBC/SOC, this is the first attempt of
calculating Germany's total social budget consityermver a full period of three
generations, i.e. over about 70 years. Not the kimg-horizon as such is important —
rather it is the fact that this long period allotlwsdraw conclusions with respect to certain
aspects opresentsocial legislation which would not be possiblearttise.

The Director-General of the ILO, Mr Juan Somaviwnks all those participating in this
complex undertaking for their productive, uncomatéxd and really smooth collaboration,
without which the results as communicated in taort would not have been achieved.

% Permission to cooperation with ILO-SEC/SOC wasdkingiven by Professor Gisela Férber,
Chair, Public Sector Economics and Public Finaneg¢, the Deutsche Hochschule fur
Verwaltungswissenschaften.

* Permission for collaboration with ILO-SEC/SOC wkasdly given by Dr Roland Berntzen, chief,
Referat Sozialbudget, BMAS.
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The financial volumes of statutory pension insueantealth insurance, long-term care
insurance, unemployment insurance and the ciwlasds pension scheme covers about 80
per cent of Germany’s social budget. Respectiveetliad is partially based on complex
programming aiming at maximum adequacy in incorpogathe actual interdependencies
within the social budget but also with its «outesrld»; in the report we do not always
succeed in avoiding more or less detailed desoripf the applied formal methods.

We have to point out the limitations of the modwjliapproach used. First, such limits are
to be seen in the fact that in setting the longiteconomic and demographic assumptions
we do not touch upon possible direct or indiregplications for Germany’s economy of
internationally «big» topics like climate changapacity limitations in energy production
and probable future food and water supply shortagkshope, however, that the scenario
technique applied offers a certain bandwidth okpale future developments.

Second, interpretative limits of results are tasben in the modelling of social assistance,
which we were able to map only in a preliminaryngseary) way. It is to be expected that
the decrease in the pension replacement rate willture result in pensioners’ increased
social assistance entitlements, the financial bumfewhich will have to be borne by the
municipalities’ budgets. A micro-simulation modekhich could have mapped the
distributional effects on household incomes, was axailable for the purposes of this
report> Implicitly these points must be understood as upwaressure on the social
expenditure ratio as calculated in this report. Tinglicit increase must be expected
highest in the pessimistic scenario, lowest in apémistic one. The overall additional
effect should remain within the order of 1 to 2misiof GDP.

Third, we would like to point out that we delibegigt disregarded modelling a further
institution within the social budget covering thecently introduced (tax-subsidized)
voluntary retirement savings schem®igstep) as, based on Eurostat methodology, it is
not clear as to whether the expected benefits brugtcluded in social expenditure.

Finally, the applied modelling approach do®#, in principle, withstand modelling of
impacts on Germany's social budget of the currdobay financial crisis. There are
basically two reasons why it was decided not tduithe specific crisis-related calculations:
first, this report addresses long-term financiaues of Germany's social budget; the
conclusions that can be drawn from this reportraxeoverly sensitive to impacts of the
present crisis as long as it can be assumed thatsiort-term and not disastrous with
respect to its impacts on the real economy; secang, crisis-induced effects can be
considered captured fully or partially in our mgressimistic scenario calculations; to the
extent that the crisis affects Germany's long-teomnomic development more negatively
than foreseen in our pessimistic scenario some uof ppoposals regarding reform of
financing Germany's social budget become more tirgen

®> The data available at GRV do not yet allow for dasions with respect to the number and
structure of persons that might be entitled toaaxs$sistance because of the lowering of the pensio
replacement rate; even if entitled, it is uncleat, Jow many of those might actually realize their
entitlement as they might have alternative (addélpincomes (which are unknown); many of those
retirees receiving social assistance today aremitled to a pension, accordingly they are nohgei
affected by the lowering of relative pension levels
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Vorwort

Das diesem Bericht zugrundeliegende Projekt haereitusseren Anlass und einen
Forschungszweck.

Den &dusseren Anlass bilden die zu Beginn dieseszelatits von der deutschen
Bundesregierung angekiindigten bzw. angestosseneiorniéem im Bereich der
Arbeitsmarkt- und Sozialpolitik. In diesem Zusamimamg suchte der Deutsche
Gewerkschaftsbund (DGB) die Unterstitzung der Samisicherungsabteilung des
Internationalen Arbeitsamtes (IAA), Genf, - ILO-SEBBOC - um langfristig zu erwartende
Auswirkungen der Reformen auf das deutsche Sozghtuzu berechnen und vor dem
Hintergrund ihrer internationalen Erfahrung zu iptetieren.

Die Anregung wurde von ILO-SEC/SOC auch deswegenegaufgegriffen, da so nicht

nur der Anfrage eines Mitglieds der IAO entsprochesrden konnte, sondern auch die
Robustheit des bei ILO-SEC/SOC vorhandenen Modetigsinstrumentariums, welches
bislang iiberwiegend ausserhalb Westeurbmas sozialpolitischen Beratung eingesetzt
worden war, in einem Land mit komplexer Sozialgegehbung, reicher statistischer
Information und hohen Sozialausgaben zu testen.

Ein entsprechender Vertrag zwischen ILO-SEC/SOCnhfGeind dem Deutschen
Gewerkschaftsbund (DGB), Berlin, sowie der HansigreStiftung (HBS), Dusseldorf,
mit dem Arbeitstitel «An International Perspectiice the Future Design of Germany’s
Social Protection System» kam 2005 zustande.

Erste, in den Jahren 2005 bei ILO-SEC/SOC - und62fisammen mit Frau Severine
Gaille vom aktuarischen Department der Haute Edele&Commerce (HEC), Universitat
Lausanne - durchgeflihrte Modellierungen im Beradein Beamtenversorgung ergaben
plausible Ergebnisse, machten aber deutlich, ddee eolide Abschatzung aller
finanziellen Auswirkungen der Reformen nur untercKjiiff auf in Deutschland
vorhandenes institutionelles Wissen wirden sinnwlirchgefihrt werden kdnnen.
Aehnliche Einschaetzungen ergaben sich wegen iKoenplexitaet bald auch fir die
Modellierung der Reformen der Gesetzlichen Rentesisteerung (GRV, [Social Pension
Insurance (SPI)]), deren korrekte Abbildung umfangiie Programmierungsarbeiten
innerhalb der bei ILO-SEC/SOC vorhandenen Modelliarherforderlich gemacht hatten.
Dies ist grundsatzlich mdglich, erschien aber wegis zur Verfligung stehenden
finanziellen und personellen Rahmens nicht angélbrac

Um groessere Verzogerungen zu vermeiden, schl@3sSEC/SOC einen Vertrag mit der
Deutschen Rentenversicherung Bund (DRV — Bund), fidendlicherweise Herrn Dr
Heinrich Jess fur die notwendigen Modellierungsieineim Bereich der Gesetzlichen
Rentenversicherung zur Verfugung stellte. Fir dieamtenversorgung ergab sich
ausserdem die Mdglichkeit zur Zusammenarbeit mitridédarald Dalezios von der
Verwaltungshochschule Speyer, der die Ergebnissesén Zusammenhang mit einem

® Eine Ausnahme bildet Luxemburg. Allerdings wurdke dort 2001 durchgefiihrte Evaluierung auf
Berechnungen der langfristigen Entwicklung des Besystems beschrankt. Vgl.: International
Labour Office: Evaluation actuarielle et financiére du régime gerted’assurance pension du
Grand-Duché de Luxembourg Bureau international du Travail - Genéve, 2001.
(OIT/TF/Luxembourg/R.2.)

" Siehe z.B.: Plamondon, Pierre et. al.: Actuariacfice. Actuarial practice in social security
Quantitative Methods in Social Protection Seriesernational Labor Office / International Social
Security Association, Geneva 2002.
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Forschungsauftrag entwickelten Beamtenversorgundshso an die Fragestellungen
dieses Berichts anpasste und der IAO unentgeltlich/erfiigung stellté.

Fur gesetzliche Kranken- und Pflegeversicherungntemei ILO-SEC/SOC auf zentrale
Teile eines Modells zurtckgegriffen werden, das rHORR Thomas Renner vom
Bundesministerium fir Gesundheit (BMG), Berlin, wgihd einer mehrmonatigen
Abordnungszeit zur IAO im Jahre 2004 entwickelttdatnd dessen Programmierung flr
Zwecke dieses Projekts angepasst und aktualisientdey Fir die Klarung dabei
auftretender technischer Detailfragen stand HennRemit Rat und Tat zur Verfligung.

Die Daten des Sozialbudgets wurden vom Bundesramush flr Arbeit und Soziales
(BMAS) zur Verfugung gestellt, und teilweise spéiziér Zwecke dieses Berichts von
Herrn RR Arne Kubitza vom Referat Sozialbudget atdiiet?

Die férmliche Zusammenfihrung der unterschiedlicllagebnisse mit dem von ILO-
SEC/SOC bereitgestellten demographischen und midinodnischen
Modellierungsrahmen sowie mit weiteren von ILO-SEOL bereitgestellten Ergebnissen,
allfallige Konsistenzprifungen und Aufbereitung fiie Veroffentlichung wurden von
Frau Diana Ognyanova (MA) und Herrn Diplom-Matheikeat Gerrit Reininghaus (MA),
beide Studenten der Hertie School of GovernancdinBéibernommen. Dank gilt Herrn
Tian Chao Yang, der friihe Entwurfe der englischeileTdieses Berichts geduldig auf
Fehler und Unklarheiten durchforstete.

Die Tatsache, dass unterschiedliche Personen ustifutionen an diesem Projekt
mitarbeiteten, erforderte, exogene demografisché dkonomische Eckwerte explizit
vorzugeben sowie sicherzustellen, dass diese irailjgen Modellierungszusammenhang
konsistent angewendet wurden.

Die Verantwortung fur die Erstellung der Eckwersg Idabei ausschliesslich bei ILO-
SEC/SOC; die Verantwortung fur die abgestimmte Ausanarbeit aller Beteiligten lag
bei Herrn Wolfgang Scholz (IAO, Genf), der sichrhié bei allen fur die fruchtbare und
unkomplizierte Kooperation bedankt.

Es sei angemerkt, dass es sich nach Kenntnis @uih den ersten Versuch handelt, das
deutsche Sozialbudget Uber einen Dreigeneratioitesnn®, also etwa 70 Jahre,
weitgehend konsistent durchzurechnen. Die LangeZdékorizonts ist angesichts der zur
Verfigung stehenden modernen Mittel natirlich Ke#sonderes Verdienst; erst sie lasst
aber bestimmte Ruckschlisse auf den heutigen Siam8ozialgesetzgebung zu, die sonst
so nicht méglich waren, und auf die im Bericht aeigneter Stelle hingewiesen wird.

Der Generaldirektor des IAA, Juan Somavia, danldnaBeteiligten fiir die produktive,
unkomplizierte und ausgesprochen reibunglose Kadper, ohne die die Ergebnisse
dieses Berichts nicht zustande gekommen waren.

Mit der interdependenten Modellierung von gesetdicRenten-, Kranken-, Pflege- und
Arbeitslosenversicherung werden unter Einbindung Beamtenversorgung etwa 80
Prozent des deutschen Sozialbudgets explizit im odeaphischen und
makrodkonomischen Kontext abgebildet. Die durchigegéin Modellierungsarbeiten

8 Erlaubnis zur Zusammenarbeit wurde freundlichesweérteilt von Professor Gisela Farber,
Direktorin, Lehrstuhl fir Wirtschaftliche Staatse&mschaften, insbesondere Allgemeine
Volkswirtschaftslehre und Finanzwissenschaft an dddeutschen Hochschule fir
Verwaltungswissenschaften, Speyer.

° Erlaubnis zur Zusammenarbeit wurde freundlichesevairteilt von Dr. Roland Berntzen, Leiter
des Referats Sozialbudget, BMAS.
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beruhen z. T. auf komplexen Programmierungsansatden die tatsachlichen
Interdependenzen innerhalb des Sozialbudgets smitiseiner «Aussenwelt» moglichst
korrekt und sinnvoll darstellen; im Berichtsteil rdiiauf eine entsprechende methodik-
zentrierte Darstellung weitgehend verzichtet; dilegs lasst sich dies nicht immer ganz
vermeiden.

Es ist schliesslich auf die Grenzen des Modelligsansatzes hinzuweisen. Diese Grenzen
liegen zum einen in der Ausserachtlassung der gno3hemen Klima, Energie- und
Lebensmittelsicherung (einschliesslich Wasser) der Setzung der langfristigen
wirtschaftlichen Annahmen, obwohl diese Themen ldaws direkte oder indirekte
Auswirkungen auf die Entwicklung der deutschen ‘guolktschaft haben duerften. ILO-
SEC/SOC hofft, eine gewisse Bandbreite moglichenftiger Entwicklungen durch die
Szenariotechnik abgefangen zu haben.

Desweiteren liegen Grenzen der Aussagefahigkeit déodellergebnisse im
Modellierungsansatz der Grundsicherung (Sozialilidgie nur kursorisch abgebildet
werden konnte. Es ist davon auszugehen, dass digenkbng des gesetzlichen
Rentenniveaus und des Niveaus der Beamtenversorgungukunft zu zuséatzlicher
Inanspruchnahme von Sozialhilfeleistungen auf Gadeibzw. Gemeindeverbandsebene
fuhrt. Ein  entsprechendes, die Verteilung kinftigeHaushaltseinkommen
bertcksichtigendes Modellierungsinstrumentariumdatiir Zwecke dieses Berichts nicht
zur Verfiigung'® Es ist aber der Tendenz nach mit einer entspreeme&rhéhung der
Sozialleistungsquote in allen drei Szenarien zuhmen, wobei die Anhebung im
pessimistischen Szenario am hdchsten, im optiroistis am niedrigsten sein dirfte. In
Bezug auf das Inlandsprodukt duerfte sich diesdéekEfin einer Grossenordnung von
maximal 1 bis 2 Prozentpunkten zusatzlicher Sasilingsquote bewegen.

Drittens ist darauf hinzuweisen, dass auf eine Miedeng der Einnahmen und Ausgaben
einer weiterenInstitution «Riester-Rentesbewusst verzichtet wurde, da nach der
ESSPROSS Methodik von EUROSTAT noch nicht klar @, die Leistungen von
«Riesterprodukten» ins Sozialbudget einbezogenemekdnnen.

Schliesslich wird darauf hingewiesen, dass es e@&blte Modellierungsansatz prinzipiell
erlaubt, Einflusse der gegenwartigen globalen Fkase auf das deutsche Sozialbudget
zu berechnen. Hierauf wurde jedoch aus im weséeticwei Grinden verzichtet: erstens
konzentriert sich dieser Bericht auf langfristigentieicklungen der Finanzen des
Sozialbudgets; die Schlussfolgerungen, die aus Berechnungen gezogen werden
kénnen, durften solange nicht allzusehr auf einligkgs Krisenszenario reagieren, wie
angenommen werden darf, dass die Krise kurzfrigigduft und nicht desastros auf die
Realwirtschaft wirkt; zweitens ist anzunehmen, ddssseninduzierte langfristige
Wirkungen auf das Sozialbudget zum grossen Teitldumnsere pessimistische Variante
abgedeckt werden; insoweit als dies nicht der iBgliwerden einige der Vorschlage, die
wir zur Reform der Finanzierung des Sozialbudgetshan, umso dringender.

% Hinzu kommen die folgenden grundsétzlichen Schigkeiten einer Abschatzung und damit
einer adaquaten Modellierung: die Daten der GR¥gdasoch keine Riickschlisse darauf zu, wie
gross der Personenkreis sein kénnte, bei dem andgiles sinkenden Rentenniveaus die kinftige
Rente unterhalb des Grundsicherungsniveaus liedgeh selbst bei Personen, die dann eine Rente
aus der GRV unterhalb der Grundsicherung erhalterdewn, ist unbekannt, ob sie einen Anspruch
geltend machen, d aim Alter Andere Einkommensquoeligrhanden sein kénnen; schliesslich hat
ein Grossteil der Alten, die bereits heute einen@sicherung erhalten, Giberhaupt keinen Anspruch
auf eine Rentenleistung und ist daher von der Atssgdes Rentenniveaus nicht betroffen.
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Executive summary

The social budgét comprises all social benefits paid in Germany206, the total sum
of benefits paid amounted to about 700.2 billioar&bout 8500 € per inhabitatt.This
corresponded to social expenditureatio of 30.3 per cent?

Revenue collected in order to finance the benefit®unted to about 730.3 billion € or
about 8865 € per inhabitant. This correspondedbimua31.5 per cent of GDP and a
(positive) balance of 30 billion € or slightly oveiper cent of GDP.

Historically, the ratio is relatively high; at tlsame time, however, it is 2006 already in a
phase of cyclical decline. In our calculations tihynamics of the decline is mainly
reflected by the assumed further reduction of ureympent (down to a minimum
amount), and related reduced expenses on unemphbyamal related benefits, while
accompanied by a simultaneous increase of empldymdnch, in the mid- to longer-
term, is (only) limited by labour supply.

Social budget expenditure

Over the long run thelevelopmenbf the social expenditure ratio is essentiallyngei
determined by the structural impacts stemming fritv@ reforms in social legislation
during the first half of the current decade, andighdy before, which have been modelled
in the context of the assumed demographic and escressumptions (three scenarios).

Details are being presented in the main body ofe¢pert. A first overview is provided by
figure 1.

1 Methodological explanations can be found inglessaryby the end of this report.

12 Bundesministerium fiir Arbeit und Soziales (HrsgSozialbudget 2006 Tabellenauszug.
Eigenverlag. Mai 2007. http://www.bmas.bund.de (dimad) [Federal Ministry of Labor and
Social Affairs (ed.): Social budget 2006. Table eapt. May 2007. http://www.bmas.bund.de
(download), in German]

13 Social budget expenditure in per cent of nominaPG
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Figure 1.

Per cent of GDP
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Development of the social expenditure ratio 1960 to 2070 — three scenarios
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart1960-2070-b-p-o(2)].

In summary, our results show that the social exjperedratio

In the baseline, stabilizes in the long-run dliglabove historically known levels.
This variant is characterized by a medium assumpba labour productivity,
moderate annual net migration of plus 100,000 persmd a fertility rate converging
towards 1800 children per 1,000 wom¥&h;

In the pessimistic scenario, characterized byurassl slightly lower labour
productivity, net migration of plus 50,000 pers@na., and stabilization of fertility at
present levels, levels out at around 2 to 3 peacgnpoints above the baseline; and

Falls significantly and, thus, clearly differ®in the results of the other two variants,
only in the optimistic scenario, which assumestiaddy high labour productivity,
annual net migration of plus 200,000 persons arttiliie converging against
reproduction levels (2100 children per 1000 women),

The following sequence of figures (2a, 2b, 2c) ee8 the above summarized
developments by the main expenditure blocks (fonsli of the SB:

* The ILO population model functions such that ih&riants mainly persons in active ages
immigrate, taking with them a certain number ofldtgn, while elder persons (net) leave the
country. The different fertility assumptions relédewomen aged 15 to 49; all three variants assume
in future identical mortality rates. Further expsions follow in the main body of the report. See
also International Labour Offic&he ILO Population Projection Model (ILO-PQOPA Technical
Guide (Version 1.1. 8/2002). The International Ricial and Actuarial Service (ILO-FACTS),
Financial, Actuarial and Statistical Services Bfan8ocial Protection Sector, International labor
Office, Geneva, 2002.
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Figure 2a. Development of the social expenditure ratio by functions 1960 to 2070 — baseline
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart1960-2070-b(2)].

Figure 2b. Development of the social expenditure ratio by functions 1960 to 2070 — pessimistic scenario
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart1960-2070-p(2)).
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Figure 2c. Development of the social expenditure ratio by functions 1960 to 2070 — optimistic scenario
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart1960-2070-0 (2)].

The three variants imply significantly differentwddopments of the relative financial
weights of the policy areas represented by the dantiprogrammes: in the baseline, the
two functions that traditionally dominate in Gerrgatas well as internationally), i.e.
health and old-age, continue to do so in future iaedease their combined share in the
total SB from around 75 per cent now to around 80 gent in the long run; in the
optimistic scenario, the two functions’ combinedushin the SB declines to below 75 per
cent and, thus, provides space for benefit impr@rémor changes in policy preferences;
in the pessimistic scenario, the joint weight of tiwo functions grows even further to
almost 85 per cent share in the SB. (Figure 3)
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Per cent of social budget

Figure 3.  Joint share of functions «health» and «old-age and survivors» in the total social budget -
three scenarios
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‘+ Baseline —=— Pessimistic scenario Optimistic scenario ‘

Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xIs, Chart5(2)].

Chart 1 indicates on a qualitative basis variationpolicy weights to be expected in the
long run as a result of changing financial weigimsong different social functions of the
social budget. (Also see tables 4d to 4f in thesann

Chart1. Long-term changes in the financial weight of the most important policy areas under the SB
(each in comparison to the other two scenarios)

Policy area Baseline Pessimistic scenario Optimistic scenario
Family + -- 4
Health 0 ++ --
Employment - ++ 4+ .-
Old-age and survivors 0 ++ --
Source: ILO.

Reading aid to chart 1:

0 Policy areanaintainsits financial weight in the long run

+ Policy areancreasests financial weight in the long run

++ Policy areancreasests financial weight in the long rumuch
+++ Policy areancreasests financial weight in the long rwrery much

- Policy arealecreaseds financial weight in the long run

-- Policy arealecreasedts financial weight in the long rumuch

--- Policy arealecreaseds financial weight in the long rwery much
each celin comparison to the other two scenarios
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Social budget revenue

Figure 3a.

Per cent of GDP

35

The revenue structure of the social budget claafects the explicit tripartite financing
structure of the German social state. While maoatest disposing of a social protection
system (and related legislation) similar to the oh&ermany concentrate spending, like
Germany, on the areas of health, retirement incdamgily benefits and financially less
important areas (like unemployment or individual/guay alleviation), there are partially
remarkable differences on the revenue side, wham grobably be explained by the
objective to charge the cost of social securityhi® production factors in a different way
than it is currently done in Germany.

Germany’s social budget has been financed in teelpaone third out of contributions of

the insured, one third out of employer contribusioand one third out of state (public)

transfers. Employer participation has over receetry slightly decreased, while

contributions of the insured maintained a stablaresli{both against the European trend)
and public transfers increased.

It is noted that the German social budget has awamaintained a positive balance
(difference between revenue and expenditure). Bleulkations as carried out on the basis
of our demographic and economic assumptions shatGkrmany’s social budget also in
future disposes of sufficient resources to finagxgenditure. Theocial revenue ratiovill
always be at least around ¥z to 1% percentage poigt®r than the social expenditure
ratio. Thus, concerning level and development efgbcial revenue ratio we refer to the
explanations given for the social expenditure rétae above).

The sequence of figures, below (3a, 3b, 3c), pewidn overview of long-term revenue
trends by structure and dynamics of important camepts.

Development of the social revenue ratio by components 1960 to 2070 — baseline
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W Contributions by beneficiaries @ Other contributions by the insured B Public transfers O Other revenue

Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart6(2)].
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Figure 3b. Development of the social revenue ratio by components 1960 to 2070 - pessimistic scenario
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Figure 3c. Development of the social revenue ratio by components 1960 to 2070 — optimistic scenario
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [ Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart§(2)].

While transfers from general revenue to the sootadget remain at levels of between
about 11 and 12 per cent of GDP they show cleastynguished dynamics, by scenario, in
their development in detail, which can mainly belaied by the interlude among the
transfers paid to thgeneral systemgSPI, SHI) with the tax-financed expenditure under

the functionfamily, which react especially sensitive to the set agsioms under each
scenario on demography and economy (Figure 4).
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Figure 4.

Per cent of GDP
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Development of public transfers to the social budget — three scenarios
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [ Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart9(2)].

Interpretation of results: social budget expenditur e

From macro-financial and macro-economic points iefwthe results of our calculations
are not spectacular: under both the baseline argsirpistic scenarios the social
expenditure ratio will continue to hover arounddisvslightly above 30 per cent of GDP,
i.e. around values that have in Germany been stdrmger the period 1975 to 2005. In
other words, large parts of the macroeconomic mb@aDP) will continue to be used for
the provision of social benefits and services; #émel expected resulting burden of the
German economy in future compares well to levelhwihich the German economy
coped successfully in the past. In the optimistiensirio, the ratio even declines and opens
possibilities of increasing relative benefit leveiduture.

Also, our study does not reveal fundamental imtadarof the financial provisions under
Germany’s social budget with respect to the chapgipulation structure. In other words,
the social budget will continue to allocate theilade resources appropriately to those
age groups especially dependent on social bergfttservices. In order to investigate this
issue more closely we tentatively calculated thatiree shares of the social budget that are
allocated to the age groups 0 to 19, 20 to 64 6&d(table 1), where

* age group 0 to 19 represents those persons degesrdfamily and related benefits,

* 65+ represents those dependent on retiremenmiecand

e 20 to 64 represents those producing GDP.

All groups depend, with differing intensity, on Iteaservices (chapter 4).

The applied method allows for estimating roughlg ttactive» age group’s (20 to 64) net
financial welfare state burden. The net financiaiden is calculated as the total social
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budget minus the share of the social budget (egptem per cent of GDP) that flows to
the active age group. It reflects the amount begdlistributed, net, from the actives to the
non-actives.

We are aware of the fact that the groups are arbjtrchosen; for example, in reality
family benefits are eligible to persons aged ove@r dnd retirement benefits are being
awarded to persons below 65. Accordingly, our dat@ns contain normative elements
responding to questions like: «What would be the-i@ated allocation of the social
budget ifall (i.e. not just «most» or «almost all») benefitsrevpaid conditional on the
chosen age group?» However, we trust our calcaloe meaningful as (1) most benefits
can be considered correctly allocated by age grangs(2) the government have already
undertaken steps aiming at more age-focused payafidmnefits (examples are: family
benefits (focus on additional kindergarten plaggsployment (reduction of active labour
market measures); old-age benefits (increase afemstnt age)). With respect to the
allocation of health services by age groups, camfpirical estimation was possible on
the basis of utilization rates and average costs@&act by age-groups.

Our calculations show that between 2010 and 2040,adver the period of strongest
demographic change

* In the baseline, (i) the net share in GDP reittisted through the social budget («net
social burden») and (ii) the share of persons a@ydd 19 and 65+ in the total
population («dependent population») both incregsdoper cent;

* In the pessimistic scenario, the net social buridereases by 28 per cent, while the
share of the dependent population increases byPdemt;

* In the optimistic scenario, the net social buritereases by 15 per cent, while the
share of the dependent population increases byfZemt.

In other words, in the baseline as well as in thespnistic scenario social expenditure
increases with the needs of a growing share ofaBpailependent population; the result
under the optimistic scenario confirms that undes scenario there could be space for
benefit improvements (Table 1a). For details wertd tables 4q to 4s in the annex.

ILO-TF-FRG-R1
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Table 1. Social budget by age groups - three scenarios

Year 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070
Baseline Baseline
Per cent of GDP allocated via SB to age group
SB allocated to age group 0-19 41 3.7 3.9 43 4.4 46 4.6
SB allocated to age group 20-64 8.4 7.3 6.7 6.3 6.1 5.9 58
SB allocated to age group 65+ 15.7 17.2 19.5 21.0 21.3 20.5 19.0
Total SB in per cent of GDP 28.2 28.0 29.9 31.3 31.6 30.7 29.2
Net burden of age group 20 to 64 19.9 20.8 23.2 25.0 25.5 24.8 235
Age group as per cent of total population
Persons in age group 0-19 in per cent of total 18.6 16.9 16.8 17.6 18.1 18.9 19.9
Persons in age group 20-64 in per cent of total 60.9 60.1 54.8 50.7 49.6 495 50.3
Persons in age group 65+ in per cent of total 205 23.0 284 317 323 315 29.8
Total population 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Population aged 0 to 19 and 65+ 39.1 39.9 45.2 49.3 50.4 50.5 49.7

Pessimistic scenario
Per cent of GDP allocated via SB to age group

Pessimistic scenario

SB allocated to age group 0-19 4.2 3.9 3.8 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6
SB allocated to age group 20-64 8.9 8.3 7.7 7.2 7.0 6.8 6.6
SB allocated to age group 65+ 16.1 17.8 204 22.3 23.6 23.6 231
Total SB in per cent of GDP 29.2 30.0 31.8 33.1 34.2 34.0 33.3

Net burden of age group 20 to 64 20.3 21.7 24.1 25.9 27.2 27.2 26.7

Age group as per cent of total population

Persons in age group 0-19 in per cent of total 18.6 16.8 15.6 14.5 14.0 13.9 13.9
Persons in age group 20-64 in per cent of total 60.9 59.9 55.1 51.6 50.4 49.7 49.9
Persons in age group 65+ in per cent of total 20.5 23.3 29.3 33.9 35.7 36.3 36.2
Total population 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Population aged 0 to 19 and 65+ 39.1 40.1 44.9 48.4 49.6 50.3 50.1

Optimistic scenario

Optimistic scenario .
Per cent of GDP allocated via SB to age group

SB allocated to age group 0-19 41 4.1 49 5.0 5.2 54 5.2
SB allocated to age group 20-64 8.2 71 6.5 6.0 59 5.6 54
SB allocated to age group 65+ 15.5 16.2 17.8 17.5 17.0 15.9 14.3
Total SB in per cent of GDP 21.7 274 29.1 28.5 28.1 26.9 249

Net burden of age group 20 to 64 19.5 20.3 22.6 22.5 22.2 21.2 19.5

Age group as per cent of total population

Persons in age group 0-19 in per cent of total 18.6 18.9 21.3 219 228 244 248
Persons in age group 20-64 in per cent of total 61.0 59.1 52.8 50.4 50.4 50.5 525
Persons in age group 65+ in per cent of total 204 221 259 21.7 26.8 25.2 227
Total population 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Population aged 0 to 19 and 65+ 39.0 40.9 47.2 49.6 49.6 49.5 47.5

Source: Deutschlandmodell; also see tables 4q, 4r and 4s in the annex.

Interpretation of results: social budget revenue

Because of the assumed decline in unemploymentitioentribution rate will be reduced
significantly over the mid- to longer term; in thpessimistic scenario it will remain,
however, at levels between 3% and 4 per cent.
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Financing (revenue) of the SPI was calculated @enassumption that no increase must
take place of the legal contribution rate beyondp22 cent of contributive wages and

salaries; this assumption has stabilizing effectgh® pension replacement rate (via the
pensions-in-payment indexation formula) and sinmdtusly results in higher federal

transfers to SPI, which are part of the overallligutvansfers as received by the social
budget.

Under the assumption that the federal transfeh@oSHI will be dynamized in line with
macro-economic income developments the legal dmrttan rate to SHI shows
(nevertheless) a seemingly unavoidable upward tmred the medium to longer term
which, however, remains within manageable leveld aoceptable given the assumed
continuous medical progress (which is driving tbets on the expenditure side of SHI). A
similar result materializes with respect to LTChIQin the optimistic scenario there is a
tendency of falling contribution rates in the longen.

Table 1a contains information on legal contributrate developments as calculated under
the three scenarios.

Table 1a.  Contribution rates under the general systems - three scenarios
Baseline Pessimistic scenario Optimistic scenario
Year SPI SHI  LTCI ul SPI SHI  LTCI ul SPI SHI _ LTCI ul
Per cent of contributive wages and salaries
2010 19.9 14.9 21 24 200 150 21 37 189 150 21 2.1
2020 19.9 14.7 24 1.8 208 149 24 3.5 194 146 23 1.1
2030 22.0 15.6 25 1.9 220 163 26 3.7 206 146 2.3 0.9
2040 220 16.2 2.7 20 220 175 29 3.9 214 152 25 0.9
2050 22.0 16.7 3.0 20 220 180 3.3 4.0 211 15.2 2.7 0.9
2060 22.0 16.6 2.7 20 220 180 3.0 43 203 157 25 0.9
2070 220 16.0 22 2.1 220 178 25 47 189 157 21 1.1

Source: Deutschlandmodell.

It is obvious, at given demographic developmertist the level of contribution rates
depends on the economic development, i.e. espeaialithe level of labour supply and
employment rates, which dynamically increase in thptimistic scenario while
accompanied by higher labour productivity.

Taking into account the results for the contribatrates public transfers will be increased
— those to SPI according to formula and (during grase of assumed maximum
contribution rate of 22 per cent [see Chart 2]ptigh deficit coverage, those to SHI
according to assumptiofT; furthermore, public transfers included in the abdiudget
consist to a large extent of family benefits whiahe mainly determined, in their
development over time, by the numbers of childred gouth assumed under the three
scenarios. In comparison to nominal GDP the ineredsiggregate state transfers remains

> The employment agency (BA) does not need pubdiasfiers anymore for deficit coverage;
ALG?2 is being paid out of taxation, and is consatepublic transfer (subsidy) in the social budget
methodology. ALG2 payments decline in all threense®s because of declining unemployment
and because ALG2 benefits are indexed with inffatio
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Table 1b.

moderate such that we don't see additional finangroblems for the state budgétss
long as their revenue follows nominal GDP. Refeeeisamade to figure 4, abové.

As a result the revenue structure of the sociabbtdiill not change much in comparison
to the developments as observed after German atidic the tripartite organisation of the
German social state will also in future be reflddtethe social budget revenue.

However, a significant discrepancy is observed betwstatutory contribution rates and
contributions actually paid by employers and emeé&syin per cent of macroeconomic
output (Table 1b).

Actual employer and employee social security contributions in per cent of GDP -
three scenarios

Social security contributions actually paid

Year Sum Employers Employees  Sum Employers Employees Sum Employers Employees
Baseline Optimistic Scenario Pessimistic Scenario
%
2010 13.4 7.0 6.4 13.0 6.8 6.2 13.9 7.3 6.6
2020 13.3 6.9 6.4 12.9 6.6 6.2 14.2 7.4 6.8
2030 14.6 7.5 71 13.9 71 6.8 15.0 7.7 7.2
2040 149 7.6 7.3 141 7.2 7.0 15.3 79 7.4
2050 15.0 7.6 7.3 13.9 7.0 6.9 15.4 79 75
2060 14.7 7.5 7.2 131 6.6 6.5 14.9 7.6 7.3
2070 141 7.2 7.0 12.0 6.1 6.0 14.2 7.3 6.9

Source: Deutschlandmodell.

Interpretation of results: impacts on unit labour ¢ osts
and net real wages

The impact odabour costdevelopment of the estimated development of dauiion rates

is in all three scenarios marginal. In comparisonat hypothetical scenario in which
employer contributions (as a percentage of theonatiaverage wage) were kept constant
in the long run labour unit costsdevelop in all three scenarios only marginallytdasin

all variants the deviation (of growth rates of labaunit costs) from the hypothetical
scenario remains within limits between plus 0.1 &r®iper cent annually; in most years
deviations are almost not measurable.

The labour income share in GDP (compensation ofl@meps in per cent of nominal
GDP) hovers in all three scenarios around 50 pet; aethe optimistic scenario it remains
in all years below 50 per cent.

In assuming a constant average wage tax rate beepiojection period the simulated
increases in contribution rates have a slightly plamng effect omet wagesThe effects

16 Budgets of the federal and state governments.

7 Figure 4 contains family benefits and other trarsfind federal transfers to SPI and SHI; it also
contains the payments under ALG2.

18 Unit labour costs = (compensation of employeasnilver of employees) / (real GDP / number of
employed).

XXVi

ILO-TF-FRG-R1



are mirroring those on labour unit costs. In thespaistic scenario one might expect net
real wages to decline over extended periods, pgapng the situation of the past two
decades. This could be the case, especially, iSthiemakes use of the possibility to levy
additional contributions on the insured (maximuni per cent); this scenario was not
calculated.

Conclusions with respect to social budget expenditu re

Figure 5.

From a financial point of view the German sociallpet can be considered as consolidated
(expenditure side). On the basis of our calculatiesults, further reductions of benefit
provisions, aiming at stabilizing expenditure leyehre not necessary and could be
counter-productive also with respect to domestanemic development$’

Within Europe Germany belongs to those twelve agemtwith a social expenditure ratio
of 25 per cent and more (figure 5). In other wofdsrmany’s social expenditure is high in
international comparison. However, in national adlvas international comparison, the
effects of the expenditure (including its finandingn enhancing productivity and
stabilizing incomes must not be undervalued.

Social expenditure ratios in international comparison, 2005
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Therefore, a first possible conclusion is, thatgbeiety can now trust in the rational of the
measures taken and let the social budget develsicdlly as legislate&’ In assuming
that the measures as taken in old-age and headlikldtion in order to strengthen
individual responsibility as well as the strategitanges in labour market policies will
unfold, over the medium to longer term, certainifpges economic effects (that to assess
was not the purpose of this report) such a sodilitypstrategy could be communicated as
compromise between the economic and social reqaimeresulting from demographic
change.

Second, our results show that there could everotwa ffor benefit improvements also in
future. The long-term increase of the relative amewf primary resources re-distributed
through the social budget does not seem to excemabmically acceptable limits. Areas
for possible action could be old-age and employment

Benefit improvements appear justifiable in the astald-age as otherwise an increase in
poverty levels at old age will emerge in the lomg.rin this context revisions of the
decision to increase statutory retirement age megken the concentration of benefits on
the higher age groups of the populatfdrBenefit improvements could instead aim at
principally avoiding individual old-age pensionsvier than social assistance standard rates
or below a defined social minimuabovesocial assistance. To achieve this, one could
explore changing the present pension formula bydhicing a flat component, identical
for all retirees, and to be regularly indexed witRl developments. Given the usually long
transition periods that must be honoured in oldiageme security systems reform steps
would have to be taken soon in order to guaraiaetihe generation presently entering the
labor markets can later take advantage accordingly.

In the area offunction employmena flexicurity concept could aim at balancing the
interests of the economy with respect to requinee-wise, spacial as well as skills and
training related flexibility with the income sedyriinterests of labor (chapter 6). Such
reform is, of course, primarily “structural” but wld probably not be implemented
neutrally with respect to required resources; egigre amounts under function
employment would increase, not the least, becautige(benefits to be paid during the no-
employment spells could be significantly above pnésinemployment benefit rates (this
would be the price to be paid in return for labohigher flexibility) and (ii) the
infrastructure to be maintained in order to guagar(f) close interlinkages between those
offering and those looking for work places as veall(b) training capacities (which, both,
is essential to the flexicurity concept). The cqiae especially interesting from the point
of view of financing the social budget (revenue)itasvould guarantee, depending on
concrete implementation, steady contribution paysieof the employed over their
respective individual life-cycledespite labor markets’ increased flexibility

Conclusions with respect to social budget revenue

Independent from possible conclusions to be dramwthe expenditure side a reform of the
financing of Germany'’s social budget appears necgss any case.

The reason basically roots in the insecurity aloefuture development of the structure of
the German labor market in its interdependency witier markets in a globalized world.

2 The measures foreseen in the SHI were taken atodum our calculations as far as these were
considered quantifiable.

2L Our calculations with respect to the future depeient of the number of pensions in payment
demonstrate the extent to which this policy casiecessful under given legislation.
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If it were justified to trust, with some higher &wof confidence, the set assumptions on
future employment levels, and herein especially #&sumptions on the future
development of the number of contributors, themeti® contribution rate development
under the pessimistic scenario could be considagdnanageable; after all, plus 7
percentage points of contributions building up oeeperiod of 40 years can not be
considered dramatic, especially if this is (i) aule of improved benefits and services of
the health system and (ii) owed to demographicstitimm which, after its termination,
opens space for contribution rate reductions.

Currently, however, such robustness of setting tiadeassumptions seems no longer be
given. Especially, it can not be excluded that tatmarkets will be exposed to further
flexibility moves, which — in the German contexteuld result in a reduction (compared
to the scenario assumptions) of the number of yetakes contributive to social security.

Furthermore, we assumed in our model that the llgib increase of retirement ages is
paralleled by according increases in labour margetticipation and employment
(contributors) in the higher ages; if reality woylbve, in deviating from our assumption,
that enterprises continue to opt for the juvenite®yed labour force, then a serious (new)
social policy problem would emerge the solutiorwdiich would require more financial
resources. Another problem is the assumption olttheaging in the health sub-model,
which, again, might be proven wrong by reality, ahds potentially implying higher
health costs in the long run.

It adds that all results depend on the assumphiah Germany’s domestic wage policies
will in future be based on (domestic nominal avejdgbour productivity development for
all employees. If trade unions and employer orgamimativould not pursue such a policy
nation-wide (i.e. not only in selected sectorsenttour contribution rate calculations
(projections) were obsolete, in which case contidlourates to SPI, SHI and LTCI would
increase and no benefit improvements would be plassi

Finally, it must be mentioned that in all variargsgen in the pessimistic scenario, the set
assumptions inherently comprise an «optimisticsbiasthat they ignore the possibility of
business cycles or more significant structural eatin crises. Such events will, however,
also in future impose their impact on the finanoéshe social budget? Despite their
appearance in reality, it is difficult to map susituations in simulation calculations, as
undertaken for this report. With respect to the-mmtusion of calculations addressing the
specific aspects of the current global financiaisrsee foreword / Vorwort.

As a consequence of the above listed insecuritiesur model calculations it may be

advisable to reconsider the financial basis ofGleeman social state with a view to replace
its dependence on labour income by a basis thaitentially more robust with respect to

the future labor market insecurities.

Alternative financial sources

With respect to the financing of a higher sociapenditure ratio there are mainly the
following three measures available:

22 5cholz, W. and Drouin, A.Regular adjustment of financial parameters of sbgietection
systems in volatile inflationary environmeniis: International Social Security Review, 1/98IV
51, No. 1, 1998, pp. 47 to 71. Blackwell Publishérkis essay describes an extreme economic
situation in which social security systems mightemgling up; however, such exceptional situation
appears world wide on average in about one or bwmicies, annually.
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1. The additional expenditure of the social budgmild be paid through inclusion of
other (non-labour) income into the financing base;

2. In addition, the contribution assessment ceslinghich have been constitutional to
Germany’s social protection system, could be abells contribution assessment
ceilings mirror old structures of relatively eqiratome distribution and in a situation
of growing income inequality contribute substatyigb the increase of the legal
contribution rates for mid- and low income earnghile favouring higher incomes;

3. In addition, the tax-financed share of the ddmig@get could be increased.

Potential of reducing contribution rates

On a purecalculatory basisthe above measures, when taken together, sigaificant
potential for reducing present statutory contrilautirates If one assumes, specifically,
National Income (in German SNA definition) as theahcial basis of the social budget the
total contribution rate could be reduced, in bdit baseline and the pessimistic scenario,
to slightly above 30 per cent (in the maximum),+ebg, it is understood that about 1/3 of
total social expenses would continue to be finanoetl of taxation. On the same
assumption, for SPI and SHI alone the combinedritrion rate could be reduced to
around 25 per cent.

We would like to point out that the above estimagiof contribution rates have not been
endogenously calculated with our mod&lsut, rather, they are the result of comparative-
static calculations outside the applied modélespecially, these calculations do not take
into account possible behavioural net-effects afngrs and losers among economic actors
(private households, enterpris&sthat might be affected by the measures 1 to 30,Ats
must be mentioned that GDP and National Incomestatistical items; in a legislative
context, contribution rate calculations must, hogrewe based on primary incomes that
are actually accessible in an administrative sdmsdhe tax (contribution) collecting
authorities. Furthermore, the estimations are vatily as long as the measures under 1 to
3 can be implemented without expenditure increases.

Social pension insurance

Broadening the financing base of the social budgétout increasing expenditure (in
comparison to status-quo) is, in the SPI, only fdssf the inclusion of additional primary
incomes is not equivalent with coverage of addalogroups of persons; respective
proposals have been intensely discussed in thecatep literature («earmarked tax on the
return on capital — Maschinenbeitrag», «contrimgior earmarked tax on value-added -
Wertschopfungsabgabe»); meanwhile, the questiorthedf administrative applicability

% Especially, the estimations are not results ofglied pension and health insurance models.

24 One might, therefore, interprete these contributiates as materializing in a new equilibrium
after implementation of the said measures — wiidedstimations disregard substitution effects on
labor—, capital- and goods and services marketanight result from changed incentive structures.

% With respect to the inclusion of such effects, #rer potential impacts, see, for example: Fehr,
Hans und Heinrich Jess (2006): Health premiumseatth contributions? An evaluation of health
care reform options in Germany. Schmollers Jahri§izb.), Heft 1, S. 21-57.
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appear to be solve®f. Also, inclusion of additional primary incomes mumsit result in
higher individual entittements of the insured; lballiy this would probably require not
only (partial) abolition of the equivalency prinlgpbetween contributions paid and
benefits received but also the stipulation of maximbenefits (e.g. by replacing present
contribution assessment ceilings whiknefit assessment ceilinggn the unemployment
insurance problems would occur analogously.

Social health insurance/long-term care insurance

In SHI, solutions similar to SPI are consideredsiue. Indeed, it is much more difficult
than under SPI for the legislator to foresee pésdiehavioural reactions of the insured
and of service providers. Therefore, increasesaith expenditure as a result of widening
the financing basis of the health insurance cabeoéxcluded with the same theoretical
rigour as under SPI. The tasks of controlling cegie improving services quality in the
health system and, at the same time, provide dijeitccess to modern health services to
all citizens may become more difficult as a resiltjs expected, however, that the
implementation in 2009 of the «health fund» in litvdy run contributes positively to those
tasks. Therefore, we expect that broadening thenéial basis (revenue) of the function
health of the social budget is possible while pakalxpenditure expansion can be avoided.
With respect to the LTCI analogous consideratiqgdya

Unemployment insurance/function employment

Under Ul a reduction of the contribution rate appeanevitable». Broadening its financial
basis would be necessary for systematic reasooasi respective steps were taken under
SPI and SHI. Also, this issue emerges in case oimgrlementation of the flexicurity
concept. For reasons described above its realizataild inevitably lead towards higher
expenditure — in comparison to our status-quo taticms of function employment — and
result, accordingly, in a higher social expendittato. Questions of equivalence between
contributions paid and benefits received would @aly a minor role (other than in SPI).

Well prepared for future reforms

The results of our calculations, and the above idenations, indicate that after the
measures of financial consolidation taken in thet pa further reforms are necessary that
would require a néf reduction of existing benefit provisions.

To the contrary, measures that would result indasing the social expenditure ratio
appear financially possible; they should be origntevards avoiding future poverty at old-
age and / or respond to labour's enhanced incoroerise needs under the flexibility
requirements of changing labor markets.

However, priority should be given to reforms on tlesenue side of Germany’s social
budget. Improvements of benefits seem not to benirip the short rui® Indeed, in the

% See, for example: Bussmann, Ludwig, Walter A.S.ciKoand Perygrin WarnekeDer
Wertschopfungsbeitrag zur Finanzierung der ges#eh RentenversicherungCampus.
Frankfurt/New York, 1992.

" In principle, we would not exclude reforms aimimigchanging the structure of the social budget,
for example by reducing the share spent on oldiag&vour of the share spent on youth and
children.
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reality of the German social state revenue and rekpge of the social budget are
intimately interwoven and, thus, a reform of theeois difficult to achieve without
reforming the other. Nevertheless, new financintioms should be explored.

Germany finds itself in a favourable strategic aiton when compared to systems based
only (or primarily) on private, fully funded schemeéOn the one hand, the German PAYG
system is secured by a continuously growing dometsthgible capital stock which,
together with a well educated labor force, guamsiteorld-class production (and, thus,
income); on the other, PAYG-systems are generggndo and easily accessible by short-
term policy intervention; this means, legislatisralways in a position to intervene directly
with regard to the scheme benefit levels — not anlyrder to cut benefits but, when
necessary, also through measures that increasétbene

From the point of view of the ILO all reform meassirare adequate and acceptable which
guarantee also in future that Germany fulfills dtdigations resulting from Conventions
Nos. 102 and 128, especially with respect to olel-sgcurity, which Germany has both
ratified. This includes, in principle, reforms aigiat fostering additional individual old-
age savings on fully funded basis long asthese, together with the public system(s)
guaranteecompliance with the minimum standards as defineithé two conventions. The
fulfillment of the requirements of Conventions NA82 and 128 might in future require
additional resources. Our calculations supportctireciusion that the future development
of Germany’s social budget might make that possible

% \We are talking here about structural improvemewntsere considered appropriate, short-term
indexation of benefits, for example under sociaisiance or under “Hartz 1V”, in reaction to the
most recent increases of the prices of food andggnghould of course be possible. The rules as
legislated under SPI should be followed.
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Zusammenfassung der wichtigsten Ergebnisse 2

Die im Sozialbudgef zusammengefassten Sozialleistungen der Bundesilepub
Deutschland betrugen 2006 etwa 700,2 Mrd € oded BB00 € je Einwohnet Dies
entsprach eineBozialleistungsquoteon 30,3 Prozent?

Zur Finanzierung wurden rund 730,3 Mrd € oder r88@5 € je Einwohner aufgewendet.
Dies entsprach einer Beanspruchung des Bruttoiptaddkts (BIP) in H6he von rund
31,5 Prozent und einem Finanzierungsuberschuss30oMrd € oder gut 1 Prozent des
BIP.

Historisch gesehen ist die Quote damit relativ haglbichzeitig befindet sie sich aber
bereits in einer Phase zyklischen Rickgangs, deségmamik bei den
Langfristberechnungen dieses Projekts im weseetticllurch den angenommenen
weiteren Rickgang der Arbeitslosigkeit bis auf erirockelbetrag, bei gleichzeitigem
Beschaftigungsanstieg, der  mittel- bis  langerfyisti (nur)  durch  das
Erwerbspersonenpotential begrenzt wird, bertckgichiurde.

Die Leistungen des Sozialbudgets

Langfristig wird derVerlauf der Sozialleistungsquote wesentlich von den atreken
Wirkungen bestimmt, die von den Reformen in deri@gesetzgebung wéahrend der ersten
Hélfte des laufenden Jahrzehnts, und teilweise amrz&ht davor, ausgehen und im
Rahmen der angenommenen demografischen und okart@nisAnnahmen abgegriffen
werden (drei Szenarien).

Einzelheiten werden im Hauptteil des Berichts basblen. Einen ersten Ueberblick der
Ergebnisse vermittelt Grafik 1.

29 Alle Berechnungen unterstellen Fortgelten des tghbseen Status-quo vom 31. 12. 2006;
wesentliche sozialbudgetwirksame Beschlisse derd@&regierung, soweit bis Herbst 2007
bekannt, sind bertcksichtigt. Dies bedeutet uassdlie jingsten Beschliisse zur voriibergehenden
Aussetzung des «Riesterfaktors» bei den Rentenapges 2008 und 2009 nicht in die
Berechnungen eingegangen sind; die Grossenordrichngladurch ergebender Abweichungen bei
der Berechnung des gesamten Sozialbudgets liegegfritig allerdings im Bereich Ublicher
Prognoseungenauigkeiten.

30 Methodische Erlauterungen befinden sichGinssaram Ende dieses Berichts.

31 Bundesministerium fiir Arbeit und Soziales (HrsgSozialbudget 2006 Tabellenauszug.
Eigenverlag. Mai 2007. http://www.bmas.bund.de (dimad).

32 | eistungen des Sozialbudgets in Prozent des Bnlataiprodukts.
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Grafik 1.
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Entwicklung der Sozialleistungsquote von 1960 bis 2070 — drei Szenarien
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Quelle: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart1960-2070-b-p-o].
Zusammengefasst zeigen unsere Ergebnisse, daSezi#leistungsquote

. In der Basisvariante langfristig eine Tendenz Aiabilisierung etwas oberhalb
historisch bekannter Niveaus aufweist. Diese Vagiast gekennzeichnet durch eine
mittlere  Arbeitsproduktivitditsannahme, einen histt moderat angesetzten
jahrlichen Wanderungssaldbvon plus 100,000 Personen und eine Konvergenz der
Geburtenrate gegen 1800 Kinder je 1000 Frauen;

 Sich im pessimistischen Szenario, gekennzeiclthgth eine etwas niedrigere
Arbeitsproduktivitat, niedrige Nettozuwanderungu§l50,000 Personen p.a.) und
Stabilisierung der Geburtenrate auf gegenwartigenvedli, etwa 2 bis 3
Prozentpunkte Uber derjenigen der Basisvarianfgeaihelt; und

*  Nur im optimistischen Szenario, das eine vergigieeise hohe Arbeitsproduktivitéat
und einen jahrlichen Wanderungsuiberschuss von @0®@rsonen bei gleichzeitiger

¥ Das ILO Bevélkerungsmodell verarbeitet die Wandgesannahmen in allen Varianten derart,
dass Uberwiegend Personen im arbeitsfahigen Aligramdern, diese gleichzeitig eine gewisse
Anzahl von Kindern mitbringen, alte Zuwanderer dasnd (netto) wieder verlassen. Die
unterschiedlichen Fertilitaitsannahmen beziehen aidhdie Kohorte der Frauen im Alter 15 bis 49
Jahre; in allen drei Bevolkerungsvarianten wird vialentischer kinftiger Entwicklung der
Mortalitatsraten ausgegangen. Weitere Erlauterurmgemen gesetzten Annahmen folgen weiter
unten und im Hauptteil des Berichts. Siehe Intéonmal Labour Office:The ILO Population
Projection Model (ILO-POR)A Technical Guide (Version 1.1. 8/2002). The intgional Financial
and Actuarial Servic (ILO-FACTS), Financial, Actisrand Statistical Services Branch, Social
Protection Sector, International labor Office, Gan2002.
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Konvergenz der Geburtenrate zum Reproduktionsniveédi00 Kinder je 1000
Frauen) unterstellt, klar fallt und sich deutlicbnvden Entwicklungen in den beiden
anderen Varianten unterscheidet.

Die folgende Sequenz von Grafiken (2a, 2b, 2c)jtsded oben aufgezeigte summarische
Entwicklung nach den einzelnen grossen Ausgabekéides SB dar:

Grafik 2a.  Entwicklung der Sozialleistungsquote nach Komponenten von 1960 bis 2070 — Basisvariante
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Quelle: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart1960-2070-b).

Grafik 2b.  Entwicklung der Sozialleistungsquote nach Komponenten von 1960 bis 2070 —
Pessimistisches Szenario
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Quelle: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart1960-2070-p).
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Grafik 2c.  Entwicklung der Sozialleistungsquote nach Komponenten von 1960 bis 2070 -
Optimistisches Szenario
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Quelle: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart1960-2070-0].

Die drei Varianten implizieren erheblich unterschighe Entwicklungen des finanziellen
Gewichts des jeweiligen Politikbereichs: wahrendi@r Basisvariante die beiden seit je
her in Deutschland (wie auch international) domerelen Bereiche Gesundheit und Alter
mit einem Anteil von z. Z. etwa 75 Prozent am Gebaoiget auch langfristig dominieren
und auf etwa 80 Prozent des SB zunehmen, sinktrdfgsteil im optimistischen Szenario,
nach vorubergehendem Anstieg, deutlich auf untd?rozent ab und gibt sozusagen Raum
fur Leistungsverbesserungen oder Praeferenz flierandozialpolitische Bereiche; im
pessimistischen Szenario steigt der Anteil der dreiddominierenden Programme
langfristig auf fast 85 Prozent Anteil am SB anrgfik 3)
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Grafik 3. Anteil der Funktionen «Gesundheit» und «Alter und Hinterbliebene» am Gesamtbudget
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Quelle: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart5].

Uebersicht 1 zeigt anhand qualitativer Indikatodeslangfristig zu erwartenden relativen
Veranderungen der finanziellen Gewichte der vierchtigsten Politikbereiche des
Sozialbudgets. (siehe auch Tabellen 4d bis 4f ilakig)

Uebersicht 1.  Langfristige Veranderung des finanziellen Gewichts der wichtigsten sozialpolitischen
Politikfelder (im Vergleich zu den je anderen Szenarien)

Politikfeld Basisvariante Pessimistisches Szenario  Optimistisches Szenario
Familie + - 4
Gesundheit 0 ++ -
Beschéftigung - +++ .-
Alter und Hinterbliebene 0 ++ -
Quelle: 1AA.

Lesehilfe zu Uebersicht 1:

0 Politikfeld behéltsein finanzielles Gewicht langfristig

+ Politikfeld erhdhtsein finanzielles Gewicht langfristig

++ Politikfeld ehdht sein finanzielles Gewicht langfristigark
+++ Politikfeld erhdhtsein finanzielles Gewicht langfristgghr stark

- Politikfeld reduziertsein finanzielles Gewicht langfristig
-- Politikfeld reduziertsein finanzielles Gewicht langfristig stark

--- Politikfeld reduziersein finanzielles Gewicht langfristgghr stark

jeweilsim Vergleich zu den beiden anderen Szenarien

ILO-TF-FRG-R1 XXXVii



Die Einnahmen des Sozialbudgets

Grafik 3a.

35

Die Einnahmenstruktur des Sozialbudgets stellt digezifisch drittelparitatische
Finanzierungsphilosophie des deutschen Sozialstaatesonders deutlicher Weise dar.
Wie Deutschland konzentrieren mehr oder wenigee dlnder, die Uber eine
nennenswerte Sozialgesetzgebung verfligen, diese daf Bereiche Gesundheit,
Alterssicherung, Familienleistungen und finanzieleniger wichtige Bereiche (wie
Arbeitslosigkeit oder einzelfallorientierte Armugswmeidung); die relativen Gewichte der
Einzelbereiche sind dann auch denjenigen des dwrisSozialbudgets nicht undhnlich.
Auf der Finanzierungsseite gibt es z.T. aber dosltlithe Unterschiede, die manchmal,
keineswegs immer, durch das politische Ziel zu&dt sind, die gesamtwirtschaftlichen
Produktionsfaktoren anders mit den Kosten der smziSicherung zu belasten als dies in
Deutschland der Fall ist.

Tatsachlich wurde das deutsche Sozialbudget invéegangenheit in etwa zu je einem
Drittel aus Versichertenbeitrdgen, Arbeitgeberbgén und staatlichen Zuschissen
finanziert. Dabei ist der Anteil der Arbeitgebetb@je an der gesamten Finanzierung des
Sozialbudgets in den letzten Jahren etwas zurUekgem, wahrend die
Versichertenbeitrage in etwa stabil blieben (beml@gegen dem européischen Trend) und
die offentlichen Zuschusse relativ zunahmen.

Es wird angemerkt, dass das deutsche Sozialbudgeéri Vergangenheit immer einen
positiven  Finanzierungssaldo (Ueberschuss) aufwiééach den auf unseren
demographischen und 6konomischen Annahmen beruheBdeechnungen verfligt das
Sozialbudget auch in Zukunft immer Uber ausreickeBthnahmen, deren Niveau dem
vorausgeschatzten Ausgabenniveau folgt. Dabei liggtSoziadinnahmequote immer
mindestens etwa ¥z bis 1% Prozentpunkte hoher alsaistungsquote. Insofern wird auf
die Ausfuhrungen zur Soziailstungsjuote verwiesen (s.0.).

Einen Ueberblick zur langfristigen Einnahmenentiioky nach Struktur und Dynamik
vermittelt die folgende Sequenz von Grafiken (38,3&):

Entwicklung der Sozialeinnahmenquote nach Komponenten von 1960 bis 2070 -
Basisvariante
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Quelle: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart6].
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Grafik 3b.  Entwicklung der Sozialeinnahmenquote nach Komponenten von 1960 bis 2070 -
Pessimistisches Szenario

35
] — —
(]
= R 1 — —
30 4 [ ] ] -
—
-
25
(]

g —
>
8 ===
§ 201 == -E— - B R = R
& = — = — — ol - - ] —]
2 = o g H
8
kel
& 15 4 — 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 —1 1
[}
8
E [ |

5

[o] T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T

1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 2055 2060 2065 2070

@ Tatsachliche Arbeitgeberbeitrage B Unterstellte Beitrage O Arbeitnehmerbeitrage O Beitrage der Selbstandigen
W Beitrage der Leistungsempféanger @ Andere Beitrage der Versicherten B Oeffentliche Mittel O Andere Einnahmen

Quelle: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart7].

Grafik 3c.  Entwicklung der Sozialeinnahmenquote nach Komponenten von 1960 bis 2070 -
Optimistisches Szenario
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Quelle: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xIs, Chart8].

Dabei verharren die staatlichen Zuschiisse an daal®adget bei etwa 11 bis 12 Prozent
des BIP, zeigen aber, je nach Szenario deutlickrscitiedliche Dynamiken im Detail, die
(im wesentlichen) nur aus dem Zusammenspiel dercldiesse an die allgemeinen
Systeme (GRV, GKV) und der steuerfinanzierten fenpolitischen Leistungen, die
jeweils von den gesetzten Rahmenannahmen (Demagrdpékonomie, Arbeitslosigkeit)
stark abhangig sind, erklart werden kdnnen (Gré¥ik
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Grafik 4.
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Entwicklung der staatlichen Zuschiisse an das Sozialbudget — Alle Szenarien
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Quelle: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart9].

Ergebnisinterpretation: Leistungen des Sozialbudget S

Aus makro-fiskalischer und makro-6konomischer Pekpe sind die Ergebnisse
unspektakular: bezieht man sich auf die Basis- hmgsimistische Variante, so wird die
Sozialleistungsquote der Bundesrepublik Deutschinzh weiterhin um ein Niveau von
etwas Uber 30 Prozent schwanken, Werten also, wtib an Zeitraum 1975 bis 2005
durchaus Ublich waren. Die gesamtwirtschaftlichracbte Leistung (BIP) wird also
weiterhin zu erheblichen Teilen fur sozialpolitisclEinkommens- und Sachleistungen
verwendet; und sie wird weiterhin in einem Ausmfsssolche Zwecke verwendet, mit
dem die deutsche Volkswirtschaft in der Vergangéngat zurecht gekommen ist. Im
optimistischen Szenario geht die Sozialleistungsgaariick, was Moglichkeiten erdffnen
konnte, bei gunstiger Bevolkerungsstruktur und #ehd positiver wirtschaftlicher
Entwicklung Leistungen zu verbessern.

Auch zeigen unsere Ergebnisse keine fundamentalegleldhgewichte zwischen
demographischer Entwicklung und der Allokation Magistungen. Mit anderen Worten,
die Resourcen des Sozialbudgets werden angemessgenlieggenigen Altersgruppen
verteilt, die sie bendtigen. Um dies ndher zu wutelen, wurde das Sozialbudget mittels
Hilfsrechnungen den Altersgruppen 0 bis 19 Jahfe,bs 64, und 65+ (Tabelle 1)
zugewiesen, wobei die Gruppe der

0 bis 19jahrigen diejenigen Personen repraséntige speziell auf Familien- und
verwandte Leistungen,

* 65+ diejenigen, die speziell auf Alterseinkirdtegewiesen sind, und

e die Gruppe der 20 bis 64jahrigen diejenigen regméiert, die das
gesamtwirtschaftliche Einkommen (BIP) erzeugen.

Alle Gruppen konsumieren, mit unterschiedlicher ehsitdt, Gesundheitsleistungen
(chapter 4).

x|
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Die angewandte Methode erlaubt es, die Nettosastaller «aktiven» Gruppe der 20 bis
64jahrigen abzuschéatzen. Die Nettosoziallast isnief als die Sozialleistungsquote

minus derjenige Anteil des Sozialbudgets (in Prozieis BIP), der den Aktiven zufliesst.

Die Nettosoziallast reprasentiert dann denjenigetrag, der tatsachlich von den Aktiven
zu den Nicht-Aktiven umverteilt wird, den sie algn Rahmen der Sozialgesetzgebung
vom erzeugten Gesamtprodukt «abgebens.

Es is uns bewusst, dass die Wahl der drei Grupipen gewissen Willkir unterliegt; z.B.
werden Familienleistungen auch an Personen gezdibltalter als 19 Jahre sind und
Altersrenten werden auch an Personen gezahltjidgej sind als 65 Jahre. Entsprechend
enthalt unser Ansatz starke normative ElementeAdte/orten auf Fragen wie «Wie séhe
die Altersallokation des Sozialbudgets aus wenatle Leistungen mit einer
ausschliessenden Altersbedingung (der gewahlteng&eahlt wirden?» Insofern, als die
Zahlung von Leistungen in Wirklichkeit von den gdwtén Altersgruppierungen abweicht,
sind unsere Ergebnisse unscharf. Dennoch glaubemags die Ergebnisse sinnvoll sind,
als (1) die genannte Unscharfe in vielen Fallerhtngehr gross sein dirfte und (2) die
Regierung bereits Schritte unternommen hat, Lejgonstarker auf die genannten
Altersgruppen zu fokussieren (Beispiele sind: Femiéistungen (Kindergartenplatze);
Beschaftigung (Reduzierung von Arbeitsmarktmassraf)m Alter (Anhebung des
Rentenalters)). Hinsichtlich der Allokation von @edheitsleistungen auf Altersgruppen
basieren unsere Schatzungen auf detaillierten irdbonen Uber die Nutzungsraten des
Gesundheitssystems durch die Bevidlkerung nachsgiteppen.

Unsere Berechnungen zeigen, dass zwischen 2012@4@, d.h. wahrend der Periode
grosster demographischer Veranderung:

* Im Basisszenario sowohl Nettosoziallast als adehAnteil der Bevolkerung in den
Gruppen 0 bis 19 und 65+ um 26 Prozent zunehmen;

* Im pessimistischen Szenario, die Nettosoziallas28 Prozent und der Anteil der auf
Sozialtransfers angewiesenen Bevdlkerung (0 bisuf® 65+) um 24 Prozent
zunehmen;

* Im optimistischen Szenario, die Nettosoziallast @5 Prozent zunimmt und der
darauf angewiesene Bevdlkerungsanteil um 27 Prozent

Mit anderen Worten: sowohl im Basis- wie auch insgmistischen Scenario nehmen die
relativen Sozialleistungen mit dem Anteil der aief lsesonders angewiesenen Personen in
etwa parallel zu; das Ergebis im optimistischenn@ge bestatigt, dass bei Eintreffen
seiner  demographischen und  dkonomischen  Annahmenielr&m  fir
Leistungsverbesserungen bestiinde (Uebersicht BsidHtlich weiterer Details wird auf
die Tabellen 4q bis 4s im Annex verwiesen.
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Tabelle 1.  Sozialbudget nach Altersgruppen - drei Szenarien

Jahr 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070
Basisszenario

Basisszenario

Durch Sozialbudget umverteiltes BIP nach Altersgruppen

SB verteilt auf Altersgruppe 0-19 4.1 3.7 3.9 4.3 44 4.6 4.6
SB verteilt auf Altersgruppe 20-64 8.4 7.3 6.7 6.3 6.1 59 58
SB verteilt auf Altersgruppe 65+ 15.7 17.2 19.5 21.0 21.3 20.5 19.0
SB insgesamt in Prozent des BIP 28.2 28.0 29.9 31.3 31.6 30.7 29.2

Nettosoziallast der Altersgruppe 20 bis 64 19.9 20.8 23.2 25.0 25.5 24.8 23.5

Altersgruppen in Prozent der Bevolkerung

Altersgruppe 0-19 in Prozent der Gesamtbevélkerung 18.6 16.9 16.8 17.6 18.1 18.9 19.9
Altersgruppe 20-64 in Prozent der Gesamtbevélkerung 60.9 60.1 54.8 50.7 49.6 495 50.3
Altersgruppe 65+ in Prozent der Gesamtbevélkerung 205 23.0 284 317 323 315 29.8
Gesamtbevélkerung 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Bevélkerung in den Altersgruppen 0 - 19 und 65+ 39.1 39.9 45.2 49.3 50.4 50.5 49.7

Pessimistisches szenario
Durch Sozialbudget umverteiltes BIP nach Altersgruppen

Pessimistisches szenario

SB verteilt auf Altersgruppe 0-19 42 3.9 3.8 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6
SB verteilt auf Altersgruppe 20-64 8.9 8.3 7.7 7.2 7.0 6.8 6.6
SB verteilt auf Altersgruppe 65+ 16.1 17.8 20.4 22.3 23.6 23.6 23.1
SB insgesamt in Prozent des BIP 29.2 30.0 31.8 33.1 34.2 34.0 33.3

Nettosoziallast der Altersgruppe 20 bis 64 20.3 21.7 24.1 25.9 27.2 27.2 26.7

Altersgruppen in Prozent der Bevolkerung

Altersgruppe 0-19 in Prozent der Gesamtbevoélkerung 18.6 16.8 15.6 14.5 14.0 13.9 13.9
Altersgruppe 20-64 in Prozent der Gesamtbevélkerung 60.9 59.9 55.1 51.6 50.4 49.7 49.9
Altersgruppe 65+ in Prozent der Gesamtbevélkerung 205 23.3 29.3 33.9 35.7 36.3 36.2
Gesamtbevélkerung 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Bevdlkerung in den Altersgruppen 0 - 19 und 65+ 39.1 40.1 44.9 48.4 49.6 50.3 50.1

Optimistisches szenario

Optimistisches szenario . .
Durch Sozialbudget umverteiltes BIP nach Altersgruppen

SB verteilt auf Altersgruppe 0-19 4.1 4.1 49 5.0 52 54 5.2
SB verteilt auf Altersgruppe 20-64 8.2 71 6.5 6.0 59 5.6 54
SB verteilt auf Altersgruppe 65+ 15.5 16.2 17.8 17.5 17.0 15.9 14.3
SB insgesamt in Prozent des BIP 21.7 274 291 28.5 28.1 26.9 249

Nettosoziallast der Altersgruppe 20 bis 64 19.5 20.3 22.6 22.5 22.2 21.2 19.5

Altersgruppen in Prozent der Bevolkerung

Altersgruppe 0-19 in Prozent der Gesamtbevélkerung 18.6 18.9 21.3 21.9 228 244 248
Altersgruppe 20-64 in Prozent der Gesamtbevélkerung 61.0 59.1 52.8 50.4 50.4 50.5 525
Altersgruppe 65+ in Prozent der Gesamtbevélkerung 204 221 25.9 21.7 26.8 25.2 22.7
Gesamtbevélkerung 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Bevdlkerung in den Altersgruppen 0 - 19 und 65+ 39.0 40.9 47.2 49.6 49.6 49.5 47.5

Source: Deutschlandmodell; siehe auch Tabellen 4q bis 4s im Annex.

Ergebnisinterpretation: Finanzierung des Sozialbudg ets

Wegen der unterstellten zurlickgehenden Arbeitdtedtigwird der Beitragssatz zur
Arbeitslosenversicherung mittelfristig deutlich @dkgehen; im pessimistischen Szenario
wird er allerdings auf einem Niveau zwischen 3¥ 4rRfozent verharren.
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Die Finanzierung der gesetzlichen Rentenversiclierwurde unter der Annahme
berechnet, dass keine Anhebung des Beitragssaiere2# Prozent des beitragspflichtigen
Entgelts hinaus erfolgt; dies hat, Uber die gembizl Rentenapassungsformel
stabilisierende Wirkungen auf das Rentenniveau uoeavirkt gleichzeitig hoéhere
Bundeszuschiisse, die ein Teil aller ins Sozialbuiigesenden 6ffentlichen Mittel sind.

Unter der Annahme, dass der Bundeszuschuss zur Gé#¥sprechend der
gesamtwirtschaftlichen Entwicklung dynamisiert wimkigt der GKV Beitragssatz eine
mittel- bis langfristig kaum zu vermeidende Aufvgleindenz, die allerdings in
beherrschbarem Rahmen bleibt und nicht zuletzthddre implizit unterstellte Annahme
einer stetigen Verbesserung der Leistungen desn@hsiissystems relativiert wird. Ein
ahnliches Ergebnis stellt sich fur die PflV ein.rNm optimistischen Szenario ist eine
Tendenz zu allgemein fallenden Beitragssatzen dreGKV (und PflV) zu erkennen.

Uebersicht 2 enthélt eine Zusammenstellung der&gsatzentwicklungen in allen drei
Szenarien.

Uebersicht 2.  Beitragssatze der Allgemeinen Systeme - drei Szenarien
Basisvariante Optimistisches Szenario Pessimistisches Szenario
Jahr GRV GKV Pflv BA GRV  GKV  Pflv BA GRV  GKV  Pflv BA
Prozent des beitragspflichtigen Entgelts
2010 19.9 14.9 2.1 24 189 150 2.1 2.1 20.0 15.0 2.1 3.7
2020 19.9 14.7 24 1.8 194 146 23 1.1 20.8 14.9 24 35
2030 220 15.6 25 1.9 206 146 23 0.9 22.0 16.3 26 3.7
2040 220 16.2 2.7 20 214 152 25 0.9 22.0 175 29 3.9
2050 220 16.7 3.0 2.0 211 15.2 2.7 0.9 22.0 18.0 3.3 4.0
2060 220 16.6 2.7 20 203 157 25 0.9 22.0 18.0 3.0 4.3
2070 220 16.0 22 21 189 157 2.1 1.1 22.0 17.8 25 47

Quelle: Deutschlandmodell.

Deutlich wird, dass bei gegebener Entwicklung dewd@kerungsstruktur die Hohe der
Beitragssatze von der wirtschaftlichen Entwicklurngd hierbei insbesondere von der
Hoéhe und dem Beschéaftigungsgrad des langfristigereifsangebots, abhangig ist, das im
optimistischen Szenario besonders dynamisch zunintb&i gleichzeitig hoherer
Arbeitsproduktivitét).

Unter den gegebenen Resultaten fur die Beitragssétrden die Staatszuschuesse bei der
GRV entsprechend Gesetz bzw. (in der Phase desnmogemenen maximalen
Beitragssatzes von 22 Prozent [vgl. Uebersichd@lrh zusatzliche Steuermittel, in der
GKV entsprechend Annahme angehobiémiesweiteren werden die Staatszuschiisse im
Sozialbudget stark durch die familienpolitischenistngen mitbestimmt, die im
wesentlichen von den, je nach Szenario, unterslitieth Kinder- und Jugendlichenzahlen
abhangen. Im Vergleich zur gesamtwirtschaftlicheeistung (BIP) bleiben die
aggregierten Staatszuschisse langfristig insgesamiderat, sodass fir die
Staatshaushalfé zusammengenommen solange keine besonderen Finarggprobleme

3 Bei der BA fallen keine Zuschiisse zur Defizitdawjuan. ALG2 wird aus Steuermitteln
finanziert, geht aber mit der Arbeitslosigkeit illea drei Varianten zurtick (einschl. dem
pessimistischen Szenario).

% Haushalte von Bund und Landern.
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auftreten sollten wie sich ihre Einnahmen am ladéeninlandsprodukt orientieren. Auf
Grafik 4 wird verwiesen (s.03

Im Ergebnis wird sich somit die Einnahmenstruktes @udgets, aufs Ganze gesehen, im
Vergleich zur bisherigen Entwicklung seit der Wie@geinigung nicht wesentlich &ndern;
die drittelparitatische Organisation des deutscberialstaats spiegelt sich auch kiinftig in
den Einnahmen des Sozialbudgets.

Auffallig ist jedoch die gravierende Diskrepanz gghen gesetzlichen Beitragssatzen und
den tatsachlich von Arbeitgebern und Arbeitnehngapahlten Beitragen in Prozent der
gesamtwirtschaftlichen Leistung (Uebersicht 3).

Uebersicht 3.  Tatsachliche Arbeitgeber- und Arbeitnehmerbeitrage in Prozent des BIP - drei Szenarien

Tatsachlich gezahlte Sozialbeitrage

Arbeit- Arbeit- Arbeit- Arbeit- Arbeit- Arbeit-
Jahr Summe geber  nehmer Summe geber  nehmer Summe geber nehmer
Basisscenario Optimistisches Szenario Pessimistisches Szenario
%
2010 13.4 7.0 6.4 13.0 6.8 6.2 13.9 7.3 6.6
2020 13.3 6.9 6.4 12.9 6.6 6.2 14.2 74 6.8
2030 14.6 7.5 71 13.9 71 6.8 15.0 7.7 7.2
2040 14.9 7.6 7.3 14.1 7.2 7.0 15.3 7.9 74
2050 15.0 7.6 7.3 13.9 7.0 6.9 15.4 7.9 7.5
2060 14.7 7.5 7.2 13.1 6.6 6.5 14.9 7.6 7.3
2070 14.1 7.2 7.0 12.0 6.1 6.0 14.2 7.3 6.9

Quelle: Deutschlandmodell

Selbstverstandlich abstrahiert der Vergleich derté&/am den Uebersichten 2 und 3 von
vielen strukturellen 06konomischen Aspekten und v@estaltungsprinzipien der
Finanzierung des deutschen Sozialstaats; jenselsr anethodisch mdglichen
Einschrankungen zeigt der Vergleich der beiden [Mate aber, dass die
Sozialversicherungsbeitragssatze nur auf einen tivelakleinen Teil der

gesamtwirtschaftlich erzeugten Einkommen zugreifgmd es daher letztlich nicht
Uberrascht, dass sie unter den Bedingungen vetandebeitsmarkte (die die gegebene
Finanzierungsbasis relativ verengen) und Demogi@iie erhdhte Leistungen erfordert)
steigen.

Auswirkungen auf Lohnstueckkosten und Netto(real)l6 hne

Die Wirkung der Beitragssatzentwicklungen auf dieesagntwirtschaftliche
Arbeitskostenentwicklunigt ausgesprochen gering. Im Vergleich zu einepothetischen
Szenario, in dem die Arbeitgeberbeitrage, in Proziem Durchschnittslohne, langfristig
konstant angenommen wurden, entwickeln sich die nktilckkosten in allen drei
Szenarien nur unwesentlich schneller: in allen Wagianten bewegt sich die Abweichung
gegenluber dem hypothetischen Szenario im Bereich wwaximal ein bis drei
Zehntelpunkten; in der Uberwiegenden Zahl von Jalsiad die Abweichungen kaum
messbar (nahezu null).

% Neben den familienpolitischen Leistungen und aededirekten und indirekten Zahlungen
enthélt Grafik 4 auch die Zuschuesse an GRV, GKMes®LG2-Zahlungen.

xliv ILO-TF-FRG-R1



Insgesamt bleibt die gesamtwirtschaftliche LohngudBeschéaftigteneinkommen in
Prozent des Bruttoinlandprodukts) in allen dreirézien bei 50 Prozent oder knapp
darunter.

Bei angenommen konstanter Lohnsteuerquote der glth&eschaftigen wirken sich die
simulierten Beitragssatzerhohungen leicht dampfeunfl die Nettolohneaus. Dabei ist
insbesondere in der pessimistischen Variante migbgjeschlossen, dass die Nettorealldhne
Uber weite Perioden hinweg weiterhin, so wie in demgangenen Jahren, negativ
tendieren. Dies kdnnte insbesondere dann der €] wenn die GKV gezwungen sein
sollte, von der Mdglichkeit, Eigenbeitrage der \fehsrten zu erheben, Gebrauch zu
machen — ein Szenario, das nicht durchgerechnetewur

Schlussfolgerungen zur Leistungsseite des Sozialbud gets

Grafik 5.

Aus finanzwirtschaftlicher Sicht ist das deutschezi@budget (auf der Ausgabenseite)
konsolidiert. Leistungseinschrankungen mit dem Zigsatzlicher gesamtwirtschaftlicher
Kosteneinsparungen erscheinen auf der Basis un&egebnisse nicht notwendig und
kénnten insgesamt auch binnenwirtschaftlich komtapktiv sein®’

Zwar sind die oOffentlichen Sozialausgaben Deutsaldaim internationalen Vergleich
durchaus hoch; in Europa gehort Deutschland zu delf Landern, deren
Sozialleistungquoten bei 25 Prozent und daribegelfie(Grafik 5). Die national wie im
internationalen Vergleichproduktivitatserhéhenden und einkommensstabilinidea
Wirkungendieser Leistungen (einschliesslich ihrer Finanzg) dirfen aber nicht gering
geschatzt werden.

Sozialleistungsquoten im internationalen Vergleich, 2005
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Quelle: EUROSTAT; *) IAA Schatzungen. [Eurostat Total social protection.xls, Chart1].

3" International Labour OfficeSocial protection as a productive fact@overning Body Geneva,
294th Session, November 2005 (Committee on Employmand Social Policy ESP,
GB.294/ESP/4).
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Damit konnten Gesellschaft und Politik jetzt aufe dRationalitdt der getroffenen
Massnahmen vertrauen und sich das Sozialbudgetim 0, wie durch die Gesetzgebung
eingestellt, entwickeln lasseéfl. Insoweit als die Massnahmen zur Starkung der
Eigenvorsorge in den Bereichen Alterssicherung ufksundheit sowie die
arbeitsmarktpolitischen Weichenstellungen mittés lngerfristig eine gewisse positive
Wirkung entfalten (was zu beurteilen nicht Gegemgtdieses Berichts ist), kdnnte sich
diese Strategie gewissermassen selbst rechtfertigeh einen Kompromiss zwischen
wirtschaftlichen und sozialen Notwendigkeiten vorend Hintergrund der sich
verandernden Bevdlkerungsstruktur darstellen.

Weiter zeigen unsere Ergebnisse, dass auch Kkurftignzieller Spielraum fir
Leistungsverbesserungen bestehen konnte. Jedesitaillisiert die langfristige Zunahme
des relativen gesamtwirtschaftlichen Umverteilumyjismens durch das Sozialbudget
keineswegs eine Ueberschreitung ©6konomisch tragbaterenzen. Madgliche
Handlungsfelder sind die Bereiche der Sozialbudgétionen Alter und Beschéftigung.

Leistungsverbesserungen kénnten im BereichAd@rssicherungnotwendig werden um
zunehmende Altersarmut, die langerfristig nichtgagshlossen erscheint, zu vermeiden.
Dabei ware aber eine Abkehr von der -eingeleitetewlitie Offentliche
Alterssicherungsleistungen zunehmend auf die hdhahersjahrgdnge der Bevolkerung
zu konzentriereri? kontraproduktiv. Leistungsverbesserungen solliem sielmehr darauf
konzentrieren, dass die aus veranderten Arbeitderéirkich vermutlich zunehmend
ergebenden unterbrochenen Erwerbsbiografien nicht Atersrenten unterhalb des
Sozialhilfeniveaus (oder eines normativ zu defiemelen dariibetiegenden Niveaus)
fuhren. Um dies zu erreichen, kdnnte auch daraadaedverden, die Rentenformel durch
Einfihrung einer substantiellen, fir alle Rentemdear gleichen Basiskomponente, die
mit der Preisentwicklung zu indexieren ware, zwomaieren. Eine solche Reform misste
wegen der in Alterssicherungssystemen zu honoxderen tblicherweise langen
Uebergangsfristen rasch in Angriff genommen werdsn,ihre positiven Wirkungen fir
die jetzt in die Arbeitsmarkte eintretenden Persgngppen entfalten zu kénnen.

Im Bereich derFunktion Beschéaftigungkdnnte die Implementierung ddexicurity
Konzepts einen Ausgleich zwischen den zeitlichénmiichen sowie ausbildungs- und
kenntnisbezogenen Flexibilitatserfordernissen der irtsdhaft mit den
Einkommenssicherheitsbedtrfnissen der Beschéftigeestellen (chapter 6). Eine solche
Reform ist selbstverstandlich primar «strukturelvdre aber fir sich genommen nicht
kostenfrei zu haben; sie wirde das in der Sozigetidnktion Beschaftigung
dokumentierte Umverteilungsvolumen nicht zuletztswiegen erhéhen, weil (i) die
ausserhalb der eigentlichen Beschéftigungszeiteahien Einkommen deutlich Gber den
jetzigen Arbeitslosengeldsatzen lagen (dies wazassmen das pekuniare gesellschaftliche
Zugestandnis an die Beschéftigeten fir deren holdesibilitdt) und (i) die zur
Durchfiihrung desflexicurity Konzepts vorzuhaltende (6ffentliche) Infrastruktoicht
unerheblich ware, da das flexicurity Konzept einengee Verzahnung von
Arbeitsplatzanbietern und -—nachfragern sowie dasrhalten von (6ffentlichen)
Ausbildungskapazitaten erfordert. Unter dem Aspbkt Finanzierung des Sozialbudgets
ist das Konzept besonders deswegen interessapsaje nach Ausgestaltunigptz sich

% Die im Bereich der GKV vorgesehenen Massnahmemieruin unseren Berechnungen — soweit
die Wirkungen quantitativ greifbar erscheinen -lie&sichtigt.

3 Unsere Berechnungen zur kiinftigen Entwicklung &esitenbestandes belegen, dass diese
Politik unter den gegebenen gesetzlichen Regetrkiffgreifen wird.
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flexibilisierender Arbeitsmarkte stetige Beitragsizengender Beschéftigten Uber ihre je
individuellen aktiven Lebenszyklen garantieren veiit8i

Schlussfolgerungen zur Finanzierungsseite des Sozia Ibudgets

Unabhangig davon, welcher der beiden obigen Sdiligesungen zur Leistungsseite des
Budgets man nachgeht, in beiden Fallen stelltdieli-rage einer Finanzierungsreform des
Sozialbudgets.

Der Grund fir diese Einschatzung liegt letztlichdier Unsicherheit Gber die zukinftige
Entwicklung der Struktur des deutschen Arbeitsnerkin seiner Interdependenz mit
anderen Markten in einer globalisierten Welt.

Konnte man mit einiger Sicherheit davon ausgehergssd die gesetzten
Beschaftigungsannahmen unserer Modellrechnungererurtier insbesondere die
Annahmen Uber die Zahler von Beitrdgen aus Primioenmen, tatsachlich eintreffen, so
kdnnte man die Beitragssatzentwicklung selbst isspeaistischen Szenario fur durchaus
vertret- und beherrschbar halten; aufs Ganze geselsé ein sich Uber 40 Jahre
aufbauendes Plus von 7 Beitragssatzpunkten niamatisch, insbesondere wenn dies (i)
aus zunehmend verbesserten Leistungen des Gesissglaems resultiert sowie (i) dem
demografischen Uebergang geschuldet ist, anscéfidss sich also wieder
Beitragssatzsenkungsspielrdume  erdffnen. Eine tilgrar Robustheit  von
Modellierungsannahmen erscheint heute aber insdespnauch im Hinblick auf die
Entwicklung der Arbeitsmarkte nicht langer gegeben.

Hinzu kommt, dass wir bei unseren Modellierungergemommen haben, dass eine
positive Korrelation zwischen Erhéhung des Rentenal sowie Arbeitsangebot und
Beschaftigung (Beitragszahlung) im Alter bestealisfabweichend davon die Arbeitgeber
weiterhin jugendliche Belegschaften bevorzugentesoll dann ergdbe sich ein neues
sozialpolitisches Problem, fur das zusatzliche Besm bereitgestellt werden missten.
Ein anderes Problem hinsichtlich der Validitat ueseErgebnisse ergibt sich aus der
Annahme «gesunden Alterns» im Gesundheitsmodells auelcher sich, bei
nichteintreffen, auf langere Sicht modellendogedmeblicher zusétzlicher Ausgabendruck
ergeben wirde.

Desweiteren sind alle Ergebnisse stark von der Amea (nominal)
arbeitsproduktivitatsorientierter Lohnpolitik ablgggy die sich aufalle Beschéftigen
bezieht. Wirden Gewerkschaften und Arbeitgebervetbaeine solche Politik nicht
gesamtwirtschatftlich verfolgen, sind die Ergebnisseserer Berechnungen zur
Beitragssatzentwicklung nicht zu halten, d.h. deitAgssatze zur GRV wie auch zur
GKYV und PflV wirden ansteigen, ohne dass hdherstluegien gezahlt wirden.

Schliesslich ist darauf hinzuweisen, dass die gtset Rahmenannnahmen in allen
Varianten — selbst im pessimistischen Szenariosewieit einen «optimistischen Bias»
aufweisen, als sie von konjunkturellen Schwankungder grosseren wirtschaftlichen
Strukturkrisen vollig abstrahieren. Solche Schwangan und Krisen werden aber auch

0 Es ist darauf hinzuweisen, dass das flexicurityn#@pt nicht unumstritten ist. Als Alternative
bieten sich Konzepte zur Stabilisierung und Mehrungbeitragspflichtiger
Beschaeftigungsverhaeltnisse an; das Konzept fideh dort seine Grenzen, wo realwirtschaftlich
an sich voll funktionsfaehige Volkswirtschaften durexogene Einfluesse (etwa Fehlentwicklungen
im Finanzsektor) in Krisen mit erheblichen strukilen Verwerfungen am Arbeitsmarkt
(Massenarbeitslosigkeit) getrieben warden.

ILO-TF-FRG-R1

xIvii



kiinftig unmittelbare Auswirkungen auf die Finanzeles Sozialbudgets habéh.
Simulationsrechnungen, wie sie fur diesen Beriahthigefihrt wurden, kénnen solche in
der Wirklichkeit tatsachlich vorkommenden und adghnftig nicht auszuschliessenden
Effekte nur schwer darstellen. Hinsichtlich der MNBericksichtigung eines expliziten
Szenarios zur aktuellen globalen Finanzkrise windl @die Ausfiihrungen im Vorwort
verwiesen.

Angesichts solcher Unsicherheiten erscheint es auwthder Basis unserer Ergebnisse
ratsam, Uber Finanzierungsgrundlagen des deutssbzalstaates nachzudenken, die fur
die néachsten Jahrzehnte potentiell robuster sirid, die bisherige Uberwiegende
Fokussierung (lediglich) auf Teile des Arbeitseimikoens.

Finanzierungsalternativen

Als Finanzierungsalternativen stehen die folgendéglichkeiten zur Verfigung:

1. Einbeziehung zuséatzlicher Primareinkommensquettedie Finanzierungsbasis des
Sozialbdugets;

2. Abschaffung der Beitragsbemessungsgrenzen, dase direlativ egalitare
Primareinkommensstrukturen widerspiegeln, die simhtnidnger existieren, und in
einer Welt zunehmender Primareinkommensdisparitéatéeblich zum Anstieg der
finanziellen Belastung der mittleren und niedrigeshneinkommen durch steigende
gesetzliche Beitragssatze beitragen, wahrend Beizigin Einkommen oberhalb der
Beitragsbemessungsgrenze gerade dadurch rela@astentverden;

3. Erhéhung des steuerfinanzierten Anteils der&@aasgaben.

Beitragssatzsenkungspotentiale

Man kann erwarten, dass die genannten Massnahmeammengenommen ein
rechnerisch beachtliches Potential zur Senkunggeeetzlichen Beitragssathaben. Legt
man als gesamtwirtschaftliche Finanzierungsgruredlages Sozialbudgets das
Volkseinkommen zugrunde, so wirde der Gesamtbsiedg sowohl im Basis- wie auch
im pessimistischen Szenario auf, im Maximum, etitasr 30 Prozent sinken — dabei ist
angenommen, dass weiterhin etwa 1/3 aller Sozigédnen aus Steuermitteln gedeckt
wirden. Unter der gleichen Annahme kdnnte sichzdsammengefasste Beitragssatz von
Renten- Krankenversicherung auf etwa 25 Prozeniziecen.

Es wird darauf hingewiesen, dass diese Beitragdssthatzungen nicht endogenes
Ergebnis unserer Modelle sirfdsondern sich ohne Beriicksichtigung der Nettoedfekin

1 Scholz, W., Drouin, A.Regular adjustment of financial parameters of sbpratection systems

in volatile inflationary environmentdn: International Social Security Review, 1/98)I\51, No. 1,
1998, pp. 47 to 71. Blackwell Publishers. Diesefsatz beschreibt zwar eine extreme 6konomische
Ausnahmesituation, in die soziale Sicherungssysigenaten konnen; diese Ausnahmesituation tritt
aber weltweit durchschnittlich jedes Jahr in eierodwvei Landern auf.

2 Insbesondere sind die Beitragssatzabschatzungen aalch nicht Ergebnis der verwendeten
Renten- und Gesundheitsmodelle.
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wirtschaftlich relevanten Verhaltensanderuntfdsei Gewinnern und Verlierern unter den
Wirtschaftsakteuren (private Haushalte, Unternefjmelie von den unter 1. bis 3.
genannten Masshahmen betroffenen wéren, durch kathpatatische Berechnungen
ausserhalb der eingesetzten Modelle ergéBekuch ist anzumerken, dass es sich beim
Volkseinkommen um eine statistische Grdosse handéhrend sich gesetzgeberisch
belastbare Beitragssatzberechnungen auf Einkommiesssn beziehen missten, die der
Abgabenverwaltung tatséchlich zuganglich sind. i8sklich sind die vorgenommenen
Abschatzungemur insoweit valideals die genannten Massnahmen unter 1 bis 3 (im
Vergleich zu status quo) ausgabenneutral, d.h. eswidere ohne Mehrausgaben,
verwirklicht werden kdnnten.

Rentenversicherung

Im Teilsystem Rentenversicherung ist eine Auswejtder Finanzierungsgrundlagen unter
Einhaltung der soeben genannten Bedingung der Aesgeutralitaet (gegeniber status-
guo) nur moglich, wenn zwar zusatzliche Einkommendie Finanzierung einbezogen,
nicht aber neue Personenkreise Anspruch auf Lejeturerwerben wirden; in der
Vergangenheit sind hierzu Vorschlage unterbreiteirden die auf eine staerkere
Orientierung an der gesamten Wertschoepfung, chi.oehnenund Gewinnen, setzen;
Fragen ihrer administrativen Durchfiihrbarkeit sokei inzwischen geklaff Auch
durften die zusatzlich einbezogenen Einkommen night hdéheren individuellen
Anspriichen der Versicherten fuhren, was wohl eireckerung des Prinzips der
Aequivalenz zwischen individuell geleisteten Beajgd und erhaltenen Leistungen
erfordern wirde, da Leistungsneutralitat wohl nura() durch die Einfihrung von
Leistungsobergrenzen (z.B. Héchstrenten) garantiertden konnte (z. B. kdnnte dies
durch Umwidmung der BeitragsbemessungsgrenzenLeaistungsbemessungsgrenzen
gescheherf. Fiir die Arbeitslosenversicherung stellten siehRiiobleme analod.

3 Zu Einbeziehung und potentiellem Ausmass solcliskie vgl. z. B. Fehr, Hans und Heinrich
Jess (2006): Health premiums or health contribgfoAn evaluation of health care reform options
in Germany. Schmollers Jahrbuch (126.), Heft 1S57.

“** Insoweit mag man die genannten Werte als Beitéagssnterpretieren, die sich in einem neuen
Gleichgewicht nach Einfuhrung der genannten Magsseah ergeben wirden — unter
Vernachlassigung der durch die veranderten Anrreizitren ausgeldsten Substitutionseffekte auf
den Arbeits-, Kapital- und Gutermarkten.

% See, for exampleZum Beispiel: Bussmann, Ludwig/t8¥aA.S. Koch and Perygrin Warneke:
Der Wertschopfungsbeitrag zur Finanzierung der tgiehen RentenversicherungCampus.
Frankfurt/New York, 1992.

“®In der Praxis bedeutete dies, dass zur Finanzieder Renten alle Primareinkommen (bei
reduziertem gesetzlichem Beitragssatz) herangezogénden, diese Einkommen bei der
Rentenberechung aber nur bis zur (heutigen) Bsitrmessungsgrenze bericksichtigt wirden. Auf
der Leistungsseite wirde si¢ghsoweitalso nichts andern. Auf unseren obigen Vorschiagre
Reform der Rentenformel wird verwiesen.

" Die Einbeziehung weiterePersonenkreisen das allgemeine soziale Sicherungssystem ist
allerdings dann sinnvoll, wenn ihre Zahl derartimunt, dass sie die existierenden Beitragszahler
(Versicherten) relativ verdrangt und insoweit digesneine soziale Sicherungssystem sowohl auf
der Finanzierungs- wie auch der Leistungsseitaagé stellt.
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Krankenversicherung / Pflegeversicherung

In der Krankenversicherung ist prinzipiell eine utig wie bei der Rentenversicherung
denkbar. Mogliche Verhaltensreaktionen von Kranlkesicherten und
Gesundheitsdienstleistern kénnen durch den Gedmirgewar viel weniger Kklar
abgeschatzt und kontrolliert werden als mdglichesmechende Reaktionen in der
Rentenversicherung. Daher sind Ausgabensteigerunigen 6ffentlich finanzierten
Gesundheitsbereich als Reaktion auf eine AusweitlergFinanzierungsgrundlagen nicht
in gleicher Weise theoretisch ausschliessbar wiBareich der Rentenversicherung. Die
Aufgabe, Kosten und Qualitat bei den Dienstleistates Gesundheitswesens zu
kontrollieren und allen Birgern gleichberechtigte@ugang zu modernen
Gesundheitsleistungen zu garantieren, ist allesd@ige dauernde Aufgabe; es wird dabei
erwartet, dass die die Einflhrung des Gesundhaidsf?009 begleitenden Probleme
kurzfristiger Natur sind, er auf die lange Fristeabeine erhthte Kosten- und
Qualitatskontrollkompetenz im Gesundheitswesen t@wWir gehen daher davon aus,
dass im Bereich der Funktion Gesundheit eine Védiiang der Finanzierungsgrundlagen
durchaus moglich ist, ohne dass dadurch Leistusgggitungen ausgeldst werden.
Analoge Ueberlegungen gelten fir die Pflegeversiaige

Arbeitslosenversicherung / Funktion Beschéaftigung

In der Arbeitslosenversicherung ist ein Absinkers dgeitragssatzes absehbar. Eine
Verbreiterung der Finanzierungsgrundlagen ware wab$ systematischen Grinden
notwendig, wenn entsprechende Schritte in der Rentend Krankenversicherung
unternommen wirden. Auch stellte sich die Frage, meenn das flexicurity Konzept
realisiert wiirde. Es wirde aus den o0.g. Grindeneigedich zu Mehrausgaben — im
Vergleich zu unseren Status-quo Berechnungen —dant (fir sich genommen) zu einer
Erhéhung der Sozialleistungquote fihren. Anders dei Ausweitung der
Finanzierungsgrundlagen der Rentenversicherungdewisich Fragen der Aequivalenz
zwischen Beitrdgen und Leistungen bei Realisierdeg flexicurity Konzepts allenfalls
nachrangig stellen.

Fur kiinftige Reformen gut aufgestellt

Die obigen, auf unseren Berechnungen basierenddadbagen legen den Schluss nahe,
dass nach den Konsolidierungsschritten der vergemgezwei Jahrzehnte kinftig
Reformen, die (nettd§ weitere Leistungsnschrankungenzum Ziel hatten, nicht
notwendig sind.

Im Gegenteil, Leistungaisweitungen(Erhéhung der Sozialleistungsquote) erscheinen
finanziell moglich, sind aber prinzipiell so zu emtieren, dass sie Altersarmut vermeiden
bzw. mit den erhdhten Einkommenssicherheitserfoidsen der Beschéftigten under den
Flexibilitatserfordernissen der sich veranderndemef{smarkte kompatibel sind.

Zunachst gilt es aber, sich auf die Reform der fEimaungsseite zu konzentrieren. Zwar
sind in der Realitat des deutschen SozialstaaenEiaerung und Leistung eng miteinander
verwoben und insofern die Reform des einen nur scloline eine Reform des anderen zu
haben. Aber hier gilt es, alte Knoten zu durchgpdna

8 Prinzipiell nicht ausgeschlossen werden Refornierdenen bisherige Leistungen abgeschafft
und durch neue ersetzt werden; etwa kénnte manipiéti an einen Ressourcentransfer von den
«Alten» zu den «Jungen» denken.
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Insgesamt befindet sich Deutschland dabei in alnechaus vorteilhaften Ausgangslage
im Vergleich zu Systemen, die ausschliesslich oderimar auf privater,
finanzkapitalgedeckter Vorsorge beruhen: Die Leigan aus dem deutschen
Umlageverfahren sind einerseits durch den (waclesgndgesamtwirtschaftlichen
Kapitalstock mehrfach gesichert; gleichzeitig ias d/erfahren kurzfristigen gesetzlichen
Eingriffen leicht zuganglich; d. h., der Gesetzgeise immer in der Lage, unmittelbar in
das Leistungsniveau des sozialen Sicherungssystemagreifen — und zwar nicht nur
konsolidierend, sondern, wenn notwendig, auchueggverbessernd.

Aus Sicht der IAO sind alle Reformen auf der Finanmgsseite des Sozialbudgets
zielfihrend, die auch in Zukunft garantieren, dasBeutschland seine
Leistungsverpflichtungen aus den Uebereinkinfter?2 nd 128, und hierunter
insbesondere diejenigen im Bereich der Alterssiamgr erfillt. Dazu gehdren prinzipiell
auch Reformen, die zusatzliches privates Altergspaauf kapitalgedeckter Basis
solidarisch  unterstitzen, falls sie in Kombination mit den oOffentlichen
Alterssicherungssystemen die in den genannten Uelb@nften definierten
Mindeststandards garantieren. Insofern als dierefmisse aus den Uebereinkinften 102
und 128 zusatzliche gesamtwirtschaftliche Resouredardern sollten, legen unsere
Berechnungen den Schluss nahe, dass der notwepigigaim jedenfalls nicht durch die
kunftige Entgwicklung des Sozialbudgets (unterustapuo) beschrankt wird.
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1. Introduction

This report is based on comprehensive methodolphgstatistical, legal and policy
information concerning Germany's social budget. yOwhere deemed necessary for a
better understanding of our results we analysecantment on past developments; in their
main orientation, the results of this report aiml@ok into possible developments of
Germany’s social budget over the medium and long-tRiture. Statistical base year is
2005, partially 2006; we terminate the projectiom2070 in arguing that by then, latest,
the ageing process of Germany’s population, regulfrom increasing longevity and
reduced fertility, should have revealed its fultgrdial dynamic and structural impacts on
the social budget.

Much care was taken in order to make the long-tassumptions consistent with recent
demographic, labour supply and economic developsndéintnust be understood, however,
that the core assumptions had to be fixed during6Zm07, with some few technical

adjustments only made in early 2008. The natuneralblems arising is well known to all

modelers: at the time when the final comprehensaleulations with respect to the social
budget could be undertaken some of the assumpfgogs in the area of demography, or
medium term economic prospects) turned «outdatedh reew statistical results had
changed the basis from which to start. We solvedrésulting consistency problems by
taking into account as much information as possibi@ available at institutional level for

the social budget, while calibrating, to the extpossible, the outer framework models
(demography etc.) to most recent reality (= statisttime boundary). Still, almost all

values shown in tables and charts for the years’ 28@d 2008 are projections, not
statistics; it can be assumed, however, that mbghese values are close to actual
developments.

Also, it must be emphasized that although we cemsdr macro-economic, demographic
and other assumptions realistic within a possiblege of outcomes, the results of our
social budget calculations are basically of a «vitsahature and, accordingly, must be
interpreted with the usual caveats. A number oftisfists have been involved in the
respective calculations and much care was takeit @ySEC/SOC in order to minimize
possible inconsistencies and errors.

In line with ILO-SEC/SOC's social budgeting approbathe following chapter 2, first,
describes the demographic, labour supply and ecien@mel labour demand) assumptions
underlying the assumed set of three scenarioshdpter 3 we present in greater detail the
projected results for the single expenditure fuomdiof the social budget — old-age and
survivors, health, employment, family and otherswhich is completed, in a separate
section, by the results on the budget's revenue.sid follows, in chapter 4, an
interpretation of the results under macro-econoasipects. In the next chapter 5, we
present — and interpret — the results of a metlogiltdl and statistical experiment in which
we allocate Germanys’ social budget, tentativehtpdhree age groups of the population;
the results allow for additional insights and, se twope, adds some fresh thought to
Germany’s general social policy discussion. We demgnt all findings with a final
chapter 6, which draws a number of conclusionsaaitd some recommendations from the
perspective of an international organization’s dgpent that has seen many social
protection systems in distress and values high @eyia social protection system not only
because of its benchmark function for other coaatrin the past, but also, in its possible
new (reformed) shape, in future.

The report contains annexes which are understoodexgal parts of the overall report.
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2. The assumed demographic, labour market
and economic frames

The long-term calculations with respect to Germarsgocial budget finance (expenses,
revenue) depend on two core sets of exogenoussindemographic assumptions, and
economic assumptions. Labour market supply depienide long run on the demographic
development (level and structure of populationpolar market demand on GDP growth
(net investments, labour productivity).

For the purposes of this report it was agreed bmtweO-SEC/SOC and the DGB to
model Germany’s social budget under three diffeseenarios, which — for convenience —
have been tagged «pessimistic», «probable» andmistit» (Table 1)*

We consider the probable and pessimistic scenegftecting relatively well a corridor of
presently prevailing outlooks of many economistd demographers on Germany’s econo-
demographic future; in comparison, the optimisteerario might be considered an
«outlier», especially with respect to its migratiassumptions, as it goes well beyond
public perceptions presently prevailing in Germaanyg in Europe more generally. It must
be stressed that the purpose of the undertakenla@bns wasnot to assess most
realistically future demographic and economic depeients, but rather, to show the
impact of differenpossiblesuch developments on the German social budget wtakeis-
qguo legislation. In order to make sure that theultesfor the social budget would
sufficiently differ from each other, the three sefsscenario assumptions had, within
acceptable limits, to be distinguished from eadteotis much as possible. We succeeded
in doing so with respect to the optimistic scenaléss so however with respect to the
probable and the pessimistic scenarios, whicteir butcomes, come relatively close.

Over most of the projection period the relativerekain GDP of the most important
programs included in Germany’s social budget follsimilar development paths (with
only small mutual deviations) under the pessimisiitd the probable scenarios —
demographic and economic assumptions more pesgin{at more optimistic) than
assumed would not add substantial insight to ptessiinclusions to be drawn and policies
to be recommended. It is only in the optimistic reréo that, at the far end of the
projection period (after around 2050), the finahsituation of Germany’s social budget
tends significantly «lighter» than in the two otleenarios — i.e., only as of then more
children, more immigration and higher productivityould substantially improve the
financial situation of Germany’s social protectgystem.

Meanwhile, taking most recent German migrationigtias and the current international
climate and energy debates into account, one nhighihclined to calculate also «super-
pessimistic» scenarios; we declined this optionabse we do not think that such
calculations would add insight to the trends arabjgms of Germany'’s social budget, and
to possible solutions.

The following sub-sections provide more explanaiavith respect to the assumptions
made, and their interdependencies.

9 Alternatively one might call the scenarios «lowmedium» and «high».
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Table 2. Demographic and macro-economic assumptions for scenario modelling
Pessimistic Probable Optimistic
Item
Scenario
Demography
Births per 1000 Present value increases
Fertility women during re-  Present value unchanged  to 1800 (in 2025), then  to 2100 (in 2015), then

Net immigration
Growth components
BIP per hour worked

Working time

Labour market

Marginal jobs
(incl. ,1€" jobs)

Unemployment rate
Wages

Labour market
participation rate

productive period

Persons per year

Annual average
growth rate

Hours per year

Persons per year

ILO definition

Real national
average wage

ILO definition

Source: Deutschlandmodell.

50 000

1.5

Decline beyond past trend

Continued dynamics with

ceiling at ~ 5.5 million

constant constant

100 000 200 000

1.7 25

Past trend Increase beyond past trend

Continued dynamics with ceiling at ~ 5.5 million and
reversal to target

~ below 3 million ~ less than 1 million

Correlated with assumption on unemployment rate

8

Growth slightly below
productivity

Male : female rates ~ 1 :

0.85

5 3

Growth identical with productivity

Male : female rates ~ 1 : Male : female rates ~ 1 :
0.925 1

Transition period dependent on UE rate

2.1

Three population scenarios

The population projections are based on the foligvdefinition equation:

Pop = Popi — Deathg, 4 + Birthse.1,g + NMig.1,q

Where
Pop =: Population in t
Pop.1 =: Population in t-1,
Deathg.,;  =: Deaths between t-1 and t,
Birthsy.1 4 =: Births between t-1 and t, and
NMig.1,q =: Net migration (= Immigration minus emigratidsgtween t-1 and t.

The 101 x 1 population vector is being moved oireetby single ages xi (i=0, 1, 2, ...,
100) and sex (male, female), where mortality andlifg rates create the deaths and the

female and male children, respectively.

The projection results over the period 2006 to 2@rée steered by exogenously set
assumptions on mortality rates (which determine ékpectancy), fertility rates and net
migration, which, except for mortality, vary withe three scenarios (see Table 1).

In more detail, the assumptions were set as follows
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Table 3.

Assumptions for population model

Basic Scenario

Life expectancy
at birth

Fertility rate

Net immigration

2005 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2070

Optimistic Scenario

Life expectancy
at birth

Fertility rate

Net immigration

Pessimistic Scenario

Life expectancy
at birth

Fertility rate

Net immigration

Male Years 76.2 76.8 78.0 80.5 82.1 83.5 85.0
Female  Years 821 82.9 84.2 85.5 86.8 88.0 90.0
Children*) 1.37 1.37 1.37 1.80 1.80 1.80 1.80
1000 150 100 100 100 100 100 100
Male Years 76.2 76.8 78.0 80.5 82.1 83.5 85.0
Female  Years 821 82.9 84.2 85.5 86.8 88.0 90.0
Children*) 1.37 1.37 2.10 2.10 2.10 2.10 2.10
1000 150 200 200 200 200 200 200
Male Years 76.2 76.8 78.0 80.5 82.1 83.5 85.0
Female  Years 82.1 82.9 84.2 85.5 86.8 88.0 90.0
Children*) 1.37 1.37 1.37 1.37 1.37 1.37 1.37
1000 150 50 50 50 50 50 50

Source: Deutschlandmodell. *) Per women during fertile life time.

While the future development of the German popoirasi life expectancy is assumed to be
scenario-neutral the two important sets of assumptidetermining future long-term
population growth are fertility and migration.

Fertility is set as follows: in thbasic scenaripwe assume that the fertility rate, which
defines the average number of babies born per wataéng her fertile life period of 35
years (from age 15 to age 49), remains at its ptdses level of around 1.4 over the next
around 20 years and then increases to 1.8 — whislilli below replacement (requiring a
fertility rate of around 2.1).

In the optimistic scenaripthe fertility rate bounces back, from present Imwels, to
replacement level, 2.1, within relatively shortipdrof time, i.e. already in 2020.

Thepessimistic scenariassumes that fertility rates remain at presentiéwels.

All projections start with the initial populatiorf 82.477 million persons in 2005. In the
baseline scenario the population declines to 6%5llBmpersons in 2070, in the pessimistic
scenario to 51.4 million, and in the optimistic 1s@e0 it increases to 92.4 million persons
(Figure 6).
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Figure 6.  Population Germany; three scenarios
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Demography.xls, Chart7].

The underlying change in the structure of the pafmh in the three scenarios can be seen
by comparison of the sequencefigtires 7 to 10below.

Figure 7.  Population Germany; pyramid 2005
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Result Sheets.xls, PopPyramid)].
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Figure 8.  Population Germany; pyramid 2070, baseline scenario
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Figure9.  Population Germany; pyramid 2070, optimistic scenario
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Figure 10.

Population Germany; pyramid 2070, pessimistic scenario
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Fertility

Figure 11.

The baseline scenario assumes a constant feraligy of 1.37 until 2020, followed by a
linear annual increase until 2029 reaching a valu#.8 in 2030, which is kept constant
until 2070. The optimistic scenario assumes theesiitial rate of 1.37 until 2010, then a
linear increase to 2.03 in 2019, followed by a tanisrate of 2.1 until 2070. A constant
rate of 2.1 implies reproduction of the German paian in the long run. In the

pessimistic scenario the fertility rate of 1.3'8é&t unchanged until 2070.

Population Germany; fertility rate, three scenarios
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Figure 12.

The resulting number of babies born is reflectefigare 12.

Population Germany: births, three scenarios
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Demography.xis, Chart2).

The number of births is indicative for the futurabpc resources needed for family
benefits to be paid under the different demograpisisumptions? their impact on the
financial situation of pension and health systermoBods only with long time-lags
(contributors, pensioners).

The assumptions about mortality rates play a st role in determining future pension
and health expenses as they directly determinauh#er of a society’s aged persons.

The mortality rates have been assumed indiffereiht rgspect to the three scenarios. The
reason is that there is no commonly accepted thabhand that would allow for linking
the rates with, for example, economic growth asgiomng. Implicitly, thus, we argue that
the assumed trend in increasing life expectancy réduction in mortality) is
«autonomously» induced by factors alien to the ydital framework underlying this
study. Assumed mortality reduction implies a loag# increase of male life expectancy at
birth of almost nine years, of female life expectaof almost 8 years — thus, there is a
slight assumed convergence of male and femalegectancy (Table 3).

For the calculation and analysis of old-age incomes/ided under the German social
budget life expectancy at age of retirement is niodecative than life expectancy at birth.
We have chosen life expectancy at age 65 as anaiiodi for the average time during
which retirement income systems in Germany will ,payer the long-term future,

0 The social budget, by methodology, only includesent cash- and in-kind payments, however
excludes investments for example into infra-striectike kindergarten buildings or youth centers.
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Figure 13.
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Figure 14.
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individual retirement benefits. On this basis, both sexes a gain in life expectancy of 6
years was calculated for the end of the projecpeniod (in comparison to present
estimates); this is, for men a plus of 40 per demtyvomen of 30 per cent.

Population Germany: life expectancy at age 65, three scenarios
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Blueprints 2.xis, Chart1].

The number of deaths, in line with the mortalitguaptions, develops as reflected in the
following figure 14.

Population Germany; deaths, three scenarios
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Demography.xls, Chart1].
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Figure 15.
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It appears paradox, at a first glance, that thebmsrof deaths in the optimistic scenario, at
the beginning of the projection period, is lowearthin the other two scenarios; instead,
one would expect a positive correlation (higher ygagion = more deaths; given the
identical mortality rates under the three scenaridfie explanation is that the ILO
population model allocates the net-immigrants, mgeGermany, over the single ages 0,
1, 2, ..., 100 by assuming that immigration mainlieta place through persons in their
active ages, who — simultaneously — bring a certanstant quota of children; in the older
ages, however, it is assumed that net-immigragsamegative, i.e. persons aged around 60
and above leave the country. Accordingly, Germargltder population (and, thus, the
number of deaths) declines as a result of highemmaigration. This technical reaction of
the model is, of course, arguable but the resultffigct is small and does not affect the
validity of the results, including related interfaéon and impacts on the social budget.
(Also seenet migration below.)

Figure 15 shows that over the full projection péribe natural balance of population
development (= births minus deaths) remains negaiie the number of deaths is in
almost all years higher, in the baseline and tresipgstic scenario significantly, than the
number of births. This observation is explained tiyp consequences of the model
assumptions: first, net immigration under the basehnd the pessimistic scenarios are not
sufficient to compensate for the high differenti@tween mortality and fertility; second,
the increases in fertility take a long time befthe accumulated additional population
numbers start having significant impacts on thalt@opulation: only, after the first
generation of «additional» female babies has emtéheir reproductive age they will
themselves have more babies at meanwhile highdityemrates.

The balance is relatively low only in the optintstscenario (but over most of the
projection period still not zero or positive): firdertility rates are assumed to reach
reproduction level soon, i.e. the additional pragigrtowards children feeds relatively fast
through the society (the population in their reprcitie ages); second, the assumed net-
immigration level is high enough to out-balance #t#l positive natural balance of
population development, and thus increases theathyepulation.

Population Germany: excess of the number of deaths over the number of births, three
scenarios

2007 2012 2017 2022 2027 2032 2037 2042 2047 2052 2057 2062 2067

—e— Surplus deaths over births, baseline —#— Surplus deaths over births, optimistic scenario Surplus deaths over births, pessimistic scenario

Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Demography.xis, Chart3).
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Net migration

The above results depend on the migration assungptithe model assumes that
immigrants of period assume already in t+1 the same reproductive belnaés the
resident population in t.

All scenarios assume positive net migration to Gamyn i.e. it is assumed that Germany
remains an «in-taking» country.

The baseline scenario assumes a slow increaset imigeation to a level of 100,000
persons by 2010, leaving this level annually cantstever the full projection period, i.e.
until 2070.

The pessimistic scenario assumes an initial deeraasil 2010 and a constant level of
50,000 persons after.

The optimistic scenario assumes a relatively stioggease in net migration until 2010,
then leaving the level at 200,000 persons per year.

The migration assumptions, including the one untter «optimistic» scenario, are
relatively conservative. In an earlier study, fadisnainly on population development and
migration policies, thémmigration Commissiorecommended that Germany should shape
its demographic future also by allowing for a podhze immigration policy, i.e. actively
aiming at permanent settlemetitThe calculations of the commission concluded #rat
initial net migration of 100,000 persons per yeagradual increase to 150,000 in 2020,
followed by a further increase to 300,000 persowsild/ achieve the highest economic
growth.*? Our calculations, in principle, confirm those edétions (see economy, below).

Demographic dependency ratios

We define three demographic dependency ratios:

1. the ratio of the number of persons aged 65 dwveaover those aged 20 to 64,
labelled «old-age dependency ratio»;

2. the ratio of those aged 19 and younger overettamed 20 to 64, labelled «youth
dependency ratio», and

3. the ratio of the sum of the above ratios oves¢haged 20 to 64, labelled «total
dependency ratio».

We do not consider these ratios, in a strict oparat sense («technically»), indicators for
concrete policy decisions. However, they (or similar) ratios have been usationally

1 Unabhaengige Kommission Zuwanderung (200Bgricht der Unabh&ngigen Kommission
‘Zuwanderung, Zuwanderung gestalten, Integration foerdern,, Atly.

*2 |bid. p. 72. The commission’s report, furthermoregommends targeted economic migration.
Potential migrants would qualify using a pointsteys with bonuses for their skills, qualifications
and language ability.

%3 Better indicators, for policy decisions, are sys@ependency ratios, calculated as scheme
specific beneficiaries divided by scheme specifiotabutors.

12
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Figure 16.
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and internationally in similar studi&sas indicators demonstrating problems of financing
social benefits that result from shifts in popwatstructures.

The following three figures describe the shift e tpopulation structure in terms of
classical demographic dependency ratios. Figurdepicts the ratio of the number of the
population aged 65 and above to the number of tpailption between 19 and 64 years
old, i.e. the so called demographic old-age depeadeatio.

Old-age dependency ratio
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—e— Baseline —=— Optimistic scenario Pessimistic scenario

Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Demography.xis, Chartd).

Figure 17 represents the ratio of the number ofpibigulation aged 19 and below to the
number of the population in the active age group t(l 64 years old), i.e. the so-called
demographic youth dependency ratio.

> See most recently, for example, Cok, Mitja andeJ8ambt:Long-Term Sustainability of the
Slovenian Pension SysteRorthcoming.
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Figure 17.
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Demography.xis, Chart5).

Figure 18 represents the total demographic dependeatio, which is the sum of the
previous two ratios.

In summarizing, the results broadly indicate thay atructural problems of financing
Germany’s retirement income and health servicesesys as far as they result from
demographic developments, cannot be overcome,nti@ next 25 to 30 years, by pro-
natal or active immigration policies: under allgbrscenarios, the old-age dependency
ratios develop quite similarly until the early 2@30then begin to deviate more
significantly; the youth dependency ratios incretesg with assumed increased fertility
rates and increased immigration. The total dependeatio, however, is almost identical
in all three scenarios. At the same time, the tesuldicate that demography-induced
financial problems of Germany’s social system iaseewith delaying further the political
decisions required for the implementation for esiplpro-growth immigration policies.

The total dependency ratio shows that, in case @wyta social system would allocate the
same level of benefits to persons aged O to 19dseE to those aged 65 and over (which,
for various reasons, is not the caSebhen society’s future relative financial burdeauid

be, with respect to spending on these two groulmsopst identical. Of course, as all
scenarios differ with respect to economic develapsiecarrying the burden would be
easiest under the optimistic scenario (see tab#bdye; see chapter 2.3: Three economic
scenarios).

%5 It must be taken into account that the social letidgy methodology, subsumes, under the family
function, current spending on kindergartens, ortly@id, on spouses («tax splitting»), and on child
benefits, whereas it doestinclude all public spending on education (schoetsyersities).

14
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Figure 18.
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Demography.xis, Chart6).

2.2  Three labour supply scenarios

In modelling terms, the outer boundary for laboupEy is determined by the number of
persons, that can potentially be assumed undegaé@onomic activities (activities of
income generation). International practice setseHimits at the ages 15 (lower limit) and
69 (upper limit), respectively. In Germany, praetiof statisticalpublication differs to
some extent, fixing these ages at 15 and 64; thisased on the fact that in Germany
labour market participation above 64 is (still)yomarginal.

The total labour force (labour supply) comprisdspatsons actually active on the labour
market (= employed or unemployéet) statistical information is available for five-yea
age-groups between 15 and 79. Out of this infommatiabour market participation rates,
by single age groups, can be calculated. Laboukehgarticipation rates are, for each age
group, equal to the total number of persons oftelabour over the total potentially active
persons in that same age group, expressed as enfzge. The following labour market
participation rates were assumed (Figure 19).

Figure 19 reflects, for men and women separatdlg, sequence of labour market
participation rates assumed for the years 200D7@2As can be seen, a slight increase in
participation rates was assumed in all age grotipgas considered reasonable to assume
some additional increase in the age groups 50 tel@&te especially women might wish to
participate more in future.

%% The labor force concept is based on the definitibthe ILO, which is accepted and applied in
almost all countries.

ILO-TF-FRG-R1
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Figure 19.
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Anyway, as German participation rates are in mgst groups already higH, room for
expansion, on the basis of a pure headcount, igelimMore significant expansion of

labour supply can, thus, only be organised by gramsion of working time. (See chapter
2.3)

Labour market participation rates by age group (male, female), 2007 to 2070

= o ey

Female

15- 20- 25- 30- 35- 40- 45- 50- 55- 60- 65- 70- 75- 15- 20- 25- 30- 35- 40- 45- 50- 55- 60- 65- 70- 75-
19 24 29 34 39 44 49 54 59 64 69 74 79 19 24 29 34 39 44 49 54 59 64 69 74 79
Age groups

Source: Deutschlandmodell [Blueprints 2.xls, Chart2].

In recent decades, labour force participation rédesvomen increased, whereas the rates
of elder male workers fefi® At the same time, prolonged unemployment has diseced

labour market participation. It is expected thaterg labour market reforms reverse these
trends.

Multiplication of the population (by age groups) the labour market participation rates
(by age groups) renders total labour supply. Imfdrterms:

TLFt=Y (POPtx,s* LFPR,X,9

X,S
where
TLF = Total labour force in yearand
LFPRtXx,s =

Labour force participation rates by send agexin yeart

" In the age group 15 to 19 participation might eberconsidered too high.

%8 |nternational Labour OfficeKey Indicators of the Labour Marké2003-2004). Geneva, 2003.
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Figure 20.  Total labour force development — three scenari
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Labour Force.xls, Chart2)].

While only in the optimistic scenario the humberpafrsons in the labour force broadly
remains at present levels, it declines, in the Ibeseby about 13.5 million persons (to 29
million in 2070); and by about 20 million personstihe pessimistic scenario (to only 22.5
million in 2070).

As a result of the above calculations the overddolur market participation develops as
follows (Figure 21).

Figure 21.  Labour market participation rate — three scenarios
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‘— Baseline == Optimistic scenario Pessimistic scenario

Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Labour Force.xls, Chart1]
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It is obvious that these different population aaddur force scenarios must have greatly
diverting impacts on the range of Germany’s possiiterall economic developments,

which, in turn, will determine the number of persactually employed and, especially,

those contributing to the social protection systand acquiring rights (entitlements). The

labour market balance, which takes account of Hatigur supply and labour demand, is
being described and explained in the following ¢aag.3.

2.3  Three economic scenarios

The economic model that was employed for the pwpad this study is a definition

equation model — the definitions obeying the rutdsthe UN System of National

Accounts; definition equation models are usuallyedusn case of very long-term

(demography-lead) projections; the model employees the only purpose to produce

three mutually consistent sets of nominal macraientc outputs that feed into the social

sub-models, which represent the financial develogiraeGermany’s social budget.

The economic model focuses on a set of core vasabimong these the

» labour force (see previous chapter) with an erogsly set unemployment rate;

* annual working time, and labour productivity peur worked;

*  prices are being represented by the GDP deflatbich is exogenously set at low
inflation levels (below 2 per cent p.a.) and kepfariant with respect to the different
real growth paths under the three scenarios.

Alternatively, all calculations could have been erdken without any price assumption

(i.e. in real terms only) — the reason for the ikpinflation rate assumption made (GDP-

deflator) is owed to standard practice, which pmesee-distributive flows of funds (social

benefits) at macro-level only in nominal terms.

Nominal GDP (GDP in current prices) is, thus, thedoict of:

» the employed labour force,

»  the working time per employed,

»  the productivity per hour worked, and

* the GDP deflator.

The three economic scenarios differ mainly in thegdour force development (as described

in the previous chapter), in the working time depehent per employed, in the output per

hour worked (labour productivity), and in the asedminemployment rate.
Working time

Setting working time developments in an acceptaidaner over a future period of almost
65 years is at least as challenging as settingugtdty rates. The trends as reflected in
table 2 (above) were agreed upon with the steedngmittee that accompanied this study.
We applied those, in a first preliminary modelliraund until 2070, as agreed. However,
we did not consider the resulting rates for ecomognowth, under the hourly productivity
assumptions made, reasonable in the longer rumwthiar words, we introduced to the
model, exogenously, a counter-reaction of the laboarkets to negative GDP growth
rates and, thus, a reversal of the present avevageng time trends. More precisely, we

18
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assumed in all scenarios, first, a trend declineawdrage annual working time of the
employed (= self-employed and employees) until 28@0wed by a turn around (average
working timeincreas¢ thereafter; as a result, average annual working ts assumed to
have «bounced back» in 2070 to the levels thatbese realized by the beginning of the
2000s. The trend-decline until 2030 can be justifig the inertia of present societal and
technological trends but, also, by the assumede&ss in fertility rates, which might
trigger further openness to sharing of family rexsplilities, which results in a further
decline in the measured volume of the overall waykime volume. Following the general
logic of the set scenarios working time grows fsistat the far end, in the optimistic
scenario, while growing slowest in the pessimistienario. (Also see table annex.)

Labour productivity

Assumed model input is the growth rate of labowdpctivity per hour worked. It was set,
over the full projection period:

e 1.7 per cent p.a. in the baseline,
e 1.5 per cent p.a. in the pessimistic scenarid, an
e 2.5 per cent p.a. in the optimistic scenario.

The rates in the baseline and in the pessimiséoaw can be interpreted as prolongation
of past observed trends. By contrast, the optimigtioductivity assumption can be
considered reflecting a «full modernization» scenawhich we consider possible (under
all demographic scenarios), but only if the neasgssastained steps are being consistently
taken. In this context, international experienadidates that the role of the state in creating
economic success may have to be re-consid&red.

Output per employed is a result of the assumptmmsvorking time development, on
productivity per hour, and on unemployment (se@wgl Figure 22 shows the resulting
growth rates under the three different scenarios.

* See, for example, Heilmann, Sebastifie Volksrepublik China als lernendes autoritares
System. Experimentierende Staatstatigkeit und ehiatftliche Modernisierungin: NZZ Online, 28
Juni 2008.
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Figure 22.  Output per employed - three scenarios*)
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*) Original values smoothed (MA[9])
Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Economy Part 1 new.xls, Chart2].

At constant hourly productivity growth rates thelues in figure 22 mainly reflect the
assumed working time trends.

Unemployment and contributors to social security

The model functions on the basis of assumed ungmmaot rates that differ by scenario:
under the baseline we assume the rate convergivayds 5 per cent, under the optimistic
scenario to 3 per cent, while it remains at 8 pamtdn the pessimistic scenario. The
unemployment rate is defined according to the ir#gonally accepted (and applied)
definition of the ILO, i.e. as a percentage of léd@our force.

Figure 23, below, provides a graphical presentaticthe assumed rates.
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Figure 23.  Unemployment rate — three scenarios

Per cent of labour force
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Labour Force.xls, Chart3].

Multiplying the labour force, which was calculatedthe labour supply model, by the
employment rate (= 100 minus unemployment ratefleen total employment, i.e. the
demand side of the labour market balance. Totall@mgent is allocated to the self-
employed, civil servants, contributors to the sbsiacurity system (among which we
specify the contributors to the social health iasge), and to other employees (marginal
employment and others). The number of contributdre pay contributions out of earned
primary income is of major interest for the sodiatget calculations; it is calculated as a
residual, after fixing exogenously the number off-employed (differing slightly by
scenario), civil servants (assuming a constantioel®f the number of civil servants to the
total population), and of «other» employees (diffgrby scenario). We abstain here from
describing in detail the technical assumptions mBd¢ails can be found in tables 2g to 2f,
in the annex.

The number of contributors develops as shown irfdewing figure 24; the number of
contributors to the social health insurance hoaeosind slightly above 90 per cent of the
total number of contributors.

ILO-TF-FRG-R1 21



Figure 24.
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Labour Force.xls, Chart4).

It should be mentioned that in all scenarios thelmer of contributors could be at least by
around three million higher, in the pessimisticrere by at least 4.5 million, if, at given
unemployment rates, labour markets would allowremgform the number of «other»
employees into contributors. Whether this actuaiyppens depends on the structure of
future economic growth and the correlated futurgettpment of the structure of the
labour markets, and on labour market legislatiore kfrained from setting the labour
market assumptions to such extremes in order tmtainia prudent position within the
respective scenarios. However, additional contatsutvould,ceteris paribugand under
status-quo legislatiogn have a decreasing impact on the contributioasrat social health
and unemployment insurance (see below, resultthéosocial budget); the impact on the
contribution rate of the social pension insuranceuld be limited as additional
contributors by the beginning of the projectionipgmnwould imply additional pensions by
its end.

Results for macroeconomic aggregates

Real GDP develops significantly different under theee scenarios: under the baseline it
doubles by the end of the projection period (2dA0omparison with the first projected
value (2007); in the pessimistic scenario, it amundis to grow slowly, reaching a level of
30 per cent above 2007; in the optimistic scen@iP develops exceptionally faster and
reaches a level 5 times as high as the one of @Qure 24, below). Nominal GDP values
differ between scenarios only with respect to teeetbpment of the GDP deflator.
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Figure 25.
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Economy Part 1 new.xls, Chart1].

The other important aggregate influencing the ddmimlget and, thus, the results of this
study is labour income. Labour incoffigs of special interest in social systems, like the
German, where the larger parts of social experalifwe being financed through employer
and employee contributions. Both are accountedirfoiabour income; accordingly, at
given contribution rates, there are more finanmalources available for financing social
expenditure the higher the labour income share DPGand vice versa. Also, a given
social budget can be financed at lower contributiates the higher the labour income
share in GDP, and vice veréa.

With meanwhile less than 50 per cent, Germany’sualincome share in GDP has since a
few years joined the ranks of most other countiiethe Euro area, which, other than
Germany, have kept their respective labour incorhares stable (figure 56). The
calculated future level-development (hovering betvé7 and 51 per cent of GDP (figure
26)) is a result of the assumptions that future inaimhourly wage increases parallel
nominal hourly labour productivity increases analfthnnual gross wages strictly correlate
with working time; in combination, this implies sificant changes in wage settlements
among and between trade unions and employer oejenmis as well as between non-
organized labour and non-organized employers. Wisider the assumption justified as it
is not realistic to assume that Germany’s labowoinme share falls behind European

9 Compensation of employees.

1 Though arithmetically correct, the policy implicats and practical validity of this consideration
depends, inter alia, on whether a higher laborrmeshare is the result of higher average wages at
given employment levels or of higher employmentlsat given average wages.
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Figure 26.

2.4

Per cent of GDP

average®® Technically, the future development of the labimeome share is influenced by
the different future contribution rate developmemtsler the three scenarios; however, our
calculations show that these rates will have oriyitéd impacts on employer
contributions.

More macro-economic implications of the social betdgplculation results are described in
chapter 5 after a detailed description of the $didget projection results.

Labour income share in GDP - three scenarios
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Economy Part 1 new.xls, Chart3].

Assumptions specific to the social budget

In the previous sections we explained the demograpabour market and economic
assumptions underlying the three scenarios. Allabées are either direct input to
Germany’s social protection system (as legislattdly serve as reference for such direct
input-variables or they serve analytical purpofes.example assumed labour productivity
serves the twofold purpose of generating GDP andcppita wages; the latter, in turn
serve as input to indexation of benefits, as stijgd by law; nominal GDP serves as
reference for analysis of the social budget's reeeand expenditure under a macro-
economic perspective. The GDP deflator represerdgath price development and serves
as indexation reference where social legislatiopires price-related indexation.

In this chapter, we address some of the specifaraptions required for the calculations

within the various functions of the social budget (orhimitan institutional context), i.e.
assumptions that come «on top» of the assumptixpiaieed thus far.

%2 European average calculated as indicated in fig@re
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Function health

The expenditure on function health consists ofedéht categories, among which the most
important are:

* health expenses of the social Health insurane®)(S

* health expenses of the long-term care insuradt€ly;

* health expenses under the civil servants’ medieakfits scheme (CSMBS);
» continued payment of wages and salaries in cbsielmess (CPW),

* health spending under other public schemes.

Expenses and revenue for SHI, LTCI, CSMBS and CP¥fewcalculated on an
institutional basis, health spending of all othelteanes was calculated residually.

In line with international practice expenses of tBell were calculated by splitting
members into in- and outpatients. Male and femtlization rates, for in- and outpatients,
were estimated and applied to the results of theulation model. With respect to the
future development of utilization rates under aimegof growing life expectancy we
employed a «middle» assumption in form of thaamic equilibrium(«healthy aging)
hypothesiswhich posits, that the absolute number of lifergdived in bad health remains
constant in the wake of increased longevity. Thipdihesis was complemented by a
death-cosimodelling approach, which makes use of the observ#hat a very high share
of the available health care resources spent @varage person during his/her life-time is
concentrated on the final life years, thus sugggsio separate the observed high health
care costs of older people into a demographic compio (where mortality rates are
calculated net of those cases close to death) aralioaeness to death» component. In a
death costs scenarithus, the whole population (by sex and singlespgesplit into two
further vectors: survivors and decedents. As dtidle financial impact of the ageing of a
population is less profound than in a «standardieption design.

Further specifications, e.g. with respect to the-sajated price pattern of pharmaceuticals,
were made. (For more details see section 3.2. xa?mprovides a wider description of the
health model.)

Revenue for SHI was calculated on the basis ofgptdegislation; special care was taken
of the revised opting-out versus opting-back ogiorroduced recently. It was assumed,
however, that the federal transfer to SHI, plantethcrease over the coming years (until
2016) continues to increase further over the frdjgrtion period in parallel to GDP.

While using LTCI specific data information, the @alhtions for the LTCI were based on a
similar methodological approach. (Annex 2.)

The spending dynamics for the CSMBS is based ompdheapita spending development
of the SHI, multiplied by the number of active amtired civil servants as projected under
the model for the old-age pensions of civil sergsaithis is justified, as legislation on the
SHI can usually be assumed to be applied condigterit its dynamic elements — to the
CSMBS scheme. (Annex 2.)

Spending under CPW depends on the annual numtsclafess cases («Krankenstand»)
in relation to overall dependent employment. Tleiation was assumed constant for the
projection period; accordingly CPW varies with tsam of wages under the three
scenarios. (Annex 2.)
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All other expenses under the function health waleutated as a constant relation to the
above single scheme spending. (Chapter 3.2.)

Function old-age and survivors

The function old-age and survivors comprises atliadospending going to persons who
either have retired for good, or who are survi@rslows, widowers, orphans). While this
function comprises the expenses of a range otutisins (including, e.g., spending of the
pension schemes of the liberal professions, andattmeers pension scheme) we focused
modelling efforts on the statutory pension insueandSPI; «Gesetzliche
Rentenversicherung») and on the civil servantsipenscheme («Beamtenversorgung»).
Both schemes were calculated on the basis of pgressntory regulations. With respect to
the SPI it was assumed that the contribution ralarwno scenario exceed 22 per cent of
contributory wages. The impacts of this assumptionpension adjustment and on the
federal subsidy were taken into account. (Annexasd4; chapter 3.3.)

It is important to note that the recently implengghvoluntary retirement savings scheme
(«Riester»), although subsidized by public trarssfewas not incorporated in our

calculations. For the time being, under the regamadlmost no payments are as yet being
made, and analyzing existing contracts in ordeedtimate future annuities would have
gone beyond the scope of the project.

All other expenditure under the old-age functiorswealculated as a constant relation to
the above two schemes. As in Germany coverageefmement incomes is practically 100
per cent the error made by this approach is coresideelatively small as all systems are
exposed to the same overall population ageing pspcpendings to retired old persons
under social assistance are included in this fancti

Function employment

The function employment basically consists of thpemses of the federal employment
agency (ALG1 and other expenditure) and spendingoecalled ALG2%® Over the short
term, we assume development broadly in line with government’s mid-term financial
planning (as of 2007); in the long run we assursd thost spending correlates with
unemployment and per-capita wages, while ALG2 isdéndexed with prices. (Chapter
3.4))

Function family

The expenses under the function family mainly cosgprchild benefits (which, in
Germany, are delivered in the form of (indirecty taenefits (= foregone income tax)),
expenses on kindergartens, expenses on youthraldh apecial tax reduction for married
couples («splitting»).

As there is no legislated indexation rules for a¢tienefits (the tax brackets) an assumption
on future such indexations had to be taken; far phirpose we assumed that the population
aged 19 years and younger can, in the long rutiaen as a representative for the total

83 After the labour market reforms of the beginnirighe 2000s, unemployment aid that had been
paid, under certain conditions, after expiration wiemployment benefit, was replaced by
«unemployment benefit 2» («ALG2»), which is basedaminimum household income (social
assistance) concept, accompanied by active emplaymiBcement through the employment
agency.
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volume of child benefit cases. Further, it was as=} that per capita payments (per capita
amounts of tax reduction) grow with per capita grasmges. If, alternatively, one would
assume child benefit indexation (per capita) relate price developments then the

expenses would significantly decline over the Igrgjection period, which does not
appear probable.

Similar argumentation holds for kindergartens awodtly aid, where we again used the
population aged 19 and younger as indicator fomtmaber of places to be provided, and
per capita wages as the cost-driver per place.

A similar approach was used for the «splittingsnafrried couples’ income tax.

Other functions

The remaining functions have been projected on libsis of appropriate (ad-hoc)
assumptions. (Chapter 3.6.)
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3. Germany’s social budget: scenario results

This chapter presents the calculations for expaereliand revenue of Germany’s social
budget, resulting from the framework assumptionplared above. We start with a
summarizing overview, in sub-chapter 3.1, belowd aontinue in the subsequent sub-
chapters with detailed descriptions of developménthie more important schemes of the
social budget.

3.1 Total social budget: expenditure

(Table annex: Tables 4a to 4c)

Expenditure of Germany’s social bud&fetomprised in 2006 a total of round about 700.2
billion € or about 8500 € per inhabitafTtThis was equivalent tosocial expenditure ratio
of 30.3 per cenf?®

Financing the social budget absorbed resourceer{tz®) in the order of 730.3 billion € or
8865 € per inhabitant or about 31.5 per cent of GR¥enue minus expenditure rendered
a surplus of 30 billion € or slightly above 1 pentof GDP.

In historical comparison, the social expenditurgoras currently relatively high! at the
same time, in 2006, it is already in a phase oficgicdecline, which is partially due to the
growth of nominal GDP. The dynamics of the declia@e been incorporated in our long-
term calculations (1) through the assumed furteeluction of the unemployment rates,
especially in the baseline and the optimistic sdenand (2) through a simultaneous
increase of employment, especially of the humberauitributors, limited only by labour

supply.

Social budget expenditure

Over the longer run the future development of tbeiad expenditure ratio is being
determined, in essence, by population developmadt the impacts of the structural
changes in social legislation that had been takaingl the first years of the present
decade.

A long-term overview on aggregate results is presity figure 27.

6 Methodological explanations can be found in thessgary by the end of this report.

8 Bundesministerium fiir Arbeit und Soziales (HrsgSozialbudget 2006 Tabellenauszug.
Eigenverlag. Mai 2007. [Federal Ministry of LabardaSocail Affairs (ed.): Social budget 2006.
Table excerpt. May 2007.] http://www.bmas.bund di@ynload)

% Social budget expenditure in per cent of GDP imant prices.
7 Among others, reasons for this observation areo-effects of Germany’s unification in

combination with the economic problems during thearg at the beginning of the present
decennium.
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Figure 27.

Per cent of GDP
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart1960-2070-b-p-o(2)].
In summarizing, the results show that the socipkexliture ratio:

* in the baseling follows a long-term trend stabilising slightly ate historically
observed maximum levels. This scenario is charaer by mid-level labour
productivity, low net migration of 100,000 persomsinually, and birth rates
converging towards 1800 children per 1000 worfien;

* in the pessimistic scenaribalances out at 2 to 3 percentage points abaéetiels
of the baseline. This scenario is characterized Idwer labour productivity,
historically low (net) immigration (50,000 persops.) and stabilization of fertility
rates at present levels; and

* only in the optimistic scenarjowhile differing significantly from the other two
scenarios, falls below historical levels. This @atiholds comparatively high labour
productivity, annual (net) immigration of 200,008rgpons, and convergence of the
fertility rate towards reproduction (around 210@dren per 1000 women).

The sequence of figures 28a to 28c shows the sggregate developments desegrate by
functional expenditure categories:

® The ILO population model incorporates the migmatmssumptions in all scenarios such that
mainly persons in active ages migrate, which brngertain number of children, while elder
migrants (net) leave the country. Fertility assuons relate to women aged between 15 and 49.
Further explanations can be found in Internatidredour Office:The ILO Population Projection
Model (ILO-POP) A Technical Guide (Version 1.1. 8/2002). The intagional Financial and
Actuarial Servic (ILO-FACTS), Financial, Actuariand Statistical Services Branch, Social
Protection Sector, International labor Office, Gan2002.
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Figure 28a. Social expenditure ratio by functional categories 1960 to 2070 — baseline
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart1960-2070-b(2)].

Figure 28b. Social expenditure ratio by functional categories 1960 to 2070 - pessimistic scenario
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart1960-2070-p(2)].
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Figure 28¢c. Social expenditure ratio by functional categories 1960 to 2070 — optimistic scenario
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart1960-2070-0(2)].

Significantly differing developments are being atveel with respect to the relative
weights of functional expenses (Figure 29):

in the baseline, the two functions «health» amdd «age», which traditionally
dominate in Germany (as well as internationallyerothe long run maintain and
even increase their weight to around 80 per cetfiofotal social budget;

in the optimistic scenario, their share fallslévels below 75 per cent (providing
space for other social policy programmes);

in the pessimistic scenario, the share of the givamrams increases to almost 85 per
cent of the total budget.
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Figure 29.
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart5(2)].

3.2 Function health

Social spending under function health is allocatefbur sub-functions, of which currently
expenditure on (1prevention and rehabilitatiomttracts 5 per cent, (2iseaseH8 per
cent, (3)work accidents and occupational diseaseper cent, andeneral invalidity22
per cent (all percentages 2007).

Under an institutional perspective health expersfe$SHI, LTCI, CSMBS and CPW,
together, represent about 83 per cent of totalipesbenses on health:

e SHI 61 per cent,

. CPW 10 per cent,

e LTCI 7 per cent, and
« CSMBS 5 per cent.

The remaining 17 per cent comprise payments ofrofithemes, like health-related
spending of social assistance, or rehabilitatiqreeses of the social pension insurance.

Only for the pessimistic scenario our calculatish®w some long-term increase of the
health expenditure share in GDP. In the base sicetinar health expenditure share remains
more or less stable, in the optimistic scenardetlines (Table 4; figure 30).
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Table 4.

Expenditure under function health in per cent of GDP

Function Health

Baseline Optimistic Pessimistic

Year

Scenario

%
2010 10.5 10.4 10.7
2020 10.5 10.1 11.1
2030 10.9 10.0 1.7
2040 11.0 9.6 12.0
2050 11.0 91 12.4
2060 10.4 8.3 12.2
2070 9.6 74 11.8

Source: Deutschlandmodell.

These results appear surprising as they do notroosfandard wisdom about the impact
of ageing societies on health costs. Explanatiogest@ be found in specificities of the
German SHI that have been duely modelled. Alsdaoehypotheses widely discussed in
health politics have been applied in our modellagproach for the first time (chapter
3.2.1).

Accordingly, public health finance has no severpeexliture control problems; to the
contrary, it seems possible to keep costs unddraiaespite the ageing of the German
population (chapter 3.2.1.). This assessment damesever not imply stable legal
contribution rates, which continue to grow moddyatdo the extent that the German
society considers these increases as surpassiagtable limits our results confirm that a
reform of the financing basis of the German hesytem remains top on the social reform
agenda.

Figure 30.  Health spending share in GDP - three scenarios
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Social Budget.xls, ChartHealth).
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3.2.1 Social health insurance

National as well as ample international experiestoengly indicates that health care costs
can be expected, also in future, to gnoWwerentlyfaster than societies’ general incomes.
There are mainly two reasons bolstering this astiomp

(1) technological progress increases also in futueevariety and quality of products and
treatments;

(2) even if technological progress were assumettsangng and reducing the relative
prices of health products and services the overglenditure may still rise because of
the evidently high price elasticity of private hebslds’ demand for health care.

However, at the same time it has to be taken imiowant that the pressure through

governmentstost containment policiegacreasing world-wide (i.e., not only in Germany)

induces additional demand for cost-saving techriefognd organizational structures.

For Germany’s SHI we expect the following developiseof expenses in relation to GDP
under the three scenarios (Figures 27a, 27b and 27c

Figure 31a. SHI spending categories in per cent of GDP — baseline
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Social Budget.xls, SHI ChartBS].
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Figure 31b. SHI spending categories in per cent of GDP - optimistic scenario

Per cent of GDP

10

Figure 31c.

Per cent of GDP

10

2007 2010 2013 2016 2019 2022 2025 2028 2031 2034 2037 2040 2043 2046 2049 2052 2055 2058 2061 2064 2067 2070

@ Spending on inpatients B Spending on outpatients 0O Spending on pharmaceuticals O Spending on dentist services
B Sickness benefits @ Other health expenditure B Administration O Other expenses

Source: Deutschlandmodell [ Tabellenanhang Social Budget.xls, SHI ChartOpt].

SHI spending categories in per cent of GDP - pessimistic scenario

2007 2010 2013 2016 2019 2022 2025 2028 2031 2034 2037 2040 2043 2046 2049 2052 2055 2058 2061 2064 2067 2070

@ Spending on inpatients B Spending on outpatients O Spending on pharmaceuticals O Spending on dentist services
B Sickness benefits @ Other health expenditure B Administration O Other expenses

Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Social Budget.xls, SHI ChartPes].

36

ILO-TF-FRG-R1



These results have been derived on the basis dbltbesing specific characteristics of the
health modelling approach applied (Annex 2), whigdgether, have substantial saving
effects and, thus, moderate the overall healthdeatlopment:

Healthy ageing

The following three hypotheses on the relationsbiptechnology and health status,
discussed in literature, can be made reasonablatigeal in formal modelling contexts:

* the compression of morbidity hypothessssumes, that an increase in longevity
translates into an ever shorter share of life livecklatively bad health;

» thedynamic equilibriun{«healthy aging»hypothesigosits, that the absolute number
of life-years lived in bad health remains constarihe wake of increased longevity;

» the expansion of morbidity hypothesitates that longevity translates into a higher
share of life lived in relatively bad health, aded people become more vulnerable to
chronic diseases and spend more time in ill-health.

We decided to apply thdynamic equilibrium hypotheses it seems to be reflecting a
middle path of future health cost implications géimg societie$?

Death costs

There is strong empirical evidence that a very HElghre of an average person’s life-time
health care spending is concentrated on the fimatsyof life’® In the SHI model thdeath
costs scenaricapproach was taken into account by applying anigcle which was
developed for health care projections of EU memstates in the European Policy
Committee. In such a scenario the whole populatignsex and single ages) is split into
two vectors: survivors and decedents (decedent®setwho die, e. g., within a calendar
year). Furthermore, the health care costs are sbinto a demographic and a «closeness
to death» component. As a result of such diffeagiatn thedemographigattern of health
care utilization, i.e. of those who survive is lefeep; accordingly, the impact of the
ageing of a population is less profound than iess differentiated projection design.

Segmentation between SHI and PHI

In Germany’s SHI, the share of privately insuredusrently less than 5 per cent in the
higher age groups of the population (80 years &#ode), whereas, for example, it is about
25 per cent among all men and 15 per cent amongaatien in the age group 40 to 44.
The reason for this differentiation among genergiis that in the past most persons, for
cost reasons, switched from PHI to SHI once thaghied higher ages (e.g., at retirement);
as a result of such behavioural patterns, currestillythe vast majority of older people is
insured under SHI. (Figure 32)

% Adjustment of the model, and of its results, te dther two hypotheses is possible. However, the
additional work required to modify the model, cheekults and offer proper interpretations, would

have gone beyond the resources available undeprtiject. Attached to this report is a CD that

contains all modules used for our calculations. ifiterested reader / modeler is free to adjustehos

modules, and produce results, accordingly.

® This evidence must be taken into account undeoéttye three morbidity hypotheses.
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Figure 32.
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This possibility of adverse selection — much to dldgantage and profitability of the PHI
(while putting the SHI under increasing financiabgsure) — was abolished as a result of
the various reform measures over the past 10 ydarsvay back to SHI has meanwhile
been almost fully blocked for persons who had optgdand chose joining PHI).

This important change in institutional regulatioasstaken into account in the here-applied
model design. Accordingly, the share of privateigured elder persons within the total
population increases over the next 40 years (ated) aind reaches almost the same share
that is currently observed among the cohort ofggessiged 40-44: those who are currently
privately insured will also be so in 40 years. Phesent PHI coverage of the age group of
those 40-44 was chosen as a benchmark.

The financial implication is that in the decadegdme a growing share of the health costs
allotted to elder persons will be financed by PWhich is not included in the social
budget), and not any longer by SHI. As a resu#t,fodel correctly projects significantly
less dynamic public health care expenditure thassiply suggested by other models
which do not take account of those legislative gean

Population and population covered under SHI - 2005

0-4 59 10- 15 20- 25- 30- 35- 40- 45 50- 55 60- 65- 70- 75 80- 85 90- 95-
14 19 24 29 34 39 44 49 54 59 64 69 74 79 84 8 94 99

‘EI Population ®Memebership under SHI ‘

Source: Deutschlandmodell [Health Module.xls, DIA Insured vs Population].

Price vector of pharmaceuticals

To project the expenditure on pharmaceuticals am-ralated price vector of
pharmaceuticals (costs peefined daily dose¢DDD) by sex and age group) has been
applied; this approach is based on the observ#ti@ndrugs prescribed for younger age-
cohorts tend to be substantially more expensive tbiaolder age-cohorts.
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Figure 33.  Prescribed defined daily doses (DDD) and average costs per DDD by sex and age group of
population covered under SHI - 2005
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Source: Deutschlandmodell; [Result Sheets.xIs, Graph Drugs(2)].

Note: In 2005, on average per insured person, 8.4 packages of pharmaceuticals were described, presenting 413 defined daily
doses. Accordingly, each package contained on average about 50 DDD.

At the same time, the age-related utilization patf prescribed drugs has the expected
shape with an increasing number of prescriptioneragrthe older age cohorts (typical J-
curve).

As a result, ageing has a cost-increasing impacttran financial projections of
pharmaceutical spending through the utilizatiortquat and a cost-saving impact through
the price vector.

SHI revenue

At given average wages the tolatomeof SHI is calculated as the sum of contributions
and public subsidies. The contribution rate is @aked as a cost-covering PAYG-rate, i.e.
after taking exogenous public transfers into actoun

Despite the relative moderate expenditure developro@der all three scenarios, the
impact on the legal contribution rate remains digaint:
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Figure 34.
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Social Budget.xls, SHI CR].

While in all three scenarios the contribution rats be kept in future for a number of
years approximately at around the level reached0/ (14,6 per cent), from the mid-
2020s onwards, it is only in the optimistic sceodhiat the rate can be stabilized at around
15 per cent. In the pessimistic case as well dbérbaseline the health contribution rate
reaches 18 per cent and (almost) 17 per cent, ctrgplg, before both start decreasing
slightly at the end of the projection period.

Stabilizing the contribution rate at 15 per centuldorequire, by the beginning of the
2020s additional public transfers to the SHI in tinder of 0.5 (baseline) to 1.5 per cent
(pessimistic scenario) of GDP.

Digression: The health fund

As of 1 January 2009 the Government introduced dbecalled health fund. Its
implementation has not, by itself, affected thecgktion results as presented in this
report; in other words: its introduction is neutral aggregate SHI level, with respect to
expenditure and (resulting) contribution rates. ldeer, the fund has changed significantly
the financial architecture within the system of Sepecially the provision of resources
available to single public health insurances feirtfinancial operations, as follows:

™ The following is only a rough description of ageh that was quite complex in its details. More

information under:
http://www.bmg.de/cin_116/nn_1168682/SharedDocstiiedartikel/DE/AZ/G/Glossarbegriff
-Gesundheitsreform.html. (last visited 2008)
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1. Insured contributors and employers pay contigimst calculated on the basis of a
uniform contribution ratginto the fund. Also, public transfers are paitbithe fund.
This differs from the earlier regulation where &HI organizations (institutions)
collect their contributions directly on basis okithown specific contribution rates.
The uniform contribution rate is now being fixed bye federal government in
advance; the single SHI organizations lost authafifixing the rate by themselves.

2. All SHI organizations receive their availablsaarces from the fund as follows:

a. a fixed, identical amount for each insured persovered by the respective
organization; this amount does not vary among orgéions;

b. an additional amount, per insured person covdired takes into account the
different risks of the persons covered by the d#f¢é organizations («risk
adjusted component»); this amount can be positiveegative; risk adjustment
is based on the following statistical indicators:

. age of the insured;
. sex of the insured;

*  morbidity of the insured: amounts reflecting spedsks are paid in case of
80 highly cost intensive diseases, and for Diseddanagement
Programmes.

With this financial management reform Germany jdims growing number of countries
which base the allocation on service providerswvaiilable revenue of their public health
systems ormapitation > Generally, capitation rates (= the amount of matogye allocated

to service providers per insured person) can berpntted as (risk adjusted) shadow
contribution rates. Germany’s health fund pursudgylarid capitation approach in that it
does not allocate available monies directly to iserproviders but to the public health
insurers according to the health-risk structuréhefr insured members. Capitation systems
are usually paid out of taxation and subject tadaad (government) budget procedures. In
their strictest versions, like for example in Thaidl, capitation systems are based on
closed-end budget principles, i.e. the health sys(service providers) can expect as
maximum public revenue the resources as stipuiatéite budget. Germany continues to
use its established and reliable contribution ctibe system as the main means for
achieving the financial resources for the SHI; urttle new rules a global budget for the
health fund in yearis established by the end of yedy, it is expected that this can usually
be achieved, among others, by a point-forecasgtefihnual contribution rate to be applied
in yeart by the end of yeat-1 such, that it (together with other income, e.gbligu
transfers) covers total expenses, including thilhup of a cash (buffer) reservetin

The disadvantage of the new rule, from the pointiefv of public insurance, is that they
are not able anymore to increase contribution ratésnomously; the advantage is that the
budget (fund), once fixed, provides the public ness with full income security — in years

2 See Rice, Nigel and Peter Smifkpproaches to Capitation and Risk Adjustment inlthe@are

An International Survey. The University of York. @@ee for Health Economics. October 1999.
Capitation rates can be interpreted as (risk agljiysthadow contribution rates; see, for example,
International Labour Office:Thailand. Proposal for a Revised Capitation Caldida and
Financial Equalisation SystemlLO component Financial Management of the Thaalde Care
System (THA/05/01/EEC) under the Health Care RefBruject between the EU and the Kingdom
of Thailand (THA/AIDCO/2002/0411); 2008.
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when actual revenue collection falls behind thedetield amount the opening gap will be
covered (temporarily though) by a government laenich is repayable in year t+1).

Another great advantage of the German health fandhat it allocates resources to
providers on a (risk-adjusted) capitation basiss theasure, implicitly, aims at treating
each patient (insured) on an equitable basis; libed that this measure will have, over
the long-term, positive health effects for the ireslipopulation.

International experience shows that allocation efources to providers on the basis of
capitation is no guaranteéor effective health cost control, which has todmhieved by
other, additional means of which some were beingsaged under the health system
reform process. However, capitation opens the dwdretter balancing efforts aiming at
enhancingefficiency on which German health policies has been focirséite past/® with
efforts aiming at guaranteeingquitable access to health services, an area where
improvements are needed in future.

Despite some caveats, we believe that introduchey health fund (along with the
accompanying risk adjustment measures) opens $paeeunified design, on a scientific
basis, of Germany’s overall health system, whiclvhile allowing the population to
benefit maximally from medical and other healtleveint progress — also offers options for
needs-based steering of national health costs,tla@id control, accordingly. On this
background, despite such hypothesis could neitk@ioitly nor implicitly be incorporated
in the health sub-model, we expect that the hdafid contributes in future to health cost
containment (rather than the contrary).

3.2.2 Long-term care insurance

Figure 35.
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The calculations with respect to the LTCI are bazedhe same modelling principles, and
the same hypotheses, as those for SHI (sectioi)3&ccordingly, projections imply
similar savings effects.

The number of cases under the LTCI increases, ardilnd 2050, in all scenarios up to
about 2.5 million, and then falls rapidly. This lissically a result of the population
projection and the morbidity assumptions (as madthé SHI model). Due to the larger
population, the number of cases is highest in fiienistic scenario.

Number of LTCI cases (inpatients and outpatients) - three scenarios
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[—s— Baseline —=— Optimistic scenario Pessimistic scenario

Source: Deutschlandmodell [Result Sheets.xls, Chart2).

3 Rice, Nigel and Peter Smith: Approaches to Capitaand Risk Adjustment in Health Care. An
International Survey. The University of York. Canfor Health Economics. October 1999.
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Figure 36.
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LTCI expenditure per case in per cent of the nali@verage wage («system replacement
rate») increases from presently 35 per cent to dmtw38 and 40 per cent by 2020
(depending on scenario). In the subsequent ydaiesmains relatively stable, mainly as a
result of the assumption that services providedoareonal services and, thus, benefits per
case are mainly driven by labour costs. (Annexemif to 4i.)

On the basis of these calculations the contributia for the LTCI follows a development
pattern similar to the one under SHI.

LTCI legal contribution rate - three scenarios

2007 2010 2013 2016 2019 2022 2025 2028 2031 2034 2037 2040 2043 2046 2049 2052 2055 2058 2061 2064 2067 2070

‘+ Baseline —=— Optimistic scenario Pessimistic scenario

Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Social Budget.xls, LTCI CR].

3.2.3 Other health expenditure

Within expenditure of the function health we subsummderther health expenditurall
spending not explained by SHI and LTCI. This ingsdmost prominently, CPW and
spending under the CSMB%.

™ Function health also includes certain expenseshef occupational diseases and accident
insurance; we assume that these spending are datilgidependent, in their future development, by
structural (sectoral) developments of the Germamewy, in general, and of the continued efforts
of the employers to enhance work place safetyhémtodel approach used, it is implicitly assumed,
that spending under the occupational diseases acideat insurance develops parallel to the
spending under the SHI; to the extent that empkgeicceed in keeping the number of cases of
occupational diseases and accidents low, and pypssben declining relative to general
employment and production developments, the shamxpenditure in GDP under the function
health, ceteris paribus, would be (marginally) lotf&n calculated in the different scenarios of thi
report.
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3.3

Table 5.

With respect taCPWwe assumed the number of days of absence dueseasgis in per
cent of total working day volume constant over fille projection period. In other words,
this benefit grows, in all scenarios, in paraltethie national sum of wages and salaries.

The payments under the CSMBS are dependent orgthsteucture of the civil servants,
including retired civil servants. With respect tergcapita payments the expenses of the
CSMBS follow — their dynamics - the same assumdesrand hypotheses as the ones
developed under the SHI.

Function old-age and survivors

The function old-age and survivors mainly comprisggenditure under:
. the social pension insurance;

» the pension system of the civil servants;

e occupational pensions paid by enterprises,

* occupational pensions paid to former state engasy

These four programmes cover more than 90 per dahiecspending under this function.
Special models were developed and applied to prdjecfuture expenses under the social
pension insurance, and under the civil servantsisipm system” for occupational
pensions no such model was developed. These twensygsocial pension insurance, civil
service pensions) explain more than 85 per centdfige spending in the German social
budget. While projecting the total function we amed that the occupational retirement
income systems (and all other small items subsuoreter the function) develop in
parallel to the social pensions and the civil set¥asystems. This might not be fully
correct in all details; however, the systematioemade through using this approach is
probably very small as all systems are facing nooiless the same ageing problems.

Expenditure under function old-age and survivors in per cent of GDP

Function Old-age and survivors

Baseline Optimistic Pessimistic
Scenario

Year %
2010 11.3 1.1 11.6
2020 12.1 1.7 12.7
2030 13.4 12.8 14.1
2040 14.3 12.5 15.2
2050 14.5 12.4 16.0
2060 14.2 11.8 16.1
2070 13.4 10.9 15.9

Source: Deutschlandmodell.

> The respective work was undertaken by Dr. Heindeks, DRV-Bund, Berlin (for the social
pension insurance, annex 3), and by Mr Harald DagetJniversity of Speyer (for the civil servants
pension scheme, annex 4).
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Figure 37
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In all scenarios national spending on old-age amdiwors relative to GDP increases to
levels higher than during the past 40 years; irpggsimistic scenario, spending in relation
to GDP after 2050 peaks at levels around®higher than at present; in the baseline, the
increase is half as high; only in the optimistiersario levels remain broadly within earlier
observed brackets. (Figure 37).

Spending on old-age and survivors, share in GDP - three scenarios
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [ Tabellenanhang Social Budget.xls, ChartOldAge].

3.3.1 Social pension insurance (SPI)

The financial development of the social pensioruiasce (SPI) is determined by the
number of pensions paid and by the average peasimunt paid per case.

Figure 38 reflects the expected future number ofsfpm cases. It stipulates that the
number of pension cases over the next around 25 ygaetermined by the number and
(age) structure of present contributors. In otherds, whatever the assumed fertility rates
and immigration assumptions, the magnitude of thmber of future pensions will be

affected only with a long time-lag. The same effdeke place with respect to changes in
the overall population development and its strugtdigure 38 contains, for information

purposes, the projected number of persons ageadalzove in the total population. The
observation that the number of SPI pension cas#isbei— for the next 25 years —

substantially higher than the number of personsl &% is owed to the fact that current
pensioners include many cases of persons thatddiefore the age of 65, also it contains
widow / widower and orphans’ pensions, which — ohgly — can be paid at younger ages.

However, the difference between the number of persmged 65+ and the number of
pension cases paid will gradually taper off andneebange sign in around 2035; this
development has the following reasons.
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Figure 38.

Number of pensioners (million) / population aged 65+
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Because of relatively generous early retiremendiimms in the past (incl. occupational
incapacity) the number of pensioners is currernitipificantly higher than the population
aged 65 and above. Until the mid-2030s the «balymieos» will retire, however, as
induced by the reform measures of the 1990s (19926), at higher average retirement
ages than before, which will be continuously insieg, a process that has been re-
enforced by the recent legislation with respednhtweasing the standard retirement age to
67.

Simultaneously, the number of occupational incapgmensions will decline (at assumed
unchanged entry rates) because younger cohor@raker than their predecessors in the
second half of the previous century.

Furthermore, the increase of female employmengsgzsimed in all scenarios, results in
declining numbers of widow(er) pensions (as ownspanentitiements, achieved through
employment, are being taken into account in theutafion of widow(er) pensions).

The weights of all mentioned effects are increasimgr time such that as of around 2040
the total number of pensions paid under the S Fedlow the number of persons aged 65
and over.

Number of pensions paid by social pension insurance (SPI) and population aged 65 and over
— three scenarios
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—e— Pension cases SPI, baseline —=— Pension cases SPI, optimistic scenario Pension cases SPI, pessimistic scenario

Persons aged 65+, baseline —%— Persons aged 65+, optimistic scenario —@— Persons aged 65+, pessimistic scenario

Source: Deutschlandmodell [ILOBAS0408.xls, SPI PensCases).

The sequence of figures 39a to 39c reflects pensidexation in comparison to gross
wage dynamics. In the baseline as well as in thesipgstic scenario the annual pension
increases are until the 2050s lower than the wageeases; it is only in the optimistic
scenario that pensions and wages begin to develparallel again in the 2030s.
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Figure 39a. Per capita wage development and pension adjustment — baseline
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [[LOBAS0408.xls, SPI AdjBAS)].

Figure 39b. Per capita wage development and pension adjustment — optimistic scenario
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [[LOBAS0408.xls, SPI AdjOPT].
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Figure 39¢c. Per capita wage development and pension adjustment — pessimistic scenario
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [[LOBAS0408.xls, SPI AdjPES].

The difference between gross wage development ensign adjustment (according to the
legal pension adjustment formula) leads to a systedecline in the SPI pension
replacement rate in all scenarios (figure 40)

Figure 40.  SPI pension replacement rate - three scenarios
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [ILOBAS0408.xls, SPI Replacement].
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Within the projection horizon of our model calcidais the bottom of replacement is
reached

« In thebaseline in 2055, when the replacement level is 17 pet ‘@dower than in
2007,

* In theoptimistic scenaripin 2037, when the replacement level is 13 pet tmwer
than in 2007; and

* In the pessimistic scenarim 2070, when the replacement level is 21 pet tmwer
than in 2007"’

SPI revenue

In the SPI revenue and expenditure parametersyai@rdcally interlinked by way of the
design of the pension adjustment formula. This fdaris quite complex; it is not being
explained here in detail. Its basic idea, howegahat

» the pension adjustment is reduced whenever thed ontribution rate increases, or
when

« the pensioner-to-contributor relation increasesi(vice versa)®

The annual contribution rate, thus, is dependenthenvolume of pension expenses, but
also on revenue other than contributions, includespecially, the federal state transfer,
which was calculated at 27 per cent of pension mditere.”” Furthermore, the
contribution rate has to be fixed such that tot@l &venue covers administration costs
(which are very low in international comparisondathe build-up of a modest reserve
(«sustainability reserve»).

In our calculations we introduced the exogenoudlitimm that the contribution rate must
not exceed 22 per cent of contributive wages. Tdwilting relative pension-increasing
effects and the impact on the balance were takém account and compensated by
respective increases in the federal subsidy.

The results of our calculations with respect totdbation rate development and the
federal subsidy are as follows (figures 41 and 42):

® In relative terms, not in % -points.

" We would like to emphasize that our calculatioefer to the “gross pension replacement rate”
(Bruttorentenniveau); in other words, we make raieshents here with respect to 8154 SGB VI,
which stipulates that a specifically defined ngilaeement rate (irrespective of taxation) must not
fall short of a certain minimum value. Furthermotbe pension adjustment formula was left
unchanged for the period after 2030.

8 Using «equivalent pensioners» and «equivalentritnnors»; see glossary.

™ The fixing at 27 per cent of the federal statesfar is a modelling simplification of the complex
two-staged calculation as stipulated by law andedyithg each budget year. Any difference
between the detailed annual budget calculationsetbaon the law) and the shortcut taken
(exogenous fix of the rate at 27 per cent) is @vaht with respect to the long-term results of our
calculations.
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Figure 41.

In all scenarios, the contribution rate tends b daer the next few years and is kept
relatively stable over the following (around) 10ay® In all scenarios the rate starts
increasing before 2020.

Only in the optimistic scenario the contributioteraemains clearly below 22 per cent over
the full projection period; accordingly, no additad federal subsidy is required. In the
baseline and the pessimistic scenarios, howevercdintribution rate reaches the 22 per
cent boundary relatively fast: in the baseline @@, in the pessimistic scenario already in
2026.

Accordingly, in both scenarios, the federal subdidg to be increased as long as pension
cuts are to be avoided. In the baseline, the sylis@ches a maximum of almost 37 per
cent of pension expenses by the beginning of tf<20in the pessimistic scenario the
subsidy starts increasing in 2026, reaching its imam of 48 per cent of pension
expenditure in 2070.

SPI legal contribution rate — three scenarios
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [ILOBAS0408.xIs, SPI CR].
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Figure 42.
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [ILOBAS0408.xIs, SPI Subsidy].

In comparison to GDP the subsidy required in additdb status-quo would amount, in the
long run, to annually

» slightly above 1 per cent of GDP in the base ager(starting in 2030), and
«  about 1.5 per cent of GDP in the pessimistic ader(starting in 2026°

These substantial additional amounts would haveetborne by the federation. However,
given that the states will be relieved, relativeigm public education system burdens
(kindergartens, schools, universiti&sye-arrangements of the sharing of fiscal burdens
between the federation and the states / munidgalghould be possible. If, furthermore,
federal and state budgets fix their revenue inticelato GDP, we consider it realistic to
pursue a policy that would stipulate, at unchangedefit formulae, a maximum SPI
contribution rate (e.g. of 22 per cent) while canvgithe resulting SPI deficit out of general
taxation.

3.3.2 Civil service pensions

The number of retired civil servants, includingwéung orphans and spouses, increases
between 2007 and 2025 by around 475 thousand aalsieh) is an annual average of plus
26 thousand persons. In all scenarios the totabenmeaches its maximum of 1.8 million

8 In both cases the additionally required subsidyp@r cent of GDP) would gradually build up
over time.

8 In both, the baseline and the pessimistic scerithémumber of youth declines as a result of the
assumed fertility rates and immigration assumptioalso, there is a societal move towards
education in private schools which is complementsd increasing co-financing of public
universities through students’ tuition fees.
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Figure 43.
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during the second half of the 2020s, and startsimaously declining thereafter in the
baseline and the pessimistic scenario.

Under the optimistic scenario numbers stabilizehat far end of the projection period
because, as assumed, the state maintains the nofrdmive civil servants in all scenarios
in a constant relation to the overall populatiomih increases in the optimistic scenario),
an assumption that, in the long run, results inemetiring civil servants (figure 43¥.

Civil service, number of pensioners and survivors - three scenarios
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—e— Pensioners, baseline Pensioners, pessimistic scenario =—#=— Pensioners, optimistic scenario
= \\idow(er)s, baseline Widow(er)s, pessimistic scenario

Widow(er)s, optimistic scenario

Source: Deutschlandmodell [Result Sheets.xls, CicServPens].

The increase over the next two decades is basiialed by the additional number of
civil servants that was hired between 1967 and XpR&% around 350 thousand), who are
now about to retire or will do so over the comireais.

In order to prepare for the financial consequemdtedke increase legislation under the SPI
scheme was transferred, analogously, to the @vilants pension scheme. This means, in
essence, thaaverage pensiorwill over the coming years be effectively reducgd
relation to civil servants salaries) by about 10 gt (figure 44). It should be noted that
the replacement rate calculated for the civil setwaliffers from the respective rate under
the SPI in that the SPI-replacement rate is a syiatindicator constructed on the basis of
typified assumptions (= pension entitlements ofoatgbutor who fully worked over 45
years and in doing so always earned the natiorextbge wage), whereas the civil service
pension replacement rate has been calculated mabyalividing (i) the total sum of civil
servants’ pensions per retired civil servants lytfie sum of civil servants wages per
active civil servant.

While the development of the SPI replacement matgyinthetic, the development of the

civil servants’ rate, as calculated, is a systeta.rdnder this method of calculation the
average civil service pension consists over mamysye.e. until around the mid-2030s of a

82 Annex 4 contains a description of the civil seeviiension model.
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mixture of «old» pensions that had been awardedrée¢he recent savings measures, and
the new ones that are increasingly affected byethneasures. It is only in and after the
2030s that the full effect materializes in the ager pension replacement rate.

The slight increase of the civil service pensioplaeement rate in and after the 2040s is
mainly a result of the assumption that, by thehcigll servants retire at age 67, and no
deductions from pensions are being made anymaoedigment.

Figure 44.  Civil service: average replacement rate of retirement pension - three scenarios
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Economy Part 2 new.xls, CicServReplacement].

Under the explained assumptions the sum of civila#s pensions, in per cent of GDP,
develops as reflected in figure 45.

Figure 45.  Civil service, pension expenditure in per cent of GDP - three scenarios
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Result Sheets.xls, CicServPensGDP).
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In the pessimistic scenario, pension expenditureifal servants increases structurally, in
the long run by around 2/3f its present level. In the baseline, the inaedasaround 1/3
whereas, in the optimistic case, pension expemsgedse for a relatively short transitory
period, followed by a long-term decline.

3.3.3. Other age-related expenditure

3.4.

No specific models were developed for the other fwogrammes of financial weight
under the old-age and survivors function, i.e. flee occupational pensions paid by
enterprises and by the state to their former engas\{non-civil servants).

The specific long-term modelling problem of ent&es’ occupational pensions is the
assumption setting on new contracts as these deterthe (time-lagged) long-term
development of expenditure. While this is compaedyi easy in case of modelling an
individual company’s occupational pension schemsetha company’s policy is known, it
is more complex to make such assumptions, in aafjldnl economic context, for the
whole industry as companies’ readiness to engagednpational pensions may vary with
international economic developments, in short: wifte future structure of Germany’s
economy, which to model was not within the scopewfresearch.

Occupational pensions paid by the state cannaherong-run, be seen independent form
developments in the enterprises sector. As longcagpational pensions play a significant
role in the enterprises sector it can be assumetdtile state will maintain its respective
policy with respect to its own employees. This nieythe case even more so under a
demographic scenario leading sooner or later touabhortages rendering it possible that
occupational pensions regain one of their traditioroles™ of being an element of
competition among employers for qualified (scatabpur.

Implicitly, by our approach of taking these schenfiesincial development only cursorily
(as constant ratio within overall old-age and swok$ spending) into account, it was thus
assumed that these systems continue, like in the facontract with new employment
and that they, as a result, face the same demagrppiblems as the two that were given
specific attention.

Function employment

Function employment comprises expenditure in casein@mployment, occupational
training and spending to enhance the (occupatiapalcial) mobility of the unemployed
(and employed). While measures under training aaHility comprised over many years
in the past around 13%f all spending subsumed under the function empéaymthis
share has been substantially reduced through theudamarket reform legislation as
implemented in 2005, and is assumed to be furteduaed. In other words, spending
under the function employment meanwhile increagingiflects merely income (cash-
benefits) paid to the unemployed.

8 Occupational pensions not only play a role initiiévidual remuneration contract of employees
but their purpose was, and possibly might be againbind employees to their enterprises /
employers.
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Table 6.

Figure 46.

Persons (1000)

Expenditure under function employment in per cent of GDP

Function Employment

Baseline Optimistic Pessimistic

Year

Scenario

%
2010 1.4 1.4 1.8
2020 1.1 0.9 15
2030 1.0 0.8 1.4
2040 0.9 0.7 1.2
2050 0.8 0.7 1.1
2060 0.7 0.7 0.9
2070 0.6 0.7 0.8

Source: Deutschlandmodell.

The future development of the expenses under thetibn employment is therefore
mainly a function of the number of unemployed dmaldverage benefits paid. The number
of unemployed is given through the macro-economegumptions (figure 46); the average
benefits are (mainly) composed out AEG1 and ALG2 The development of average
ALG1 is a function of average gross wage developmeaverage ALG2 — given its role of
guaranteeing unemployed households’ income at siginsie levels — is a function of price
development. In the long run it is assumed that ribeber of beneficiaries will be
composed mainly of recipients of ALG2. As a restile average benefit paid per
unemployed declines relative to the national averagge (figure 47).
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Result Sheets.xls, UE].
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Figure 47. Unemployment: average replacement rate - three scenarios
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Economy Part 2 new.xls, UEReplacement].

Figure 48.  Function employment in per cent of GDP - three scenarios
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Revenue

As result of the assumed favourable developmentefmployment and of spending on the
unemployed the legal unemployment contribution vétefall to low levels in the baseline
and in the optimistic scenario (around 2 per camd, around 1 per cent, respectively); only
in the pessimistic scenario will it remain at predevels of around 3.5 per cent.

3.5. Function family

Table 7.

Function family comprises benefits paid under aoetarious programmes, like:
* maternity benefits paid by employers and SHiI,;

* education grants to young parents;

family-related fringe benefits paid by privatedgublic employers;

» youth aid, and

child benefits (tax benefits).

The amounts paid under the above list compriseentlyr over 90 per cent of all
expenditure paid under the function family. Abol&8%bf the above list is being granted in
the form of tax benefits.

Expenditure under function family in per cent of GDP

Function Family

Year Baseline Optimistic Pessimistic
Scenario
%
2010 3.9 3.9 41
2020 3.6 4.0 3.8
2030 3.8 49 3.7
2040 43 5.2 3.6
2050 45 5.5 3.6
2060 47 5.7 3.6
2070 48 5.6 3.6

Source: Deutschlandmodell.

For our projections we used an approach assumiaigtfie expenses under the family
function can be linked to a volume indicator angri@e indicator®® As arepresentative
for the volume indicator we took the number of pesaged zero to 19 (being aware that
some benefits only apply in case of a child botg.(maternity benefits), while others also
apply in case of children aged above 19); as mepeesentativewve took the national
average wage. The latter assumption is questionialthee short run as it were only valid,
in a strict sense, in case the parameters govefainidy benefits were regularly indexed
with gross per capita wages (which is not the ¢adsmyever, it appears reasonable in the
longer run, as a continued non-indexation policgratiree generations (until 2070) would

8 The most appropriate modelling approach for tadits is to take explicitly into account income
(wage) distribution information in a micro-simulati context. Such resource-absorbing techniques
would have gone beyond the scope of the projectilyidg this report.
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Figure 49.

imply almost complete withdrawal of the state fréemily oriented tax (and direct cash
payment) policies.

Therefore, at given average gross wage developmimdly expenses vary mainly with
the fertility and migration assumptions under theé scenarios.

Function family in per cent of GDP - three scenarios
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Blueprints.xls, FamGDP).

It should be mentioned that, for methodologicalsces® investment in additional
kindergarten places (according to the 2007-progremimtialized by the federal
government), is not included in the above calcafetj however, the federal government’s
assumptions with respect to additional current egps of the states over the period 2007
to 2010 — 1.5 billion Euro annuaffy— have been incorporatéd.

8 The social budget, by method, only incorporatesefierelated current expenditure and revenue.

% It is assumed that these are mainly labor costs: Bundesministerium fuer Familie, Senioren,
Frauen und Jugend (BMFSFJ): Kindertagesbetreuuag Kinder unter drei Jahren. Bericht der
Bundesregierung ueber den Stand des Ausbaus fuer bedarfsgerechtes Angebot an
Kindertagesbetreuung fuer Kinder unter drei Jahiah.2007.

87 We assume that payment of these additional expermetinues after 2010, adjusted with per
capita wages and with the number of persons iagjgegroup zero to 19.
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3.6.

Table 8.

3.7.

Spending on other functions

The remaining functions are expenditure on / fasoms of:
. political events;

. housing;

e promotion of savings, and

* general social aid.

Together, they comprise currently only around 4 @emt of the total social budget, or
slightly above 1 per cent of GDP.

Expenditure under other functions in per cent of GDP

Other functions

Baseline Optimistic Pessimistic

Year

Scenario

%
2010 1.1 1.1 1.1
2020 0.8 0.9 0.9
2030 0.8 0.8 0.8
2040 0.8 0.8 0.8
2050 0.8 0.8 0.8
2060 0.8 0.8 0.8
2070 0.8 0.8 0.8

Source: Deutschlandmodell.

Because of their nature, we assume that spendidgruthe functionpolitical events

gradually vanishes, and no longer exists as offrtice2020s in all three scenarios; function
housingdevelops in all scenarios as a constant ratio DPGpromotion of savings is

assumed to remain constant at 1 billion Euro fromrnid-2010s over the full projection
period — this development pattern was assumed actiom to the newly introduced
voluntary pension savings scheme («Riester»), foichvthe federal government offers
growing fiscal subsidization, but which is not lincorporated in the calculations of this
report; finally, functiongeneral social aidvas assumed to increase in parallel with GDP.

Digression: Civil servants full remuneration p ackage

For the state, in its role as employer, but alsdtie general public in its role as tax payer,
the costs of the «full remuneration package», saaries plus pensions plus medical
benefits for the civil servants is of same, if meen of wider interest than the pension
payments. The sequence of figures 50a to 50c teflde development of the full
remuneration package of civil servants under theetlscenarios.
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Figure 50a. Civil service: cost of total remuneration package in per cent of GDP - baseline

Per cent of GDP
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Result Sheets.xls, WagesPensCSMBS(BS)].

Figure 50b. Civil service: cost of total remuneration package in per cent of GDP - pessimistic scenario

Per cent of GDF
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Result Sheets.xls, WagesPensCSMBS(1)].
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Figure 50c. Civil service: cost of total remuneration package in per cent of GDP - optimistic scenario

Per cent of GDP
T
T
T
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‘EI Salaries B Pensions O Survivors O Medical benefits

Source: Deutschlandmodell [Result Sheets.xls, WagesPensCSMBS(2)].

A comparison with historical developments showg the expected GDP shares of the
civil servants’ total remuneration package willail three scenarios be well below the
levels of the 1970s and 1980s when it was permbnabove 7 per cent of GDP and over
a few years peaked even at above 8 per cent (fig0de information relates to West
Germany)?®

Figure 50d. Civil service: cost of total remuneration package in per cent of GDP, 1970 to 2006

W

1970 1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006

‘+ Sum of salaries, pensions and medical benefits

Source: Deutschlandmodell [CivServRemunPackage.xls, Chart1].

8 Respective information was kindly provided by @erman government (BMAS, BMG, StBA).
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3.8. Total social budget: revenue and balance
(Table annex: Tables 4a to 4f)

Figure 51.

Total revenue of the social budget consists of tedifierent categories: employer and
employee contributions, imputed contributions, dbuotions by self-employed, by
beneficiaries and by other insured persons; ptitaitsfers; and other revenue (e.g., returns
on reserves).

The calculation of contributions is a straightfordraesult of the calculated / assumed
number of contributors, their income and the apiptientribution rates.

Public transfers consist mainly of the followingis of funds:

» federal government subsidy to the social pensisarance;

» federal government subsidy to the social healshiiance;

» federal government deficit coverage of the un@ymlent insurance;

. public monies used to finance ALG2 and sociaistasce,

»  family benefits including (indirect) tax benefits

Where an explicit «tangible» rule exists (like metcases of SPI, SHI and Ul) these
transfers were calculated accordingly; in the otredevant cases public transfers are
identical with expenditure and, thus, identical hwiprojected benefit expenditure

developments.

The results for the sum of all public transfersh® social budget are reflected in figure 51.
Basically, transfers under the pessimistic scenmanaain constant in per cent of GDP, they
increase strongest in the optimistic scenario,amy slightly under the baseline. Under all

scenarios, however, public transfers remain withim relative limits as observed in the

past.

Public transfers in per cent of GDP - three scenarios
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart9(2)].
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Other revenue is partially calculated residuallrtiglly it reflects capital income (returns
on reserves).

It is worth noting that in the past Germany’s sbbiadget expenditure has always been
covered by sufficient revenue, rendering a contiusuannual sequence of surpluses. This
is expression of the fact that German policy alweyak the issue serious of balancing
revenue and expenses of the overall social finapstem.

Our projection approach, by methodology, «guarastélkat Germany’s social budget has
also in future sufficient resources available teeroits expenses. In other words, future
revenue was calculated such that expenses are salb&igpg covered. As a result, the

model calculates the future contribution rates, atate subsidies, required in order to
cover the (growing) expenses. The approach alscagtees that the model calculates
decreases of contribution rates whenever expeeditevelopment allows for it instead of,

alternatively, calculating surpluses or improversantbenefit entittements. An alternative

approach would have been, to keep contributiorsreteariable (= constant) and relative

public transfers unchanged (for example as a constare to a suitably chosen reference
variable, e.g. GDP); in this case the model wouldehshown the deficits (surpluses)

emerging due to ageing and / or economic and /igration assumptions.

As a result, the social budgetvenueratio is continuously between around 0.5 and 1.5
percentage points higher than the social budgpenditureratio; towards the end of the
projection period the difference increases slighthhich is partially a result of the
financial mechanism guaranteeing the sustainahiégerve in the order of 0.5 monthly
pension expenses.

Thus, in order to understand the development arer of the total social budget revenue
ratio we refer to the explanations made with respethe social budget expenditure ratio
(see above).

The income structure of Germany’s social budgeartjereflects it's tripartite financing
philosophy. Indeed, the budget was financed, inptist, by around 1/3 contributions paid
by the insured, 1/3 paid by the employers and i@ py the state. Over recent years the
employers’ share declined slightly, while the ireils’ share remained stable and the
state’s share increased. In broad terms, the sesuiter all scenarios imply future
continuation of this revenue structure (statusdggeslation; Figures 52a to 52c).
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Figure 52a. Social budget revenue ratio by components, 1960 to 2070 — baseline
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xis, Chart6(2)].

Figure 52b. Social budget revenue ratio by components, 1960 to 2070 -

pessimistic scenario

Per cent of GDP
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xls, Chart7(2)].
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Figure 52c. Social budget revenue ratio by components, 1960 to 2070 - optimistic scenario
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Sozialbudget.xis, Chart8(2)].
Contribution rates

The total contribution rate consists of the surtheflegal rates for SPI, SHI, LTCI and UI.
Under our calculations the sum of these rates (a@teitragssatz») develops as reflected
in figure 53, below. Until the end of the next déeathere is in all scenarios a potential for
declining contribution rates; with the beginning tbk 2020s, latest, a strong tendency
towards higher legal rates emerges; all scenaaes la tendency of rates peaking in the
late 2040s and 2050s, followed by a decline, ldatethe baseling the contribution rate
peaks in 2049 at 43.7 per cent of contributive wagethepessimisticscenarioin 2056 at
47.5 per cent and in thoptimistic scenarion 2051 at 40.6 per ceft.

8 The step-wise fluctuation of the rates as showfigiire 53 must not be over-interpreted; they are
solely technical model reactions to changes in erogs assumptions.
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Figure 53.
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Tabellenanhang Economy Part 2 new.xls, Chart1].

By the end of the projection period the total citmition rate will be at levels of 42 per
cent in the baseline, of 47 per cent in the pessiecnand of 38 per cent in the optimistic
scenario.

We re-iterate that the above rates appear significaless dramatic when actual
contributions are calculated in per cent of GDBI&& / Uebersicht 3).
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4.  Social budget allocation by age groups

An attempt was made within the research projeetlazate the expenditure of Germany’s

social budget on the age groups of the populati@n, on the groups aged 0 to 19

(representing «children and youth»), aged 20 t¢régresenting the «actives»), and aged
65+ (representing the retired «old population»).

For this purpose we investigated the «demograpiiicre» of each function of the social
budget. We then allocated each single programmiirwé given function to one of the
above three age groups. This approach tries taveanshe question «To which
demographic group must benefits be allocated, ¢akito account given legislation?»; it
does not answer the incidence question, i.e. «losatpockets do social benefits actually
end up?». We are also aware, that there are masnjaps in benefit receipt between the
age groups as defined above. For example, it isdnthtat persons receiving old-age and
survivor benefits are not all aged 65+, and perseasiving family benefits may actually
be older than 19 years. On the other hand, ouulegions with respect to age-allocation of
total expenses under the function health were basedingle-age utilization rates and,
thus, empirically detailed and significant with pest to the defined age groups.

Taking these considerations into account we stilielve that the statistical results of the
chosen indicator (= social budget allocated to ggepin per cent of GDR- see below)
would not change much in case more sophisticasgbtstal research had been applied.

Table 9 summarizes the results for the baselineaste
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Table 9. Allocation of Germany’s social budget to age-groups — baseline

Function of social budget Per cent of GDP

2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070
Family 3.9 3.6 3.8 43 45 47 48
Age group 0-19 28 25 2.7 3.0 3.1 3.3 3.3
Age group 20-64 1.2 11 1.1 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.4
Age group 65+
Health 10.5 10.5 10.9 11.0 11.0 10.4 9.6
Age group 0-19 1.1 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
Age group 20-64 4.9 4.6 4.1 3.7 3.6 34 3.3
Age group 65+ 4.6 49 5.9 6.4 6.5 6.0 54
Employment 1.4 1.1 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.6
Age group 0-19
Age group 20-64 1.4 1.1 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.6
Age group 65+
Old age and survivors 11.3 12.1 13.4 14.3 14.5 14.2 13.4
Age group 0-19 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Age group 20-64 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Age group 65+ 10.9 1.7 13.0 13.9 141 13.7 13.0
Political events 01 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Age group 0-19
Age group 20-64
Age group 65+ 01 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Housing 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7
Age group 0-19 01 0.1 01 0.1 0.1 01 0.1
Age group 20-64 04 04 04 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Age group 65+ 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Promotion of savings 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Age group 0-19
Age group 20-64 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Age group 65+
General social aid 01 0.1 01 0.1 0.1 01 0.1
Age group 0-19 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Age group 20-64 0.1 0.1 01 0.1 0.1 01 0.1
Age group 65+ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total allocation of SB on Per cent of GDP
Age group 0-19 4.0 3.6 3.7 4.0 4.2 4.3 4.4
Age group 20-64 8.2 7.3 6.7 6.3 6.1 59 58
Age group 65+ 16.1 17.2 19.5 210 213 20.5 19.0
All age groups 28.2 28.0 29.9 313 31.6 30.7 29.2
Total allocation of SB on Per cent of total social budget
Age group 0-19 141 12.7 124 12.9 13.3 141 15.2
Age group 20-64 29.0 259 224 201 19.4 19.3 19.7
Age group 65+ 56.9 61.4 65.2 67.0 67.3 66.6 65.2
All age groups 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Share of age groups in population Per cent of total population
Age group 0-19 as proportion of total population 18.6 16.9 16.8 17.6 18.1 18.9 19.9
Age group 20-64 as proportion of total population 60.9 60.1 54.8 50.7 49.6 49.5 50.3
Age group 65+ as proportion of total population 20.5 23.0 284 31.7 323 31.5 29.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Deutschlandmodell.
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The sequence of figures 54a to 54c reflects theadigeation of the social budget under
the three scenarios.

Figure 54a. Allocation of the social budget to population by age groups — baseline
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Blueprints 2_3.xIs, SB Age Alloc Chart BS].

Figure 54b. Allocation of the social budget to population by age groups — pessimistic scenario
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Blueprints 2_3.xIs, SB Age Alloc Chart 1].
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Figure 54c. Allocation of the social budget to population by age groups — optimistic scenario
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Blueprints 2_3.xIs, SB Age Alloc Chart 2].

In assuming that it is the persons in the age g&fupo 64 who produce the GDP out of
which all social expenses are being paid then anmecalculate that group’s net burden of
social costs by deducting from the total socialesxjiture ratio in per cent of GDP the
amount (in per cent of GDP) which flows directlyckao the «active» age group (i.e. of
those aged 20 to 64). (Figure 55)

Figure 55.  Net financial burden of the population in age group 20 to 64 — three scenarios
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Blueprints 2_3.xIs, SB Net Burden].
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The difference between the numbers presented urefig and the above figure 55 is
substantial; it represents the maximum savings iwitithe social budget that could
potentially materializehrough a policy that would aim at focusing so@pknding solely
on the young and the older age growgthe society while minimizing social spending on
the actives. Such policy would materialize, forrapde, through full employment (which —
potentially — implies reduction to zero of unempitmnt expenses under the function
employment).

ILO-TF-FRG-R1

71






5.  Economic implications

Figure 56.

Our calculations have impacts, through the progeatieanges of the legal contribution
rates, on labour income (compensation of employaes)on employee net wages.

In a tripartite move towards adjusting to the dradies of globalization and requirements
of labour market flexibilization Germany’s labourcome share in GDP has since 2000
declined meanwhile to below 49% and is, thus, me vith the weighted average of the
other countries in the Euro Area, i.e. with AustBalgium, Finland, France, Ireland, Italy,

Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, Slovenia andrSgiigure 56).

Germany and Euro Area: labour income share in GDP 1997 to 2007
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Labour share charts and tables.xls, Chart1].
According to our calculations we expect the ladoaome share

. In the baseline, to remain below its 2006-levatiluthe end of the next decade
(around 2020), and only then, driven by the legaliad security contribution rates,
surpass its 2006-level by around 1 percentage ;point

* In the optimistic scenario, to remain in almobtpaojection years below the 2006-
level, and

* In the pessimistic scenario, to remain belov2@66-level until the middle of the next
decade (2010s), and then start to surpass thdtitetlee longer run by between 1.5
and 2 percentage points.

It is, therefore, not to be expected, on basisuwfaalculations, that Germany would lose
its competitive position on the international maskeecauseof increasing future labour
costs as a result of increasing employer contiaiogti
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Unit labour costs

The impact of the future increases of contributiomtes on labour unit costs
(=compensation per employee divided by real GDPepagployed) is almost negligible. In
comparison to a hypothetical scenario, where engplogntribution rates remain constant
in per cent of average wages, labour unit costeldpvonly marginally faster. In all
scenarios, their annual dynamics is only betweé&nt®0.3 percentage points higher than
in the hypothetical scenario; in most of the progec years differentials are almost not
measurable, i.e. close to zero.

Net wages and net real wages

Figure 57.
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For our calculations on future net wage developmenassumed a constant average wage
tax rate?® On this basis, the contribution rate developmerase slightly decreasing
effects on the annual growth rates of net wages;hwimirrors the (similar) magnitude of
impact on labour-unit-costs (above). Under the mgdion of stability oriented monetary
policy of the ECB, and assuming (nominal) produttivoriented wage policies, the
German dependent workforce can also in future, und&rent social legislation
unchanged, expect growing real net wages. (figdje 5

Net real wage growth - three scenarios
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Source: Deutschlandmodell [Blueprints.xls, NetRealWagel.

Figure 57 highlights the fact, however, that theqeeuntil the end of the 2020s is critical
with respect to net wage development. This pertbibe understood, according to our
calculations, as a phase of unavoidable increasesruribution rates in which positive
real net wage development will be at risk. Espécial the pessimistic scenario, and in
case the SHI makes use of the option to collectitiaddl contributions from the
employees (the employers remaining unaffected),ptbesibility of no or even negative
real net wage increases might temporarily occuit@sl in the past).

% The average wage tax rate is currently about p@&Sent of gross wages.
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Caveat

All results on labour costs and on net wages alid waly, of course, if employers and
trade unions revert to a (nominal) productivityeoted wage policy as assumed in our
calculations; if not, i.e. if both sides contintmeit policies as observed over the past two
decades, then labour cost development will be ewmere moderate, while average net
wage development will (at best) continue stagnatWith a further declining labour
income share, however, each additional percentage pf social security contributions
will be felt even more by employers and employdié®ain terms of their respective cost
and income positions as well as with respect teebtgtion building. This risk can only be
counterbalanced by wage policies that are cleaglyotkd to accepting nominal labour
productivity progress as the core benchmark farrutvage increases.

The social budget as part of the employees’ remuner  ation package

As in the case of civil servants it is possiblarterpret, macro-economically, the social
budget as part of the overall remuneration packabeh “Germany” offers to its
employees (and their families, including their dhén and their parentsy. The
remuneration package can tentatively be definedhassum of the compensation of
employees plus the tax-financed part of the sduimlget. We add only the tax financed
part to employees’ compensation as the contribtftranced part of the social budget has
already been financed out of employer and emplmaributions (which are part of
employee compensation.

Currently, the remuneration package is about 62 geet of GDP. According to our
calculations, in all three scenarios, this levdl mdt vary much over the projection period
and, in fact, remain more or less at present lgfigisre 58).

%1 See also section 3.7.

92 with this approach we allow for some methodolobfaalt as we disregard the contributions by

the self-employed, the beneficiaries and the gbleesons; also, we don't account for other revenue.
All these revenue are, however, comparatively siffafjures 52a to 52c). Also, we are aware that
workers bear substantial parts of the tax finangad of the social budget. In other words, the

indicator is not supposed to measure distributibmcome between «labour and capital»; only its

development over time is here considered of arallytnterest.
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Figure 58. Remuneration package of employees, share in GDP - three scenarios
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6.

Conclusions

Under three sets of long-term demographic and enanassumptions this report focuses
on the relative share in GDP, to be expected inréjtof the flows of funds of the
expenditure of Germany's social budget; simultagsgpuhe report shows how these
expenses will be financed. All calculations haverbdased on status-quo social and
labour market legislation; a number of explicit byipeses were introduced with respect to
the future cost drivers of health expenditure.

On the basis of the results of our calculationsfeflewing conclusions can be drawn:

1)

2)

3)

There seems to be no general expenditure problethe German social budget
evolving in future. Under all scenarios the soaapenditure ratio lies within a
bandwidth of developments that has been observitkipast, or only slightly above.
This equally implies that also in future:

» the public social protection institutions willdistribute significant amounts of
primary incomes (GDP) for social purposasd

* the German economy will not be overburdened kyr#ispective costs.

Therefore, on the basis of given legislation, wa'deee reason for further general
benefit cuts®in the near or more distant future.

Future level development of the social expemeitatio correlates negatively with the
set scenario assumptions: on aver&ghe ratio is 4.5 percentage points higher in the
pessimistic scenario than in the optimistic; ar@l@ints higher than in the baseline.
In other words, the German social welfare statefigced to be more social» (in
terms of redistribution of primary incomes) the &w

*  net migration;
» fertility rates, and
»  labour productivity per hour worked.

Therefore, in order to maintain and improve theaificial basis for Germany's social
protection system, measures are considered heljpfad further improve the
conditions for immigration (fostering integratiofipr families (fostering the situation
of families, especially with young children and kxcents), and which contribute to
maintaining and improving the qualifications (knedde, skills) of the labour force.

The future revenue structure of the social budgmfirms continuation of the
traditional tripartite financing structure of theegan welfare state. In other words,
the stipulations / decisions with respect to

* linking the government transfers to pension exiitere of the social pension
insurance (SPI),

% This implies that we do not exclude relative spegdhifts between the functions of the social
budget.

% Arithmetic average over all projection years.
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4)

* introducing and increasing the government subtidihe social health insurance
(SHI), and

» channelling monies towards provision of additidiindergarten places,
including our modelling assumption that

» additional public transfers to SPI (deficit coxge) will be required after fixing
the statutory contribution rate at a maximum lefe22 per cent,

only counterbalance relative reductions in pubfansfers to be expected in other
programme&® and do not trigger structural changes in the genéinancial
architecture of Germany's social budget.

Therefore, steps should be considered that aimr#ter widening the tax financed
share of Germany's social budget.

By around 2050, the sum of statutory contributiates reaches a maximum of
slightly above 47 per cent in the pessimistic sdenand of slightly below 44 per
cent in the baseline, both declining later; in dpéimistic scenario the sum remains in
almost all projection years below 40 per cent. Vasider these developments
economically insignificant in that they

* only marginally affect the development of labouart costs over time, and, at the
same time

» allow for net real wage increases,

as long as income (wage) policy is based on (naia#) nominal labour productivity
development® The share in GDP of actual contributions paid iesat low levels
over the projection period.

However, within each of the scenarios, the logic cafr calculations implies
deterioration of the results concerning contributiates in case

* the demographic assumptions with respect to raraand fertility were not
met (lower fertility, less immigration),

* labour market developments would show, contranpar assumption, further
weakening of formal contributory work places indav of precarious jobs, and /
or

 employer associations and trade unions would sumiceed in agreeing on
productivity oriented wage policies as indicated.

Therefore, we suggest considering structural measdhat not only allow for
stabilisation of present contribution rates buttfair reduction.

% Unemployment, family (children, youth, spouseshusing, political events, promotion of
savings, general poverty relief.

% In case a national minimum wage were introducéiassumption would imply annual (regular)
adjustment of minimum wages in line with nationahrinal labour productivity increases.
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5)

6)

Of course, things can go better; however, onbiss of available information, we
consider the optimistic scenario the «maximum emp@b that can under regular
conditions reasonably be expected. Developmentygydioe baseline or pessimistic
scenarios appear to be more realistic. If one agweth this assessment then, most
probably, future increases of present statutoryrdmriion rates can only be avoided
by way of a radical reform of the revenue designGd#rmany's social budget.
Comparative-static calculations undertal@mthe basis of our model resuktow
that, if the financial basis for contribution caftmn were broadened, a reduction of
the maximum sum of statutory contribution ratesslightly above 30 per cent of
national income should be possible — hereby, itnderstood that about 1/3 of total
social expenses would continue to be financed dutaration. Broadening the
financial basis implies abolishment of all conttibn assessment ceilings and
systematic inclusion of enterprises' profits artteonon-labour primary incomes into
contributive social protection financirg. Strictly speaking, such re-design of the
financial basis of Germany's social budget woultlioe contribution rate levels only
if the additionally included incomes would not aitguadditional benefit entitlements.
The same measure would substantially contributeedoicing the over-proportional
financial burden of those strata of labour withaome levels below the present
contribution assessment ceilings.

Therefore, in order to enlarge the financial basisGermany's social protection
system, the introduction of statutory contributi@ssubstantially reduced levels but
levied on a broader range of primary incomes cbeldonsidered.

On the basis of our calculations we do not atersthe German economy to be
unduly burdened by financing the future modest @ases in the overall social
expenditure ratio.

To the contrary, there may be limited space forgmmmme improvements. Such
improvements should be based on the suggestedm®fof the social budget's
financial basis, and ideally be phased in afteir ihglementation.

Areas of possible benefit improvements could be:

 Old-age benefits:Our calculations confirm well-known long-term tdsn of
declining income replacement rates under the speiasion insurance (SPI) and
of the civil service pension scheme; in order tonterbalance this development,
and to make sure Germany also in future complid¢l it obligations out of
ILO Conventions Nos. 102 and 128 it is suggested to replace the present
pension formula under SPI with a formula (i) guaeamg a substantial flat
component above minimum (social) income levels @idimiting benefits in
line with a benefit assessment ceiling; we woultlsumgest changes in policies
aiming at concentrating benefits on certain ageigsoof the population groups

" Earlier we have pointed out the methodologicalititions and preliminary character of our
calculations; in any case, the implementation ahsa policy could only be achieved under broad
societal agreement and would, thus, require closperation with employer associations and trade
unions, at the least.

% Convention No. 102 stipulates a standard retirénage of 65, and a standard income
replacement rate for pensions of 40 per cent 8flgrears of contributions paid.

http://www.ilo.org/ilolex/english/convdisp1.htm

% Convention No. 128 stipulates a standard incorpéacement rate for pensions of 45 per cent
after 30 years of contributions paid. http://wwwa.drg/ilolex/english/convdispl.htm
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as legislated under SPI and the civil service menscheme but suggest that
«the [retirement] age shall be lowered, under pilesd conditions, in respect of
persons who have been engaged in occupations thadeemed by national
legislation, for the purpose of old-age benefitb arduous or unhealthy$?
realization of a revised formula, and flexibiligati for certain occupational
groups of retirement ages, is most probably nofeaalble on a cost-neutral
basis and would;eteris paribusinduce increases in the social expenditure ratio;

Employment: On the basis of probably increasing future labooarket
volatilities, ™ the flexicurity concept of the European employment strategy
(trading increased flexibility of the labour fortm high income security during
spells where no labour income is being earned) @sonably only be
implemented at income replacement levels highen tha present ones (e.g.,
under ALG1); also, the concept requires substardictive labour market
policies. In other words, the implementation of s policy would enhance
labour flexibility at the price of an increased isbcexpenditure ratio. If
successful, this increase could partially be fimahdy resulting increased
contributory employment.

7) The results of our calculations contradict, vgtod reasons, widely accepted notions
about (too) high increases of future health costa aesult of ageing. In this respect
our findings are in compliance with the ongoingestific discussion about possible
health cost implications of increasing longevity. dpplying the «healthy ageing»
hypothesis we take a middle position in the randeawailable quantifiable
hypotheses.

With respect to implications of overall health emggure development on the financial

development of the SHI (purchasing only part ofrailehealth provisions), our results

more specifically reflect certain characteristick the SHI-covered population, age-

dependent pricing of prescribed drugs and othdtsaspects taken together have cost
dampening effects on future spending of the SHiexheless, the SHI contribution rate
shows a steady tendency of increase despite thetHfat health purchases will be co-
financed by a growing share of public transfers.

We consider measures counterbalancing contribuéithincreases under SHI specifically
urgent and, therefore, widening SHI's financial ibais of highest importance when
compared to possible similar steps in the othetitit®ns (SPI, Ul); the stipulated
growing public transfer is a useful first step bbwiously not sufficient to achieve the goal
of contribution rate stabilization in the longenru

At the same time, we suggest to make effectiveofisend further develop, theealth fund
(implemented as of January 2009), aiming at amationified health system overcoming
the split between public and private purchasersijewbptimizing the possibilities of
simultaneouslycontrolling costsand improving the quality of the health systeand
guaranteeing peoples' equitable access to healthcas

190 Convention 128, Article 15 (3). http://www.ilo.dilglex/english/convdispl.htm

101 Conceptually, these volatilities must be underdtas adding to the insecurities in setting model
assumptions with respect to future labour marketcstres, i.e. its categorization by self-employed,
civil servants, contributors, other — including gagous — employment, and the unemployed.
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7.  Schlussfolgerungen

Dieser Bericht beschreibt, unter Bezugnahme auif aternative demographische und
makro-6konomische Szenarien, die erwartete lanigfei€ntwicklung der Einnahmen und
Ausgaben des deutschen Sozialbudgets im Verhdtnis Bruttoinlandsprodukt. Dabei
wurden alle Berechnungen unter Annahme unverandefideits- und Sozialrechts
durchgefihrt; eine Reihe von Hypothesen wurde fivecke der Berechnung der
Gesundheitsausgaben und ihrer Finanzierung eingefiih

Die Resultate erlauben die folgenden Schlussfartugn:

1) Auf lange Frist durfte das deutsche Sozialbudigét generelles Ausgabenproblem
haben. In allen Szenarien liegt die Sozialleistqung$e innerhalb einer Bandbreite
von Werten, die in der Vergangenheit bereits enteigurden, oder temporar nur
wenig dartiber. Dieses Ergebnis impliziert, dashancler Zukunft

« die entsprechenden offentlichen Institutionen ebliche Betrage des
gesamtwirtschaftlich erzeugten PrimareinkommendP)Hiir soziale Zwecke
umverteilen wardenynd

» die deutsche Volkswirtschaft von den entspreceenidosten nicht tberlastet
wird.

Aus diesen Grinden sehen wir auf der Basis gegelieesetzgebung weder kurz-
noch langerfristig einen Anlass firr weitere gerleregistungskiirzunge’?

2) Das generelle kinftige Ausgabenniveau des Snriglets korreliert negativ mit den
vorgegebenen Szenarioannahmen: im Durchséffhist die Sozialleistungsquote im
pessimistischen Szenario 4.5 Prozentpunkte holgerinal optimistischen und 2.3
Prozentpunkte hoher als im Basisszenario. Mit ardeWorten, der deutsche
Sozialstaat ist (im Sinne einer Einkommensumvente) «gezwungen» umso
sozialer zu sein, je niedriger

. die Netto-Migration,
. die Geburtenraten, und
» die Arbeitsproduktivitat je Arbeitsstunde.

Um die finanzielle Basis des deutschen Sozialsystaumerhalten und zu verbessern,
werden Massnahmen fir sinnvoll erachtet, die dididgingen fur Einwanderer

(Integration) und fur Familien (insbesondere solatie Kindern) verbessern sowie

zur Beibehaltung und Verbesserung der Qualifikat{d¥issen, Kenntnisse) der

Erwerbspersonen beitragen.

3) Die zu erwartende kinftige Struktur des Soziddfmis bestatigt eine Fortsetzung der
drittelparitatischen Finanzierung des deutschena&taats. Mit anderen Worten, die
Regelungen und Entscheidungen mit Bezug auf

192 Djes schliesst Leistungsniveauverschiebungen heiscden einzelnen Funktionen des
Sozialbudgets nicht aus.

103 Arithmetisches Mittel iiber den Projektionszeitraum
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4)

 die programmierte Anbindung Offentlicher Transferzur gesetzlichen
Rentenversicherung an systemimmanente Variablen,

 die Einflhrung und programmierte Erhéhung einasnd®szuschusses zur
gesetzlichen Krankenversicherung, und

» die Bereitstellung von Geldern fir die Bereitstey und den Betrieb
zusatzlicher Kindergéarten,

einschliesslich unserer Modellierungsannahme, dass

* der gesetzlichen Rentenversicherung zusatzliclilentbiche Mittel (zur
Defizitdeckung) zur Verflgung gestellt werden, urimee Anhebung des
gesetzlichen Beitragssatzes lUber 22 Prozent hasmrmischliessen,

werden relative Verminderungen Offentlicher Transfe die in  anderen
Sozialprogrammen zu erwarten sind, lediglich aush&n'® und insoweit keine
nachhaltigen Verdnderungen in der Finanzierungssiru des Sozialbudgets
bewirken.

Aus diesem Grunde sollten Schritte zu einer waiterAusweitung des
steuerfinanzierten Anteils des Sozialbudgets Ugevierden.

Etwa um das Jahr 2050 erreicht der gesetzlichesa@tbeitragssatz im
pessimistischen Szenario ein Maximum von etwas éd@eProzent und einen von
etwas unter 44 Prozent im Basisszenario; in belg&@en sinkt der Beitragssatz
anschliessend; im optimistischen Szenario bleibtr dgatz in fast allen
Projektionsjahren unter 40 Prozent. Aus Okonomisc8&ht halten wir diese
potentiellen Entwicklungen insoweit nicht fur sifjkant, als sie

» die Lohnstiickkostenentwicklung nur marginal bétegsen, und gleichzeitig

. durchaus Nettorealverdienstzuwéachse erlauben,

jedenfalls solange wie sich die Lohnpolitik von Gelschaften und Arbeitgebern an
der inlandischen nominalen Arbeitsproduktivitateotiert.'>> Der Anteil tatséchlich
gezahlter Sozialbeitrdge am Bruttoinlandsprodukih&et ebenfalls Uber die gesamte

Projektionsperiode auf niedrigem Niveau.

Innerhalb jedes der drei Szenarien ergeben sich sichitich der
Beitragssatzentwicklung allerdings Verschlechteaumfiir den Fall, dass

 die demographischen Annahmen hinsichtlich Migrati und Fertilitat
unterschritten werden;

» die Arbeitsmarktentwicklung, abweichend von ueseAnnahmen, eine weitere
Reduktion von beitragspflichtigen Arbeitsplatzegédre; und / oder

194 Hiebei handelt es sich um potentielle dffentlicheschiisse in den Funktionen Arbeitslosigkeit,
Familie (Kindergeld, Ehegattensplitting, u.a.m.)phgeld, Politische Ereignisse, Sparférderung,
allgemeine Massnahmen zur Armutsbekampfung.

195 Falls ein bundesweiter Mindestlohn eingefiihrt veijrchiisste seine regelmassige Indexierung

sich ebenfalls an der jahrlichen Veranderung déeasproduktivitat orientieren.
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o die Tarifpartner erfolglos darin blieben, eine oquktivitatsorientierte
Lohnpolitik durchzusetzen.

Aus diesen Grunden empfehlen wir die Erwdgung tireker Massnahmen, die
nicht nur eine Stabilisierung der gegenwartigentrBgssatze erlauben, sondern
dariberhinaus auf ihre Reduzierung abzielen.

5) Selbstverstandlich kann es besser kommen; auBalsis verfligbarer Informationen
betrachten wir jedoch das optimistische Szenari® Blaximum dessen was
Okonomisch unter regularen Bedingungen verninfiigese erwartet werden kann.
Es ist daher wahrscheinlich, dass kiinftige Beisag@anhebungen nur als Resultat
einer radikalen Reform der Finanzierungsseite aesathudgets vermieden warden
kdnnen. Komparativ-statische Berechnungen, die aidr Basis unserer
Modellergebnisse durchgefiihrt wurden, zeigen, des® Verbreiterung der
Beitragsbasis eine Verringerung des gesetzlichesa@theitragssatzes in seinem
maximum auf etwas Uber 30 Prozent des Nationaleimnkens zuliesse — dabei wird
vorausgesetzt, dass weiterhin etwa ein Drittel S8esgialbudgets aus offentlichen
Mitteln finanziert wirde. Verbreiterung der Beitshgsis impliziert Abschaffung
aller Beitragsbemessungsgrenzen und systematischabezZichung aller
Kapitaleinkiinfte, einschliesslich Unternehmensgewit’® In einem strikten Sinne
wirde eine solche Verédnderung der FinanzierungStesalbudgets nur dann die
berechneten Beitragssatzsenkungen erlauben, weren HEinbeziehung der
zusatzlichen Einkommen nicht zu zusatzlichen Leigsansprichen fihren wirde.
Die Hauptnutzniesser einer solchen Massnahme wdigjenigen Arbeitnehmer,
deren Léhne und Gehalter unterhalb der jetzigetr&gibemessungsgrenzen liegen.

Aus diesen Grinden konnte die Absenkung der gedetrl Beitragssatze auf ein
substanziell niedrigeres Niveau, bei gleichzeitiyasweitung der Finanzierungsbasis
auf einen erweiterten Kreis von gesamtwirtschafdit Priméareinkommen, erwogen
werden.

6) Auf der Grundlage unserer Berechnungen sehen nignt, dass die deutsche
Volkswirtschaft durch die Finanzierung des moderatevermeidlichen Anstiegs der
Sozialleistungsquote Ubermassig belastet wiirde.

Im Gegenteil, es kdnnte durchaus Raum flr begrehegistungsverbesserungen
bestehen. Im wesentlichen, und idealerweise, solls®lche Verbesserungen
allerdings zunachst die vorgeschlagenen Reformei dan Finanzierungsseite
abwarten.

Maogliche Leistungsverbesserungen kdnnten sodann sei

e  Alterssicherungsleistungen: Unsere Berechnungen bestatigen bekannte
langfristige Trends sinkender Rentenniveaus in @RV und sinkender
Pensionsniveaus in der Beamtenversorgung; um dieSatwicklung
gegenzusteuern, inshesondere auch um sicherzostelies Deutschland auch
kiinftig seine Verpflichtungen aus den IAO Ueberéinfken 102°" und 128

1% Wir haben weiter oben auf die methodischen Grenmehden vorlaufigen Charakter unserer
Berechnungen hingewiesen.

197 Uebereinkunft 102 bestimmt ein Standardrentenalteon 65 Jahren, und ein
Standardrentenniveau von 40 Prozent nach 30 Bsjataigen.
http://www.ilo.org/ilolex/english/convdisp1.htm

198 Uebereinkunft 128 bestimmt ein Standardrentenmiwezn 45 Prozent nach 30 Beitragsjahren.
http://www.ilo.org/ilolex/english/convdispl.htm
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erflllt, wird vorgeschlagen, die gegenwartige Refdamel der GRV durch eine
Formel zu ersetzen, die (i) eine substantielle Gremte garantiert (oberhalb des
sozialen Minimums) und (ii) die individuellen Rentalie von der GRV gezahit
werden, auf ein Maximum begrenzt (durch die Einfilgr etwa einer
Leistungsbemessungsgrenze); wir empfehlen keine déeng von
Massnahmen, die der Konzentration der Renten- wmsiBnsleistungen auf
bestimmte Altersgruppen dienen, wohl aber dass [k&teement] age shall be
lowered, under prescribed conditions, in respecip@fsons who have been
engaged in occupations that are deemed by natiegialation, for the purpose
of old-age benefit, to be arduous or unhealtfY»die Realisierung einer
solchen revidierten Formel und Flexibilisierung dRentenalters fur bestimmte
Berufsgruppen ist wahrscheinlich nicht ohne Mehgabgn zu erreichen und
wirde daheceteris paribusine Erhéhung der Sozialleistungsquote induzieren;

* Beschaftigung: Vor dem Hintergrund kinftig wahrscheinlich steiden
Arbeitsmarktvolatilititen ist dasflexicurity Konzept der Europaischen
Beschaftigungsstrategie (das hohe Einkommenssisfettar Arbeithehmer im
Gegenzug fur deren erhohte  Arbeitsmarktflexibilitatvorschlagt)
vernunftigerweise nur zu héheren als gegenwartiga\LG1) bereitgestellten
Leistungsniveaus implementierbar; auch erforded #anzept substantielle
Anstrengungen einer aktiven Arbeitsmarktpolitik. tMinderen Worten: die
Realisierung einer flexicurity Strategie wirde (naum Preis einer erhthten
Sozialleistungsquote zu haben sein. Falls erfalgrdionnte dieser Anstieg aber
teilweise durch den erhdhten steuer- und beitrdighfifen Beschéaftigungsgrad
gegenfinanziert warden.

7) Unsere Berechnungsergebnisse widersprechen inveith akzeptierten
Standardhypothesen Uber die positive Korrelationisawen einer alternden
Gesellschaft und kinftigen offentlichen Gesundheggaben. Damit bewegen sie
sich aber innerhalb eines Rahmens, der von derngg&gégen wissenschaftlichen
Diskussion zu den Implikationen, die steigende Ibskewartungen fir die
Gesundheitskosten haben, abgesteckt wird. DurctMdiéellierung der Hypothese
gesunden Alterns («healthy ageing hypothesis») avahir eine mittlere Position aus
den verflgbaren quantifizierbaren Hypothesen.

Im Hinblick auf den Einfluss der gesamten Gesurtdhasgaben auf die
Finanzentwicklung der GKV (die nur als Kaufer eiflesls aller Gesundheitsleistungen
fungiert) spiegeln unsere Resultate dartberhinaestiromte Charakteristika der
versicherten  Bevélkerung, altersabhangige Presiasniy von  verschriebenen
Arzneimitteln und anderes wider; in der Summe wirkiese Einflisse kostendampfend.
Dennoch zeigt der gesetzliche Beitragssatz trotnelzmmender Bundeszuschiisse
selbstverstandlich einen steigenden Trend, der ésewtlichen durch die «verbleibendens
Effekte, die aus der Alterung der Gesellschaft Itesen, und andere inhéarente
Kostenursachen des Gesundheitswesens (Arbeitskasten.) zu erklaren sind.

Wir halten Massnahmen zur Verhinderung weiterer&msatzanstiege in der GKV fur
vorrangig geboten; daher sollte eine AusweitungBistragsbemessungsbasis in der GKV
Vorrang haben vor &hnlichen Schritten im Bereichdemer Institutionen (Rente;
Arbeitslosenversicherung); der  kirzlich  eingefuhrteschrittweise  ansteigende
Bundeszuschuss ist ein hilfreicher erster Schiér affensichtlich nicht ausreichend um
langfristige Beitragssatzstabilitat zu erreichen.

199 Uebereinkunft 128, Artikel 15 (3). http://www.itirg/ilolex/english/convdispl.htm
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Gleichzeitig wird empfohlen, den Gesundheitsforelagefihrt im Januar 2009) effektiv
Zu nutzen und im Sinne eines vereinten Gesundisiesas so weiterzuentwickeln, dass
die Trennung von o6ffentlichen und privaten Kaufemon Gesundheitsleistungen
Uberwunden und die Mdglichkeiten der Optimierungeei simultanenKontrolle von
Kostenund Verbesserung der Qualitat von Leistunganverbessert werden, dass dabei
gleicher Zugang zu Gesundheitsdienstleistungediéliganze Bevoélkerung gewahrt bleibt.
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Glossary
Actual social security contribution

Employers' and employees' actual social contrilmgtiand social contributions actually
paid by self-employed and others.

Beneficiaries

Persons covered by social protection schemes iageime or several benefits in cash or
in kind.

Compensation of employees
Total remuneration, in cash or in kind, payableabyemployer to an employee in return
for work done by the latter during the accountireyigd. Compensation of employees
consists of wages and salaries, and of employaeiglscontributions.

Contribution assessment ceilings

Value (in currency) stipulating the maximum amouwftindividual monthly / annual
income (wage) from which contributions are beintiexbed.

Defined daily dose (DDD)
WHO statistical measure of drug consumption.
Dependency ratio

Statistical indicator relating the economically rAmroductive» to the economically
«productive» members of a population.

Total dependency ratio = Youth dependency ratidd-age dependency ratio
Youth dependency ratio = Youth population / Actipepulation
Old-age dependency ratio= Old-age population /\&stipopulation
Youth= population aged from 0 to around 15~20
Actives = population aged from 15~20 to 60~65
Old-age=population aged above 60~65
Equivalent pensioner
Total volume of pension payments divided by thaddad pension (= pension based on 45
years of contribution payment at average incomel)ethe equivalent pensioner is input
to the calculation of the sustainability factor.
Equivalent contributor
Total volume of contributions collected divided the contribution paid by the average

insured income; the equivalent contributor is infruthe calculation of the sustainability
factor.
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Fertility Rate

GDP

A statistical measure of fertility, it can be olokd by calculating the number of children
born during a period over the total populationha middle of that period.

Nominal GDP = the value of all goods and serviceglpced less the value of goods and
services used as input to production, GDP = outpiriput. GDP measures the output
available for final use. There are three standardpectives to look at GDP, demand side,
supply side and primary income allocation.

Demand side

GDP = Private consumption + state consumption wapeiinvestment + state investment +
exports — imports

Supply side

GDP = sum of sectoral values added

Primary income allocation

GDP = Profits + Labour income

Labour income = employer contributions + gross vgage

Gross wages = employee contributions + employeeag+ net wages and salaries

Real GDP = Nominal GDP divided by GDP deflator.

GDP deflator

A price index; measures the change in prices ofdafhestically produced goods and
services available for final use.

Imputed contribution

The bookkeeping (revenue) equivalent to social fitsngaid directly by employers.

Inpatient hospital days

Number of days a patient stays in hospital.

Labour force

The sum of the number of persons employed and ulogeth

Labour force participation rate

A measure of the proportion of a country’s workage population that engages actively
in the labour market, either by working or lookifgy work. It can be calculated by
expressing the number of persons in the labouefasca percentage of the working-age
population.
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Labour income share
Ratio between labour income (compensation of eng@syand nominal GDP.
Labour market balance

An analytical instrument helpful to control dynanand structural consistency of labour
supply and labour demand; labour supply = labounated + unemployment.

Life expectancy

A measure of the average life span (e.g. in yezfra) population cohort at any given age,
usually measured at birth, often measured at reéint age.

Mortality rate
The intensity of occurrence of deaths in a popoitatcan be obtained by dividing the
observed total number of deaths by the populatiothe middle of a period, usually
calculated by single age and sex.

Outpatient visit
Number of treatment of patients within a healtheys excluding hospital days.

Population projection

Population in time = population in (t-1) + newborn between (t-1) at)d-(deaths between
(t-1) and (t) + net migration between (t-1) and (t)

Newborns are projected based on the fertility rafethe female population in fertile age
(15~49).

Deaths are projected based on the mortality rates.

Productivity
Real value of goods and services produced per gmglperson (real GDP divided by
actual total employment) or per hour worked (re&8lRGdivided by the total volume of
hours worked).

Replacement rate
The ratio of the amount of cash benefits to theedythg insurable earnings, calculated
either individually or as an average for a grouppefsons, or for all beneficiaries of the
scheme.
Individual replacement rate
ratio between the last monthly salary before beiefieceived,;
Standard replacement rate

ratio between a defined typical benefit and a tgficage in a given period;

System replacement rate
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ratio between the average of all benefits and tegage contributive wages of the same
period.

Social budget

Systematic account of a country’s social expenditand the resources required for
financing it (social revenue)

Institutional breakdown of the German social budget

The institutional breakdown of the social budget¢sants social expenditure (and the
respective revenue) by the institutions that payelies directly to the private households;
the following table reflects the institutional bkdawn as presently applied by the Ministry
of Labour and Social Affairs (BMAS), including gtdical information:
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Leistungen nach Institutionen 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Million Euros
Total social budget 645426 662687 685021 699105 697390 700165 700160
1 General systems 407238 420038 436446 446005 443199 460131 463043
11 Pension insurance 217428 224348 232400 238121 239584 239894 239963
12 Private old-age provisions
13 Health insurance 132043 137085 141225 143336 138110 141984 146830
14 Long-term care insurance 16668 16841 17288 17408 17534 17841 18040
15 Accidents insurance 10834 10933 11252 11347 11299 11228 11181
16 Employment promotion (Ul) 64596 65400 71136 73310 73557 87745 83242
2 Special systems 5230 5454 5630 5805 6086 6461 6746
21 Old-age security farmers 3272 3334 3314 3297 3231 3166 3129
22 Old-age security liberal 1958 2120 2316 2508 2855 3295 3617
professions
3 Civil service schemes 48567 51065 51700 52493 52695 52511 49829
31 Pensionens 32611 34527 35005 35501 35614 35727 35677
32 Family overheads 7033 7061 6987 6986 7019 6094 2968
33 Health assistance 8922 9477 9709 10006 10062 10691 11183
4 Employer sponsored systems 56102 57203 56016 56377 56626 56228 56509
41 Continued payment of wages 27077 27458 26350 26340 25920 25355 25281
42 Occupational pension schemes 17520 18211 18410 18650 18990 18930 19070
43 Additional pensions for public 8122 8343 8465 8707 9076 9280 9494
sector employees
44 Other benefits 3383 3191 2791 2680 2640 2664 2663
5 Compensatory systems 6530 6016 5726 5516 5147 4722 4266
51 Social compensations 5077 4743 4577 4445 4137 3796 3406
52 Equalisation of post-war burdens 133 115 100 88 74 65 57
53 Reparations 1195 1011 890 843 823 764 718
54 Other compensations 124 147 158 140 113 97 86
6 Support and promotion systems 52898 53624 55790 58585 60137 48508 48494
61 Social aid 25749 25904 26544 28569 29731 21891 21921
62 Child and youth aid 17328 17695 18250 18629 18738 18970 19001
63 Child benefits 106 101 108 110 111 210 243
64 Education grants 3732 3628 3648 3481 3354 3148 3055
65 Promotion of training 878 1194 1526 1670 1743 1822 1842
66 Housing benefits 4315 4286 4922 5225 5632 1713 1681
67 Promotion of savings 790 816 792 902 828 753 750
7 Indirect benefits 69719 70160 74621 75301 74508 72642 72354
71 Tax measures 38064 38139 38671 39221 38208 36142 35654
72 Equalization of family burdens 31654 32021 35950 36080 36300 36500 36700

Source: BMAS; Spring 2007.
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Funktional breakdown of the German social budget

The same benefits can be broken down functionadly by their purpose. In this case the
systemic breakdown is as follows:

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Benefits by function

Million Euros
Total social budget 645426 662687 685021 699105 697390 700165 700160
Marriage and Family 96391 97371 102290 103227 102696 102654 100049
Children and youth 65871 66727 71166 71813 71752 72773 71270
Spouses 26022 26147 26663 26789 26224 24647 23376
Maternity 4497 4497 4460 4625 4720 5235 5403
Health 221456 228980 233665 237348 232546 237250 242504
Prevention and rehabilitation 12034 12560 13029 13272 13226 13264 13467
Sickness 149244 154752 158044 160693 155615 159094 163229
Occupational accident / disease 13179 13379 13389 13397 13090 13051 13149
Invalidity (general) 46999 48289 49202 49986 50615 51840 52659
Employment 61468 62807 66234 68596 66930 57227 52535
Occupational training 13612 14613 15599 14345 12516 10102 9448
Mobility 11668 10218 10015 10007 9778 7002 6127
Unemployment 36188 37976 40619 44244 44636 40123 36959
Old-age and survivors 243811 251711 260839 266493 271115 274252 275408
Old-age 235662 243762 252678 258544 263567 266718 267869
Survivors 8149 7949 8161 7949 7548 7534 7539
Political events 3049 2691 2565 2459 2262 2189 2092
Housing 7193 7112 7833 8134 8565 14272 15769
Savings / wealth 10089 10040 9729 9973 9779 9296 8697
General social aid 1969 1975 1867 2875 3496 3026 3106

Source: BMAS; Spring 2007.

The projections underlying this report were caltadaon the basis of an institutional
breakdown for the general systems pension insuydmeedth insurance and long-term care
insurance as well as for employment promotion (&id the civil servants pension
scheme; the other benefits were calculated ondhgs lof a functional breakdown.

Breakdown of social budget revenue by type of income

Social budget expenses have to be financed throengmue. Different breakdowns are
possible. This report applies the following:
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2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Revenue by type
Million Euros

Total social budget 670630 681388 699060 715474 718243 718917 730255
Social contributions 415458 419437 423170 428572 429732 425714 435050
Employer contributions 242173 243510 243809 245600 243659 237805 240590
Actual contributions 165542 167763 170067 172653 171514 168122 170335
Imputed contributions 76632 75747 73742 72947 72145 69683 70256
Contributions by the insured 173285 175928 179361 182972 186072 187909 194459
Employees 142411 144594 145520 148359 147798 148716 155019
Self-employed 7062 7204 7558 7970 8275 8429 8257
Recipients of benefits 15467 15907 16579 17328 18843 18728 18971
Others 8345 8223 9703 9316 11156 12036 12213
Public subsidies 239682 247084 263362 274216 275867 280681 282668
Other revenue 15490 14867 12529 12686 12645 12522 12538

Source: BMAS; Spring 2007.

Social budgeting

A method based on formal models aiming at compr&kenfinancial evaluation of a
country’s social protection system (requires sdoialget and other related statistics).

Social expenditure ratio
Social budget expenditure in per cent of GDP.

Sustainability factor
Factor in the German pension adjustment formulfiecs the (annual) change of the
number of (equivalent) pensioners over the numdefequivalent) contributors. An
increase of the ratio reduces the pension adjusfraed vice versa.

Utilization rates

A measure for the intensity of usage of a healt$tesy through the population, usually
differentiating at least by in- and out-patientg slex and by single ages / age groups.

Working Time

Measures the time worked in hours by employed persturing a given period, for
example a year,;

distinction is often made between different typdsemployed (e.g. self-employed,
employees) and by sex;

overtime is measured as difference between aatffakfive) working time and contractual
or standard working time.
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Annex 1. The ILO social budget modelling approach
The ILO’s approach to social budget modeling is odad The model consists of several
sub-models, which can be used simultaneously,amdsalone. The model consists of the
following components:
* ademographic modethich is used for population projections,

» alabour supply modekhich allows for labour supply projections,

 an economic modelhich is used for projecting GDP, prices, wagesholr
productivity and employment,

* agovernment budget modehich describes revenue and expenditure of tHerdiit
administrative levels of government (except soegurity),

» asocial protection modekhich consists of pension, health and other sqeigkction
submodels.
Demographic model
The demographic model as used by ILO-SEC/SOC =daptation of the UN population
model, which moves a country’s population, separdby sex and single ages (or age

groups) from T to T+1, based on the following fumaatal equation:

Population in T = Population in T-1 + Newborns be¢w T-1 and T — Deaths
between T-1 and T + Net migration between T-1 and T

The model requires the following information asutip
Population by sex and single age in T (base year)
Number of newborns by sex and by age of mother
Number of deaths by age at time of death and sex

Number of immigrants and emigrants

Labour supply model

The labour supply model calculates total laboumpsupn the basis of the results of the
demographic model, using labour market participatites (by sex and single ages); over
the projection period labour market participati@tes are either assumed exogenously
(scenario approach) or calculated on the basio@ftic functions (with exogenously
assumed maximum values) or on basis of a cohorbapp (OECD).

Economic model
The economic model is deterministic (based on d&fin equations); main outputs are

employment (labor demand), GDP (real, nominal), egagrices, i.e. all variables that are
necessary input to the social budget revenue aoehelture projections.
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Government budget model

This model calculates revenue and expenditure pfrale state and local governments
(government accounts, except social securityp lised to assess the fiscal effects of the
projected financial development of the social biudge the general government net
lending or borrowing position.

Social protection model

The social protection model maps the expendituderamenue of all major branches of the
social protection system (social budget). Its dcayaplication depends on the social
system’s concrete organization, the social pratactmodel can be applied to the
institutional or functional breakdown of the sodialdget (or to a combination of both).
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Annex 2. The health model

Expenditure on health (function health in the Germsacial budget) consist of various
categories, among which the most important are

»  Health expenses of the SHI,

Health expenses of the LTCI,

Health expenses under the CSMBS,
*  Continued payment of wages and salaries (CPWage of sickness.

Under SHI and LTCI expenses are being financedobgbntributions and other income;
in the other schemes expenses are identical wigncee.

Social health insurance (SHI)

In its basic approach the health projection modibds projection techniques that drive

expenditure through a combination of demographid @on-demographic variables.

However, it deviates from the mainstream projectiechniques by adding institutional

settings specific to the German health care systdmgh are assumed to have profound
impacts on the future development of Germany’s ipui#alth care expenses.

The health module has four interdependent parts:

(1) Coverage describes who, in the German population, is cedvdry the public health
system, and which principle benefit packages amgbeffered; also, this part models
the specific feature of the German system whicbwall some groups among the
German labour force to opt out of the SHI and imdtehoose private health
insurance. Opting out is allowed for civil servanter self-employed and for
employees that earn wage income above the compuissurance ceiling; as
virtually all civil servants have opted for privalesurance no special attention is
given in the model towards their possible optinggepting-out behaviour. For the
other groups income-dependent vectors have bediedpp derive annual estimates
of the total number of insured persons under SHI.

(2) Utilization: health system utilization is being reflected tigb (5 year-) age-group
specificutilization ratesunder four categories of system uses:

e inpatients

e outpatients

. use of pharmaceuticaland
*  otheruses.

The rates were estimated on the basis of naticatal the rates constitute the start-values
for the projections, and have been assumed to ehantine with certain health-policy
assumptions ; in multiplying those age-group relatates with the different types of
contributors (see «coverage», above) - by age greufne model calculates sub-totals of
annual numbers of contacts of the covered populatigth the health system; the
utilization rates for inpatients are complementg@ssumptions on the future development
of the average length of hospital stay.
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(3)

(4)

Expenditure calculates total SHI expenses (technically as -products of the
respective vectors) by multiplying the total numhbar contacts (per the above
categories and by age group) with the expensesqmeact («unit costs»). Unit costs,
thus, are defined by (i) expenses per inpatientisgiom (by age group), (ii) expenses
per outpatient visit (by age group) and (iii) thepenses per defined daily doses
(DDD) of pharmaceuticals (by age group). For thartsyear of the projections,
estimates for the unit costs (by category and agapj were derived from official
data (the “national risk adjustment mechanism”}irk&tes were calibrated such that
thesum-totals of the sum-productstch total recorded expenditure.

Per capita expenditure is being projected afteegiegating the major expenditure
categories (spending on inpatients, outpatientgsyrpaceuticals, sickness benefits,
dentists and on other cost categories of the Sit) labour-cost and non-labour-cost
components.

The health specific labour cost component is ptegkan line with total labour
productivity (growth rate of wages) plus a mark-that takes into account the
expectation of above-average wage and salary iseseaf medical staff; it is
assumed that the mark-up tapers off after a carfpjears.

The non-labour-cost component within those maiegates is assumed to grow in
line with GDP / capita®

National as well as ample international experiestcengly indicates that health care
costs can also in future be expected to grow imtlgréaster than general income.
There are mainly two reasons bolstering this astomp

(1) Technological progress increases also in futilne variety and quality of
products and treatments.

(2) Even if technological progress were assumed-s@sng and reducing the
relative prices of health products and servicesotferall expenditure may still
rise because of the evidently high price elastioftprivate households’ demand
for health care.

At the same time, however, it has to be taken @toount that the increasing
significance of governments’ cost containment petic(not only in Germany)
induces additional demand for cost-saving technetog

On these grounds, until 2010 the model, on tophef@DP-per-capita-path, marks-up
the projection path of non-labour-cost expenditoyea further 1 percentage-point,
which decreases to 0.5 percentage points by 2@8&taining at that level afterwards.
One might consider these “0.5 percentages” refigdie impact of long-term health
related technological progress.

Revenue describes the system’s revenue (contributionbsidies, other revenue);
projects the number of contributors within the @decontext of Germany’s labour
market balance (while taking into account the cagerissue as described under (1)),
applies a policy variable reflecting public transféo the SHI, and other — residual —
revenue items; this part projects total SHI revebyemodelling core aspects of
current legislation, including the effects of th&KV-WSG” (Wettbewerbs-

19 The (possible) assumption of an increase of tpéal capita expenditure in line with GDP /
capita (which may come in «handy») would imply anome elasticity of 1 throughout the full
projection period, which, under our modelling ammie, was not considered plausible.
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starkungsgesetz: law on strengthening competitimong SHI institutions). Revenue
is generated through contributions paid by emplyemployees, self-employed,
recipients of unemployment benefits (“ALG 1” andL'@& 2"), pensioners and other
groups (students, persons holding irregular jolis,).eThe foreseen effects of
increasing the share of tax revenue dedicatedettl is taken into account: from
2009 onward the annual federal subsidy (“Bundesmssx’) increases by 1.5 billion
€ until it reaches 14 billion € in 2016. After 20t6s assumed that the relative share
of the federal subsidy to SHI remains unchangeativel to GDP.

At given average wages the totmcome of SHI is calculated as the sum of
contributions and public subsidies. The contributi@te is calculated as a cost-
covering PAYG-rate, i.e. after taking public tragrsf exogenously into account.

Special characteristics of the applied SHI model ve  rsion

Healthy ageing

There is ongoing international debate among heaitidellers concerning the most
appropriate ways of implementing, in health carpeexliture projections, the impacts of
technological progress on ageing populations.

More specifically, the debate is how technologipebgress influences a given (ageing)
population’s health status. The following three diy@ses on the relationship of

technology and health status that can be foundhenliterature, can be made reasonably
operational in a formal modelling context:

The compression of morbidityhypothesis assumes, that an increase in longevity
translates into an ever shorter share of life livegklatively bad health.

*  The dynamic equilibrium(«healthy aging») hypothesisposits, that the absolute
number of life-years lived in bad health remaingstant in the wake of increased
longevity.

*  Theexpansion of morbidity hypothessates that longevity translates into a higher
share of life lived in relatively bad health, adex people become more vulnerable to
chronic diseases and spend more time in ill-health.

Research related to testing these hypothesedl i sts early stages. However, while the
current political debate often seems to be favautine (unprovengxpansion of morbidity
hypothesiswe decided to apply thdynamic equilibrium hypothesias it seems to be
reflecting a middle path of future health cost iioglions of ageing societies. In other
words, the model results presented in this repavehbeen designed along the healthy
ageing hypothesis. Adjustment of the model, anitsafesults, to the other two hypotheses
is possible™**

It should be mentioned that none of the above thgsds stipulates changes in morbidity
at higher ages. Thus far, we assumed that healtimtéogical progress is age-neutral.
Thus, morbidity, under these hypotheses, can chahgmy age group — typically one

1 The model, in principle, allows for implementingof of the three hypotheses, and calculating
their respective cost-implications. However, thaliddnal work required to modify the model,
check results and offer proper interpretations, ldidnave gone beyond the scopeof the project.
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would assume that the technological effects wowddelqually distributed over all age
groups of the population.

Death costs

There is however strong empirical evidence thagry wigh share of an average person’s
life-time health care spending is concentratechenfinal years of life"*? This observation
suggests separating the observed high health oate af older people into a demographic
component and a «closeness to death» componeatdéath costs scenarithe whole
population (by sex and single ages) is split intm tfurther vectors: survivors and
decedents. As a result of such differentiation deenographicpattern of health care
utilization, i.e. of those who survive is less gtegccordingly, the impact of the ageing of a
population is less profound than in a «standarayeption design. In the SHI model the
death costs scenario approach was taken into acbguspplying a technigue which was
developed for health care projections of EU memstates in the European Policy
Committee.

Modelling the segmentation between SHI and PHI («opting-out»)

As far as we are aware of other attempts of proigdBermany’s SHI finance these have
been based on assuming that the observed covexge(numbers of insured by sex and
age groups divided by the respective sex and aggades of the total population) remain
unchanged thus reflecting strong «what-if» modgliharacteristics.

However, these attempts systematically ignore theervation that the share of private
insured in the higher age groups of the popula8thyears and above) is currently less
than 5 per cent, whereas, for example, it is aduper cent among all men and 15 per
cent among all women in the age group 40 to 44.r€hson for this observation is that -
before recent reforms took place - persons coudyeswitch from PHI to SHI once they
reached higher ages (e.g., at retirement); asudt,resirrently (still) the vast majority of
older people is insured under SHI. The reasonwatcking was simply that PHI is cheap
(low premiums) during average persons’ active lwbsle turning increasingly expensive
at higher ages, as higher morbidity rates feed Rith profitability and, thus, require
raising premiums, whereas SHI, based on solidéngncing principles, maintains equal
contribution rates for all members.

The possibility of adverse selection — much to ddgantage and profitability of the PHI
(while putting the SHI under increasing financiabgsure) — was abolished as a result of
the various reform measures over the past 10 y#srsvay back to SHI has meanwhile
been almost fully blocked for persons who have @pig (and chose joining PHI).

This important change in institutional settings walsen into account in the here-applied
model design. Accordingly, it projects that the rehaf privately insured elder persons
within the total population increases over the rxtears (and after) and reaches almost
the same share that is currently observed amongdhert of persons aged 40-44. In
simplifying: those who are privately insured nowl\iso be privately insured in 40 years.
The PHI coverage of the age group of those 40-42l chsen as a benchmark supported
by empirical observation.

The financial implication is that in the decades®me a growing share of the health costs
allotted to elder persons will be financed by P& & result of the ratchet effect for those

12 This evidence must be taken into account undeoétiyose three morbidity hypotheses.
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who chose to opt out), and not any longer by SHlaAesult, the model correctly projects
significantly less dynamic public health care exgikme than models which do not take
carefully account of recent years’ legislative adjs

Price vector of pharmaceuticals

Defined daily doses

1,400

To project the expenditure on pharmaceuticals am-ralated price vector of
pharmaceuticals (costs per defined daily doses (PBpsex and age group) has been
applied; this approach is based on the observati@mt significant age-dependent
differences in the average prices of prescribedsioan be observed: drugs prescribed for
younger age-cohorts tend to be substantially magperesive than for older age-cohorts.

Prescription of defined daily doses (DDDs) and thei r average price
by age and sex (2005)
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At the same time, the age-related utilization patf prescribed drugs has the expected
shape with an increasing number of prescriptioneragrthe older age cohorts (typical J-
curve).

By taking both, (i) the significant age-relatedfeliences in the prices of prescribed
pharmaceuticals and (ii) the typical J-curve ofizdtion into account, ageing has a cost-
increasing impact on the financial projections tiglo the utilization pattern, and a cost-
saving impact through the price vector, where pgrigee significantly higher for
pharmaceuticals applied to younger than to oldesques.

As a result, expenditure on pharmaceuticals grovth Vower annual rates than in
modelling approaches based on simple average eogirpscription extrapolations.

Long-term care insurance (LTCI)

Modelling LTCI is similar to the approach used tbe SHI model. The coverage and
revenue modules are taken directly from the heatilule.

Utilization is derived through age-dependent prdiigds for insured persons to become a
nursing care case within any calendar year. Utibrapatterns are split between inpatient
and outpatient nursing cases.

Utilization patterns as well as unit costs areastiby considering the actual composition
of the three nursing care levels for inpatient adl s outpatient nursing care cases
(Pflegestufen | — III).
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Utilization is driven through demography and cogeraunit costs are extrapolated on the
basis of GDP/capita-developments.

Standard modelling attempts of long-term care edjpere have extrapolated expenditure
parallel to labour productivity, thus reflectingettunderlying assumption that labour
intensive long-term care is mainly driven througl tvages paid by the service providers.
However, this approach denies any effects of plbssiffficiency gains that can be
expected in future. Also, the recent LTCI reforratas that benefits within the long-term
care insurance will be adjusted in line with infiat

The chosen projection path stays below a purelyewdriven extrapolation but remains

clearly above a pure inflation adjusted yearly @ase of benefits. It reflects therefore a
mix of cost-driving wage pressure and cost-contaimmpolicies to tackle this cost

pressure within the institutional frame of the LTCI

Also, the recently decided gradual implementatibadd-ons to the three long-term care
levels, within the next 5 years, have been takemaocount.

With the utilization pattern of the SHI ageing saga applied, it is implicitly assumed that
the probabilities of long-term care cases decrease time; in other words, they shift to
higher age-groups.

Civil servants medical benefits scheme (CSMBS)

Per-capita spending of the CSMBS is being adjustiédd the same growth rate as per
capita expenses of the SHI. The reason is thantegdl reforms have been implicitly
applied also to the medical benefit system of ki servants. Per capita development is
multiplied by the number of civil servants in orderproject total CSMBS spending. No
specific model was developed with respect to theeddency structures within the medical
benefit system, i.e. it was implicitly assumed tlta relative sharesof married civil
servants with non-working spouses, and of civivaets’ children, remains unchanged
over the projection period.

CSMBS revenue is identical to expenses.

Continued payment of wages and salaries in case of sickness (CPW)

CPW was modelled on the assumption that the relahare of the number of sickness
cases within total employment remains constant theeprojection period. In other words,
CPW is over the full projection period a constamdtion of the domestic sum of wages
and salaries.

CPW is being financed through imputed contributions

Health spending under other public schemes and programmes

The above schemes explain more than 90 per cdntadfspending of the social budget’s
function health. The rest was modelled as a consgdation to those expenses. It should
be noted that the functional breakdown of the $dwimiget (and, thus, of the function
health) contains the administration costs of alesges / programmes included. In
international comparison, the administration cagt&ermany’s social protection system
are very low.
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Annex 3. The model for the social pension insurance (SPI)

The following documentation was prepared by Dr HemJess, DRV-Bund, Berlin, who
kindly made it available for the publication ofghieport.

The documentation reflects the model version thet used for the purposes of this report.

Core input data for the model (demography, laboarket, and economic variables) were
made available by ILO-SEC/SOC (see main body obmgpand were not under the
responsibility of DRV-Bund. Also, DRV-Bund did noalculate or contribute to any of the
reform options mentioned or discussed in the report
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German Federal Pension Insurance

Pension Insurance Model
-Structure and Elements-

Dr Heinrich Jess
Berlin, August 2008

Program sequence

SUBROUTINEINIT
SUBROUTINEGETWAGE

SUBROUTINEPOPMOD
SUBROUTINEPOPIN
SUBROUTINEPOPOUT
SUBROUTINEAVEPIN

Main-program including asset calculation

SUBROUTINEEARNPOINT

FUNCTION YAV
FUNCTION AVINC
FUNCTION EMPLOY
SUBROUTINEPENSION

FUNCTION PENSVALUE
FUNCTION YAV
FUNCTION NAGEYR

SUBROUTINECONTRIBUTION
FUNCTION YAV
SUBROUTINEBUDGET

SUBROUTINEOUTPUT
FUNCTION YAV

Detailed subroutine description

(initialization of central variable)

(calculation of income profiles, according to DRV
statistics)

(aggregation of population)
(reads population and several rates)
(prints population)

(reads earning points (accrued future pensiortgjgh
for the first year of projection, amount of points
depends on the number of years worked)

(calculation of earning points according to labour
participation and distinguished by age)

(calculates average income)
(calculates total sum of income)
(calculates total employment)

(disability pension, widow pension and old-age
pension)

(estimates pension value)
(calculates average income)

(year in which someone at age of x turned to tes a
of y)

(calculates the total amount of contributions)
(calculates average income)

(calculates the budget of the federal pension
insurance)

(prints results)

(computes average income)

Characteristics: sex, occupation, age, year, only one income group
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Subroutine

Subroutine

Subroutine

Subroutine

Subroutine

Subroutine

INIT

Initialization: growth rate of per capita incomatdrest rate, contribution rate to health
insurance, share of federal subsidy, etc.

GETWAGE
Calculation of income profile over the life cyckmparated according to sex
POPMOD
Aggregation of population by sex and age
POPIN

Reads:population (POP) by sex, age and year; labourefgrarticipation rate (EQ);

probability of retirement at a certain age (ZQ)lmbility of getting married at a certain
age (EHE); age i of a widow in the moment of deaitther spouse aged j (WITWEN);
mortality rate - men (ZQW).

Input-files:

BEV.TXT (population)

ZUGANG2007.TXT (probability of retiring at a centaage)

QXM.TXT (mortality rate - men)

EHE.TXT (share of men being married at a certai) ag

WITWENMATRIX.TXT (age i of widow in the moment ofecth of spouse aged j)
EQM.TXT (labour force participation rate - men)

EQF.TXT (labour force participation rate - women)

POPOUT

Print population

Output-file:

BEVOLKERUNG 1

AVEPIN

Earning points by age and sex for the first prapecyear (2007). The earning points are
used to calculate the total pension payment amow2@07. They are also used as point of
reference in the year 2007 to calculate accruadgdytension payments. Before the age of
60, age-specific earning points are derived from iRV Statistics, after the age of 60;

they are derived from the pension model (accordinthe age-specific average pension,
divided by the pension value of the basic year {200

Input-files:

EGP2005.TXT (age specific earning points from DRitiStics)

EGPRM2006.TXT (age specific earning points accaydio the age-specific average
pension from DRV-pension-model)
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Subroutine EARNPOINT

Computes the sum of age-specific earning pointsjestito the contribution ceiling. We
distinguish between earned income and unemploypmntThe unemployment rate in the
relevant years is used to weight the earning paihtse above two types of income. Thus,
the contributor represents a hybrid type: on the lvend, the contributor is an employee in
every year, on the other, the contributor is umtitmally unemployed for a few weeks
during the respective year.

We obtain earning points in the yelfor the income group i as a weighted sum of
different income types (m):

age 2 Se)(,l m,j,i

sexl,agei — —J+1 ex,lmj [
Rt =22~ "4

j=1 m=1 —J+1

The weight g (income from employment / unemploympay) depends on the labour
market situation in each year of employment. By poting pension amounts for the
remaining years, variation in the labour marketiaibn is taken into account. Thus,
increasing unemployment during working age leadsléoreasing pension amounts at
retirement age.

Function YAV

Average earned income (m=1) of contributors (oc=1):

ZZ ZYsexLLJ J % sexllj i % ponsexj

Yl,l — sexl Fl 1—15
=

Zzzqsexlm J % I:}sexj

sexl F1 15

Function AVINC

Total earned income;

2 3 64
ZZ zYseX,lj,i * qsex,l,l,j,i * pOQser
t t

sexl E1 15
Function EMPLOY

Total number of contributors:

ZZ quexllj J % nsexj

sexl F1l 15

110 ILO-TF-FRG-R1



Subroutine PENSION

Computes individual pension amounts by sex and@ageach income group (i) on basis of
the accumulated earning points at retirement gge (|

If retirement age (l) is less than 60 (disabiligngion), a non-contributory period and an
actuarial deduction of max. 10.8% of the calculatedsion amount are taken into account:

exl| i
E I:t)ik+l *

I -(a-1)

Between age 60 and mandatory retirement age:

EPCs = Epsestli x [1 - 0,036* (retage-1)]

EPCeo :{Eefifz}' s (60—I)}*{1— min[0.1080.036* (601 )]}

At and after mandatory retirement age:
sexll,i — sexl,i
EP —k+l =E t—k+l

Thus, the pension at the age of k in yiedepends (1) on the pension value (ARW) in year
t and (2) on the amount of earning points (EPCuandated by a person at the time of
retirement at age | (year (t-k+l)):

PENSSGX,l,k,i — EPCtS_eli(,jl-.,lLi * ARW

For each yeat the total amount of pension payment is calculadééht into account the
probability to retire p, age k and sex from theuatpopulation pop:

3 100 k

2
PENSION = 373" 5% EPCE7 + ARW * pizt * pop™™

sexl Fl k=a |l=a

Accordingly, in each year male/female retirees in income group i at age pats of
different pension amounts, depending on the ageetizement.

A widow’s pension (sex=2) amounts to 60 % of hesbdand’s pension who deceased at
age | (sex=1). Variable gx denotes the age-spepifibability for men to decease. The
variable (E) denotes the probability of getting reat at age |. The factor W denotes the
probability for widows at age i to be married waiman that dies at the age j:

3 K _ .
WPENSION, =3 > > > 06* EPCLI *W,/'™* E/* ARW, * gx,, *pop*

Function PENSVALUE
This function processes the pension value witheesp the growth rate of per capita

income, the changes of the contribution rates tmdatory and voluntary («Riester»)
insurance, and the development of the sustainakalitor.
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Subroutine CONTRIBUTION

Computes the annual contribution paid by employedinemployed persons according to
the labour market situation. In addition, the suwiree calculates the total amount of
earned income up to the contribution ceiling aredtttal amount of unemployment pay.

Subroutine BUDGET

Computes revenue (contributions from earned incameé unemployment pay, federal

subsidy (constant share of the total amount of ipangayments), returns on assets) and
expenditure (pension, payments for the pensiorfesalth insurance, rehabilitation and

administration costs). In addition, we calculate tbtal monthly payment necessary to
calculate the contribution rate for the ensuingyea

Subroutine OUTPUT

This function generates the following result files:

KENNZAHLEN (selected key data for mandatory pensimgurance, such as contribution
rate, pension value, pension level, sustainalddityor, average income, etc.)

BUDGET (revenue, expenditure and assets)

ENTGELTPUNKTE (individual amount of earning poiriig sex and age)

RENTEN (pension payments by sex and age)

RENT (number of pensioners by sex and age)

RENTNER (total number of pensionera by age)

WITWEN (number of widows by age)

EPROFILE (life-cycle income profiles by sex)
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Annex 4. The model for the civil servants pensions

The civil servants pensions were calculated by ngkise of a model developed by Mr
Harald Dalezios, University of Speyer, Germany. Tingdel was initially developed for
estimating future civil servants pension spending different government levels
(Federation, States, and Municipalities); it wagistedd to the purposes of this report.

Core input data to the model (demography, labouketaeconomic variables) were made
available by ILO-SEC/SOC (see main body of repat)d were not under the
responsibility of Mr Dalezios.
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Projection of Civil Servants

PEN_SIM

Diplom Volkswirt Harald Dalezios, Mag. Rer. Publ.
(University of Speyer)

[English translation of original German text by Wjang Scholz]
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Introduction

For projecting future pension liabilities under tAerman civil service ®¥b.net-modelvas
developed on the basis of the German civil seryiessonnel-statistics and pensioner-
statistics (Personalstands- and Versorgungsempfastatjstik).

As a principle, long-term projections are not fasis of future developments. Instead,
these ceteris paribus calculations only show, under alternatigsuaptions, long-term
calculatory impacts of (politically induced) exogeis changes today on the civil service
population (“in future”).

The respective calculations were based on four tesdwhere results of the modules are
sequentially dependent; complexity of the moduleggetids on the availability of data and
on the output received from the precedingdule.

M odule One projects the number of active civil servants urgtirement; these results are
input to

Module Two, which calculates the number of civil service peners; then

Module Three calculates the number of widow(er)s and orphasgguthe results of
modules one and two as input;

Module Four serves as a reference to the other three modlesjculates the total
population on the basis of fertility and mortalitstes, taking into account exogenous
assumptions on migration.

The data base is being published by the Germanr&le8tatistical Office (Statistisches
Bundesamt); migration assumptions make use of O&&B.

Chart 1 roughly reflects the flow of calculation®jecting data from t to t+1. Calculations
for t+2, t+3, ..., t+n are analogous. As the deejdaggrated data base is available only in
5-year-slices the projection steps are 5 years). disitial (annualized) population
projection parameters are being grouped accordingly

Interpolation techniques have been applied for @sep of the social budget calculations in
order to produce single year outputs out of thee&rygrouped data / projection results.
Given the long projection horizon of 70 years thjgproach is acceptable as it only
marginally affects the required standards of presiand reliability of the calculations.
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Chart 1. Model — sequence of calculations

PEN_SIM

T Reti Total in t0 Total in t0 Total in t0
etirement . . .
(0] Deaths minus X minus minus
Exits in t0 Exits in t0 Exits in t0

=

Replacement of retired

Entry pensioners

] aves | | | pensioners |
Enties Stodk

1r : Total in t0 Total in t1 Total in t1
1 Regrer;:]ent minus X Deaths minus X Deaths minus
€athS | Exits in t1 Exits in t1 Exits in t1

: . ; *—0

Mortality Retirement Family status New actives
tables incidence tables tables tables

Source: Adaptation of Harald Dalezios

Module One: Projection of civil servants
The projection of active civil servants is baseddeeply structured analysis of the stock of

civil servants by different government levels: fedegovernment, states, municipalities,
post and railways.

Types

Analysis is based on separate treatment of diffeféypes” of cases according to
administrative level / professional level / salacale / working time /sex and age.
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Table 1. Code of types under module one

Administrative level Professional level Salary scale Working time  Sex Age

Federation 01 ﬁ'{;’g::“’a”ts and 41 Higher professionals 01 Full 01 Al 03 25 110
States Officersand Medium 02 partial 02 Male 01 25-30 120

professional soldiers professionals

Municipalities 03 Employees 03 Lower professionals 03 Empty 00 Female 02
Railways 04 Empty 00 Empty 00 Empty 00 90-95 250
Post 05 Empty 998
Empty 00 Total 999

Source: Harald Dalezios.

Mortality table

Life expectancy was calculated on the basis ofntbeality tables of the German Federal
Statistical Office. The rates of 2005 were takenaadasis for the life expectancy
projections, which can be calculated on basis pédrly or exponentially changing
mortality rates (or as a combination of both). e social budget calculations, linear
decrease of mortality rates was assumed.

Calculation of conditional mortality rates per Say@ge-group was calculated as indicated

in table 2:
Table 2. Calculation of conditional mortality rates for a given 5 year age group
Age group 25 26 27 28 29 ]
2599 > => ¥ deaths_0
26 28 29 30 => 7 deaths_1
27 | 28 RO 30 31 => 3 deaths_2
28 [ 29 30 31 32 => ¥ deaths_3
29 | 30 31 32~ 33 =>J deaths_4
Age group + 3031 32 33 => 3 deaths_5
30-34 ~
>3 sunviving
=>Surving_1 | =>Surving_2 | => Surving_3 | => Surving_4 => Surving_5 => 5 deaths
Source: Harald Dalezios.

Retirement incidence tables
At retirement, the active civil servants are betransferred, by type, to module two.
Retirement rates are based on empirical obseryatonount is taken of disability
incidence rates and (changes in) legal retiremgat a

The model allows for changes in the average re@rgnages, including changes in the
retirement ages by type.

Replacements of retired civil servants

Replacements substitute for retirement and death$ss assumed that replacement
maintains the internal structure of the civil seev{relative shares of types).
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Remuneration (salaries)
Salaries by type are being projected on the bdsikenaverage wages calculated in the
economic module of the social budget model. Legaltluced reductions of civil service
salaries are being taken into account.

Module Two: Projection of pensioners

Analogous to methodology used for actives.

Remuneration (pensions)

Analogous to methodology used for actives.

Module Three: Projection of widow(er)s

Analogous to methodology used for actives and peess. Additionally, special account
is taken of the probability to marry a (new) parfn@so, “change in sex” takes place
between actives / pensioners (dying) and widowsidowers surviving: whenever a

married male active or pensioner dies, a femalsipear adds to the stock of widows, and
vice versa.

Remuneration (widow(er)s pensions)

Analogous to methodology used for actives and paiess.

Module Four: Population projection

The civil service model links with a general popigla projection model; for purposes of
the social budget calculations the population meded adjusted to the same assumptions
as made under the (UN) population projection modetd by ILO-SECSOC. Any
differences in actual projection outputs of the tmodels — which depend on internal
programming differences, not on differences in nllodg approach — were marginal and
had no implication for the overall results of tleial budget calculations.
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Table Annex

Population
Table 1a: Population — total, deaths, births, ntigna Baseline
Table 1b: Population — total, deaths, births, migra Optimistic Scenario
Table 1c: Population — total, deaths, births, migra Pessimistic Scenario
Table 1d: Population — male, female, Baseline
Table 1e: Population — male, female, Optimisticriacio
Table 1f: Population — male, female, Pessimistienacio

Table 1g: Population — life expectancies, depengeatios, all scenarios

Labour force, employment, working time and productivity
Table 2a: Labour force — total, male, female, pgudition rates, Baseline
Table 2b: Labour force — total, male, female, pgyétion rates, Optimistic Scenario
Table 2c: Labour force — total, male, female, papttion rates, Pessimistic Scenario
Table 2d: Labour force participation by age grodpsale, female, Baseline
Table 2e: Labour force participation by age groupsale, female, Optimistic Scenario
Table 2f: Labour force participation by age grodpsale, female, Pessimistic Scenario
Table 2g: Labour market balance, Baseline
Table 2h: Labour market balance, Optimistic Scenari
Table 2i: Labour market balance, Pessimistic Séenar
Table 2j:  Working time, all scenarios

Table 2k: Productivity per hour worked and outpeit employed, all scenarios

National income
Table 3a: Real and nominal GDP, Baseline
Table 3b: Real and nominal GDP, Optimistic Scenario
Table 3c: Real and nominal GDP, Pessimistic Scenari
Table 3d: Primary income allocation, Baseline
Table 3e: Primary income allocation, Optimistic I5meo

Table 3f:  Primary income allocation, Pessimistietsio
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Social budget

Table 4a:
Table 4b:
Table 4c:
Table 4d:
Table 4e:
Table 4f:

Table 4g:
Table 4h:
Table 4i:

Table 4j:

Table 4k:
Table 4l

Table 4m:
Table 4n:
Table 4o:
Table 4p:
Table 4q:
Table 4r:

Table 4s:

Social budget by functions, revenue nuaaBaseline

Social budget by functions, revenue,rizaOptimistic Scenario

Social budget by functions, revenue,rizaPessimistic Scenario

Social budget revenue by type, sharedR @aseline

Social budget revenue by type, sharedDR ®ptimistic Scenario

Social budget revenue by type, sharebi?@Pessimistic Scenario
Beneficiaries and replacement rates, |Base

Beneficiaries and replacement rates n@gtic Scenario

Beneficiaries and replacement rates,iPestc Scenario

Hospital days, outpatient visits, medmagbplies, Baseline

Hospital days, outpatient visits, med&gbplies, Optimistic Scenario
Hospital days, outpatient visits, med®abplies, Pessimistic Scenario
Age-related health system utilizatioesammale, Baseline

Contribution assessment ceilings andritrtion rates, Baseline
Contribution assessment ceilings andritarion rates, Optimistic Scenario
Contribution assessment ceilings andriturtion rates, Pessimistic Scenario
Social budget by age groups of populaBaseline

Social budget by age groups of populat@ptimistic Scenario

Social budget by age groups of populai@ssimistic Scenario
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Table1a. Population - Baseline

Y Population Deaths Births Net migration
ear o
Million persons (cases)

2007 82.3 0.9 07 0.09
2008 82.2 0.9 0.7 0.09
2009 82.2 0.9 07 0.10
2010 82.1 0.9 0.7 0.10
2011 82.0 0.9 07 0.10
2012 81.8 0.9 0.7 0.10
2013 81.7 0.9 07 0.10
2014 81.5 0.9 07 0.10
2015 814 0.9 0.6 0.10
2016 81.2 1.0 0.6 0.10
2017 81.0 1.0 0.6 0.10
2018 80.7 1.0 0.6 0.10
2019 80.5 1.0 0.6 0.10
2020 80.2 1.0 0.6 0.10
2021 80.0 1.0 0.6 0.10
2022 79.7 1.0 0.6 0.10
2023 79.5 1.0 0.6 0.10
2024 79.2 1.0 0.6 0.10
2025 79.0 1.0 0.6 0.10
2026 78.8 1.0 07 0.10
2027 78.6 1.0 0.7 0.10
2028 784 1.0 07 0.10
2029 78.2 1.0 0.7 0.10
2030 78.1 1.0 07 0.10
2031 77.9 1.0 0.7 0.10
2032 7.7 1.0 07 0.10
2033 775 1.0 07 0.10
2034 77.3 1.0 0.7 0.10
2035 771 1.0 07 0.10
2036 76.9 1.0 0.7 0.10
2037 76.6 1.0 07 0.10
2038 76.4 1.0 0.7 0.10
2039 76.1 1.0 0.6 0.10
2040 75.8 1.0 0.6 0.10
2041 75.6 1.0 0.6 0.10
2042 75.3 1.0 0.6 0.10
2043 75.0 1.0 0.6 0.10
2044 74.7 1.0 0.6 0.10
2045 744 1.1 0.6 0.10
2046 74.0 1.1 0.6 0.10
2047 73.7 1.1 0.6 0.10
2048 73.3 1.1 0.6 0.10
2049 72.9 1.1 0.6 0.10
2050 725 1.1 0.6 0.10
2051 721 1.1 0.6 0.10
2052 7.7 12 0.6 0.10
2053 71.3 1.2 0.6 0.10
2054 70.9 12 0.6 0.10
2055 70.5 1.2 0.7 0.10
2056 701 12 07 0.10
2057 69.6 1.2 0.7 0.10
2058 69.2 1.2 0.7 0.10
2059 68.8 1.1 07 0.10
2060 68.4 1.1 0.6 0.10
2061 68.1 1.1 0.6 0.10
2062 67.7 1.1 0.6 0.10
2063 67.3 1.1 0.6 0.10
2064 67.0 1.1 0.6 0.10
2065 66.6 1.1 0.6 0.10
2066 66.3 1.0 0.6 0.10
2067 66.0 1.0 0.6 0.10
2068 65.8 1.0 0.6 0.10
2069 65.5 1.0 0.6 0.10
2070 65.2 0.7 0.6 0.10
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Table 1b. Population - Optimistic Scenario

Population Deaths Births Net migration

Year o
Million persons (cases)

2007 82.4 0.8 0.7 0.14
2008 824 0.8 0.7 0.16
2009 82.4 0.8 0.7 0.18
2010 82.4 0.9 0.7 0.20
2011 82.5 0.8 0.7 0.20
2012 82.5 0.9 0.7 0.20
2013 826 0.9 0.8 0.20
2014 82.7 0.9 0.8 0.20
2015 82.8 0.9 0.8 0.20
2016 82.9 0.9 0.9 0.20
2017 83.1 0.9 0.9 0.20
2018 83.2 0.9 0.9 0.20
2019 83.4 0.9 0.9 0.20
2020 83.6 1.0 1.0 0.20
2021 83.8 1.0 1.0 0.20
2022 84.0 1.0 1.0 0.20
2023 84.2 1.0 1.0 0.20
2024 84.4 1.0 1.0 0.20
2025 84.6 1.0 0.9 0.20
2026 84.7 1.0 0.9 0.20
2027 84.9 1.0 0.9 0.20
2028 85.0 1.0 0.9 0.20
2029 85.2 1.0 0.9 0.20
2030 85.3 1.0 0.9 0.20
2031 85.4 1.0 0.9 0.20
2032 85.5 1.0 0.9 0.20
2033 85.7 1.0 0.9 0.20
2034 85.8 1.0 0.9 0.20
2035 85.9 1.0 0.9 0.20
2036 86.0 1.0 0.9 0.20
2037 86.2 1.0 0.9 0.20
2038 86.3 1.0 0.9 0.20
2039 86.5 1.0 1.0 0.20
2040 86.7 1.0 1.0 0.20
2041 86.8 1.0 1.0 0.20
2042 87.0 1.0 1.0 0.20
2043 87.2 1.0 1.0 0.20
2044 874 1.0 1.0 0.20
2045 87.6 1.1 1.1 0.20
2046 87.9 1.1 1.1 0.20
2047 88.0 1.1 1.1 0.20
2048 88.2 1.1 1.1 0.20
2049 88.4 1.1 1.1 0.20
2050 88.5 1.2 1.1 0.20
2051 88.7 1.2 1.1 0.20
2052 88.8 1.2 1.1 0.20
2053 88.9 1.2 1.1 0.20
2054 89.0 1.2 1.1 0.20
2055 89.1 1.2 1.1 0.20
2056 89.3 1.2 1.1 0.20
2057 89.4 1.2 1.1 0.20
2058 89.5 1.2 1.1 0.20
2059 89.6 1.2 1.1 0.20
2060 89.8 1.2 1.1 0.20
2061 89.9 1.1 1.1 0.20
2062 90.1 1.1 1.1 0.20
2063 90.3 1.1 1.1 0.20
2064 90.5 1.1 1.1 0.20
2065 90.8 1.1 1.2 0.20
2066 91.1 1.1 1.2 0.20
2067 91.4 1.1 1.2 0.20
2068 91.7 1.0 1.2 0.20
2069 92.0 1.0 1.2 0.20
2070 924 14 1.2 0.20
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Table 1c. Population - Pessimistic Scenario

Year Population Deaths Births Net migration
Million persons (cases)
2007 82.3 0.9 0.7 0.07
2008 82.1 0.9 0.7 0.06
2009 82.0 0.9 0.7 0.06
2010 81.9 0.9 0.7 0.05
2011 81.7 0.9 0.7 0.05
2012 81.5 0.9 0.7 0.05
2013 81.3 0.9 0.7 0.05
2014 81.1 0.9 0.6 0.05
2015 80.9 0.9 0.6 0.05
2016 80.6 1.0 0.6 0.05
2017 80.3 1.0 0.6 0.05
2018 80.0 1.0 0.6 0.05
2019 79.7 1.0 0.6 0.05
2020 79.4 1.0 0.6 0.05
2021 79.1 1.0 0.6 0.05
2022 78.7 1.0 0.6 0.05
2023 784 1.0 0.6 0.05
2024 78.0 1.0 0.6 0.05
2025 77.6 1.0 0.6 0.05
2026 772 1.0 0.5 0.05
2027 76.9 1.0 0.5 0.05
2028 76.5 1.0 0.5 0.05
2029 76.1 1.0 0.5 0.05
2030 75.7 1.0 0.5 0.05
2031 75.2 1.0 0.5 0.05
2032 74.8 1.0 0.5 0.05
2033 74.4 1.0 0.5 0.05
2034 73.9 1.0 0.5 0.05
2035 73.5 1.0 0.5 0.05
2036 73.0 1.0 0.5 0.05
2037 725 1.0 0.5 0.05
2038 721 1.0 0.5 0.05
2039 71.6 1.0 0.5 0.05
2040 711 1.0 0.5 0.05
2041 70.5 1.0 0.5 0.05
2042 70.0 1.0 0.4 0.05
2043 69.5 1.0 0.4 0.05
2044 68.9 1.1 0.4 0.05
2045 68.4 1.1 0.4 0.05
2046 67.8 1.1 0.4 0.05
2047 67.2 1.1 0.4 0.05
2048 66.5 1.1 0.4 0.05
2049 65.9 1.1 0.4 0.05
2050 65.2 1.1 0.4 0.05
2051 64.5 1.2 0.4 0.05
2052 63.8 1.2 0.4 0.05
2053 63.1 1.2 0.4 0.05
2054 62.4 1.2 0.4 0.05
2055 61.6 1.2 0.4 0.05
2056 60.9 1.2 0.4 0.05
2057 60.2 1.2 0.4 0.05
2058 59.4 1.1 0.4 0.05
2059 58.7 1.1 0.4 0.05
2060 58.0 1.1 0.4 0.05
2061 57.3 1.1 0.4 0.05
2062 56.6 1.1 0.3 0.05
2063 55.9 1.1 0.3 0.05
2064 55.2 1.1 0.3 0.05
2065 54.5 1.0 0.3 0.05
2066 53.9 1.0 0.3 0.05
2067 53.2 1.0 0.3 0.05
2068 52.6 1.0 0.3 0.05
2069 52.0 1.0 0.3 0.05
2070 51.4 0.4 0.3 0.05
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Table 1d. Population - Baseline

Y Male Female Male Female
ear Million Index 2007 = 100
2007 403 420 100.0 100.0
2008 403 419 99.9 99.9
2009 403 419 99.9 99.8
2010 402 418 99.8 99.6
2011 40.2 418 99.7 99.5
2012 40.1 4.7 99.5 99.3
2013 40.0 416 99.4 99.1
2014 40.0 416 99.2 99.0
2015 39.9 415 98.9 98.7
2016 39.8 414 98.7 98.5
2017 39.7 413 98.4 98.3
2018 39.6 412 98.1 98.0
2019 39.4 41.1 97.8 97.8
2020 39.3 40.9 975 975
2021 39.2 408 97.1 97.2
2022 39.0 40.7 96.8 96.9
2023 38.9 406 96.5 96.6
2024 38.8 405 96.2 96.3
2025 387 404 95.9 96.1
2026 38.6 40.2 95.7 95.8
2027 385 40.1 95.4 95.6
2028 384 40.0 95.2 95.3
2029 38.3 40.0 95.0 95.1
2030 38.2 39.9 94.8 94.9
2031 38.1 39.8 94.6 94.7
2032 38.0 39.7 944 944
2033 379 39.6 94.1 94.2
2034 37.8 395 93.9 94.0
2035 377 39.4 93.6 93.7
2036 376 39.2 93.3 93.4
2037 375 39.1 93.0 93.1
2038 37.4 39.0 927 92.8
2039 372 38.9 92.4 925
2040 371 38.7 92.1 92.2
2041 37.0 38.6 917 91.9
2042 36.8 385 913 916
2043 36.7 38.3 90.9 91.2
2044 36.5 38.2 905 90.9
2045 36.3 38.0 90.1 905
2046 36.1 379 89.7 90.2
2047 36.0 37.7 89.2 89.8
2048 35.8 375 88.7 89.4
2049 35,6 374 88.2 89.0
2050 35.4 37.2 87.7 88.5
2051 352 37.0 87.2 88.0
2052 34.9 36.8 86.7 87.6
2053 347 36.6 86.2 87.1
2054 345 36.4 85.7 86.6
2055 343 36.1 85.2 86.1
2056 34.1 35.9 84.7 85.6
2057 33.9 35.7 84.2 85.0
2058 337 355 83.7 845
2059 335 35.3 83.2 84.0
2060 33.4 35.1 82.8 835
2061 332 349 82.3 83.0
2062 33.0 347 81.9 82.6
2063 32.8 345 815 82.1
2064 327 343 81.1 81.7
2065 325 34.1 80.7 81.2
2066 32.4 339 80.4 80.8
2067 322 338 80.0 80.5
2068 32.1 336 79.7 80.1
2069 32.0 335 79.3 79.8
2070 319 33.4 79.0 794
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Table 1e. Population - Optimistic Scenario

Y Male Female Male Female
ear Million Index 2007 = 100
2007 403 420 100.0 100.0
2008 404 420 100.0 100.0
2009 40.4 42,0 100.1 100.0
2010 404 420 100.1 100.0
2011 40.4 42,0 100.2 100.0
2012 405 42.1 100.3 100.0
2013 405 42.1 100.4 100.1
2014 405 42.1 100.5 100.2
2015 406 422 100.6 100.3
2016 40.7 422 100.8 100.5
2017 40.7 423 101.0 100.7
2018 40.8 424 101.2 100.9
2019 40.9 425 101.4 101.1
2020 410 426 101.6 101.4
2021 41.1 427 101.9 101.6
2022 412 428 102.1 101.9
2023 413 42,9 102.3 102.1
2024 414 43.0 102.6 102.3
2025 415 43.1 102.8 102.5
2026 416 432 103.0 102.7
2027 416 432 103.2 102.9
2028 417 433 103.4 103.0
2029 418 434 103.6 103.2
2030 419 434 103.7 103.3
2031 419 435 103.9 103.4
2032 42,0 435 104.1 103.6
2033 42.1 436 104.2 103.7
2034 42.1 437 104.4 103.9
2035 422 43.7 104.5 104.0
2036 422 438 104.7 104.1
2037 423 439 104.9 104.3
2038 424 439 105.1 104.5
2039 425 44.0 105.3 104.7
2040 426 441 105.5 104.9
2041 426 442 105.7 105.1
2042 427 443 105.9 105.4
2043 428 444 106.1 105.6
2044 42,9 445 106.4 105.9
2045 43.0 446 106.6 106.2
2046 43.1 448 106.8 106.4
2047 432 44.9 107.0 106.7
2048 433 45.0 107.2 106.9
2049 433 45.0 107.4 107.1
2050 434 45.1 107.6 107.3
2051 435 452 107.7 1075
2052 435 453 107.9 107.7
2053 436 453 108.0 107.8
2054 436 454 108.1 108.0
2055 437 454 108.3 108.1
2056 438 455 108.4 108.2
2057 438 456 108.6 108.4
2058 439 456 108.8 108.5
2059 440 45.7 108.9 108.6
2060 44.0 457 109.1 108.8
2061 441 458 109.4 109.0
2062 442 459 109.6 109.1
2063 443 46.0 109.9 109.4
2064 445 46.1 110.2 109.6
2065 446 46.2 1105 109.9
2066 44.7 46.3 110.9 110.2
2067 449 465 111.2 1105
2068 45.0 46.6 1116 110.9
2069 452 46.8 112.1 11.3
2070 454 47.0 1125 1M11.7
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Table 1f. Population - Pessimistic Scenario

Y Male Female Male Female
ear Million Index 2007 = 100

2007 403 420 100.0 100.0
2008 40.2 419 99.9 99.8
2009 402 418 99.8 99.7
2010 40.1 418 99.6 99.5
2011 40.0 417 99.4 99.2
2012 40.0 416 99.2 99.0
2013 39.9 415 99.0 98.8
2014 39.8 413 98.7 98.5
2015 39.6 412 98.4 98.2
2016 395 41.1 98.1 97.9
2017 39.4 410 97.7 97.6
2018 39.2 40.8 97.3 97.3
2019 39.0 40.7 96.9 96.9
2020 38.9 405 96.5 96.5
2021 38.7 404 96.1 96.2
2022 385 402 95.6 95.8
2023 38.3 40.0 95.2 95.3
2024 38.2 30.8 94.7 94.9
2025 38.0 39.7 94.2 945
2026 37.8 395 93.8 94.0
2027 376 39.3 93.3 935
2028 374 39.1 92.8 93.1
2029 372 38.9 92.3 926
2030 37.0 387 918 92.1
2031 36.8 38.4 913 916
2032 36.6 38.2 90.8 91.1
2033 36.4 38.0 90.3 90.6
2034 36.1 37.8 89.7 90.0
2035 359 376 89.2 89.5
2036 357 373 88.6 88.9
2037 35.4 37.1 88.0 88.4
2038 35.2 36.9 87.4 87.8
2039 35.0 36.6 86.8 87.2
2040 347 36.4 86.1 86.6
2041 34.4 36.1 85.5 86.0
2042 342 35.8 84.8 85.4
2043 33.9 35.6 84.1 84.8
2044 336 353 83.4 84.1
2045 333 35.1 82.7 83.5
2046 33.0 34.8 819 82.8
2047 327 345 812 82.1
2048 324 34.2 80.3 81.4
2049 32.0 339 795 80.6
2050 317 335 787 79.9
2051 313 332 778 79.0
2052 31.0 32.8 76.9 782
2053 306 325 76.0 774
2054 30.3 32.1 75.1 765
2055 29.9 317 742 756
2056 295 314 733 747
2057 29.2 31.0 72.4 73.8
2058 28.8 30.6 715 72.9
2059 285 30.2 707 72.0
2060 28.1 29.9 69.8 714
2061 27.8 295 69.0 70.2
2062 274 29.1 68.1 69.3
2063 27.1 28.7 67.3 68.5
2064 26.8 28.4 66.5 67.6
2065 26.5 28.0 65.7 66.8
2066 26.2 277 64.9 66.0
2067 25.9 274 64.2 65.2
2068 25.6 27.1 63.4 645
2069 2523 26.8 62.7 63.7
2070 25.0 26.4 62.0 63.0
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Table1g. Population

Life expectancy

Dependency ratio (Y =: Young; O =: Old; Y&O =: Young and Old)

Year At birth At age 65 Baseline Optimistic scenario Pessimistic scenario

M F M F Y Y&O o Y Y& 0 Y Y&0 0

Life-years

2007 764 824 16.1 20.0 323 651 328 32.3 65.0 32.7 32.3 65.1 328
2008 76.6  82.6 162  20.1 31.7 649 332 31.7 64.8  33.1 31.7 649 332
2009 76.7 827 16.2 202 311 647 336 31.1 645 334 31.1 648 337
2010 76.8 829 163 203 305 64.1 336 30.5 639 334 30.5 642 337
2011 769  83.0 164 204 299 634 335 29.9 631 332 29.9 635 33.6
2012 7.0 832 165 205 295 631 336 290.7 629 333 29.5 63.3 338
2013 772 833 165 206 292 632 339 29.6 631 335 29.2 634 341
2014 773 834 16.6 207 291 635 344 297 636 34.0 29.0 63.7 347
2015 774 836 16.7 208 290 640 351 29.9 644 345 28.9 643 353
2016 775 837 16.8 209 288 645 357 30.2 65.3  35.1 28.8 64.8 36.0
2017 776 838 169 210 286 649 36.3 30.5 66.1 356 28.6 65.3 36.7
2018 778 839 16.9 211 284 654 370 30.8 67.0  36.1 283 65.7 374
2019 779 841 170 212 282 659 376 313 68.0  36.7 281 66.2 38.1
2020 78.0 842 17.1 213 281 664 383 31.9 69.2 373 28.0 66.8 38.8
2021 782 843 173 214 280 671 391 326 706 380 279 67.5 39.7
2022 785 845 174 215 280 680 40.0 33.3 721 388 27.8 68.4 40.6
2023 787 846 176 216 281 691 410 34.0 737 396 27.8 694 417
2024 790 847 178 217 283 704 421 34.8 754 406 27.8 706 429
2025 793 849 180 218 285 719 434 35.7 74 A7 27.8 720 442
2026 795  85.0 18.1 21.8 289 737 448 36.6 796 430 279 736 458
2027 797 854 182 219 292 756 464 37.5 819 444 271.9 754 474
2028 80.0 852 184 220 296 77.7 4841 38.4 843 459 28.0 773 492
2029 80.2 854 185 221 301 80.0 499 39.4 86.8 474 28.2 793 512
2030 805 855 187 222 306 823 517 40.3 894 490 283 814 532
2031 80.7 856 188 223 312 847 535 41.2 91.8 506 284 835 55.1
2032 80.8 858 189 224 31.7 870 553 42.0 940 520 28.5 85.6 57.1
2033 81.0 859 19.0 225 322 892 570 427 96.0 533 28.5 87.5 59.0
2034 81.1 86.0 19.1 22.5 327 913 58.6 43.2 976 544 28.6 89.3 60.7
2035 813  86.1 192 226 332 931 599 43.6 988  55.2 28.6 908 622
2036 815 863 194 227 336 945 61.0 43.9 99.6 557 28.6 920 634
2037 816 864 195 228 339 957 618 440 999  56.0 28.5 929 644
2038 81.8 865 196 229 342 964 622 439 99.7 558 284 933 649
2039 819  86.6 19.7 230 345 969 624 43.8 992 554 28.2 935 653
2040 82.1 86.8 198 231 348 974 626 436 98.6  55.0 28.1 93.7 65.6
2041 822  86.9 199 232 351 978 628 434 98.0 546 28.0 939 659
2042 824 870 199 233 353 983 630 433 976 543 21.8 942 66.3
2043 825 874 200 235 355 988 63.3 433 973 540 27.8 946 66.8
2044 827 873 204 236 357 993 635 434 972 538 21.7 95.0 67.3
2045 828 874 201 237 359 999 639 43.6 972 537 217 956 68.0
2046 829 875 203 238 36.1 1005 64.4 43.8 975 536 21.7 96.4 68.7
2047 83.1 876 204 239 36.3 101.0 647 441 97.7 536 217 970 694
2048 832 878 205 240 36.4 101.3 64.9 445 979 535 21.7 976  69.9
2049 834 879 206 241 36.5 1015 650 448 98.1 533 217 981 704
2050 835 880 207 242 36.5 1015 65.0 452 98.3 531 21.7 984 707
2051 83.6 881 208 243 36.6 1016 65.0 456 98.5 529 21.7 989 T71.2
2052 837 883 209 244 36.7 1018 65.1 46.1 989 528 27.8 994 716
2053 839 884 210 245 369 1022 653 46.5 992 527 27.8 1000 722
2054 840 885 211 246 371 1025 654 47.0 996 526 279 100.7  72.7
2055 84.1 887 213 247 373 1028 655 474 999 525 28.0 1012 733
2056 842 888 214 248 375 1030 654 A7.7 999 522 28.0 1016 736
2057 843 889 215 249 37.7 1028 651 48.0 99.7 517 28.0 101.7 736
2058 845 890 216 250 379 1026 64.7 48.1 993 512 28.0 1016 735
2059 846 892 217 251 381 1022 642 48.2 988 505 28.0 1013 733
2060 847 893 218 253 382 101.8 63.6 48.3 98.1 498 28.0 101.0 731
2061 848 894 219 254 384 1015 631 48.3 974 492 28.0 1008 729
2062 848 895 221 255 386 101.3 627 48.3 96.8 486 28.0 1008 729
2063 849 897 222 256 388 1012 624 48.2 96.2 480 28.0 1009 729
2064 849 898 223 257 39.0 101.0 620 48.1 965 473 28.0 1009 729
2065 85.0 899 224 258 39.2 1008 61.6 48.0 947 467 28.0 1009 729
2066 86.0 899 225 259 393 1005 612 479 940  46.1 28.0 1009 729
2067 86.0 899 226 260 394 1002 60.7 47.8 931 454 28.0 1008 729
2068 86.0 900 226 260 395 997 602 476 923 447 28.0 100.7 728
2069 86.0 900 226 260 396 993 59.7 474 915 440 279 100.7 727
2070 86.0 90.0 226 26.0 396 988 59.2 47.3 90.6 434 271.9 1006 72.7
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Table 2a. Labour Force — Baseline

Total Labour Force

Participation Rate

Year Total Male Female Total Male Female
Million persons %
2007 425 231 19.4 775 82.6 714
2008 42.6 23.1 19.4 77.8 82.8 71.8
2009 42.6 231 19.5 78.0 83.0 721
2010 42.6 23.1 19.5 78.1 83.0 72.3
2011 42.6 23.0 19.5 78.1 83.0 724
2012 425 23.0 19.5 78.1 82.9 724
2013 42.5 22.9 19.5 78.1 82.9 725
2014 42.3 229 19.5 78.2 82.9 72.7
2015 42.2 22.8 19.4 78.3 82.9 72.8
2016 42.0 22.6 19.4 78.4 82.9 73.0
2017 41.8 22.5 19.3 78.4 82.9 73.2
2018 416 22.4 19.2 78.5 829 73.4
2019 413 22.2 19.1 78.6 82.9 735
2020 41.0 22.0 19.0 78.6 82.8 73.6
2021 40.7 21.8 18.9 78.6 82.8 73.7
2022 40.4 21.6 18.7 78.6 82.8 73.8
2023 40.0 214 18.6 78.6 82.7 73.8
2024 39.6 21.2 18.4 78.6 82.7 73.9
2025 39.2 21.0 18.3 78.6 82.6 74.0
2026 38.8 20.7 18.1 78.7 82.7 741
2027 384 20.5 17.9 78.8 82.8 744
2028 38.0 20.3 17.7 79.0 82.9 74.6
2029 37.6 20.0 17.6 79.3 83.1 75.0
2030 37.2 19.8 17.4 79.6 83.3 754
2031 36.7 19.5 17.2 79.7 83.4 75.5
2032 36.3 19.3 17.0 79.9 83.6 75.8
2033 35.9 19.1 16.9 80.2 83.8 76.0
2034 35.6 18.9 16.7 80.4 84.1 76.3
2035 35.3 18.7 16.6 80.7 84.3 76.6
2036 35.0 18.5 16.4 80.8 84.4 76.7
2037 34.7 18.3 16.3 80.8 84.5 76.8
2038 344 18.2 16.2 80.8 84.4 76.7
2039 34.2 18.1 16.1 80.6 84.2 76.6
2040 33.9 17.9 16.0 80.5 84.0 76.4
2041 33.7 17.8 15.9 80.2 83.8 76.2
2042 334 17.6 15.8 80.0 83.6 76.0
2043 33.2 17.5 15.6 79.8 83.4 75.8
2044 32.9 17.4 15.5 79.7 83.3 75.6
2045 32.7 17.3 15.4 79.5 83.1 75.5
2046 324 171 15.3 79.4 83.0 75.3
2047 32.2 17.0 15.2 79.3 82.9 75.2
2048 32.0 16.9 15.1 79.2 82.8 75.2
2049 31.7 16.8 15.0 79.1 82.6 751
2050 315 16.6 14.9 79.0 82.6 75.0
2051 31.3 16.5 14.8 79.0 82.5 75.0
2052 311 16.4 14.7 79.0 82.6 75.0
2053 30.9 16.3 14.6 79.1 82.7 75.1
2054 30.8 16.2 14.5 79.2 82.8 75.3
2055 30.6 16.1 14.5 79.4 82.9 754
2056 304 16.0 14.4 79.5 83.0 75.5
2057 30.3 16.0 14.3 79.5 83.1 75.6
2058 30.1 15.9 14.3 79.5 83.1 75.6
2059 30.0 15.8 14.2 79.6 83.1 75.6
2060 29.9 15.7 141 79.6 83.1 75.6
2061 29.8 15.7 141 79.6 83.2 75.6
2062 29.7 15.6 14.0 79.6 83.2 75.7
2063 29.6 15.6 14.0 79.7 83.3 75.7
2064 29.5 15.5 14.0 79.8 83.3 75.8
2065 29.4 15.5 13.9 79.8 83.4 75.8
2066 29.3 15.4 13.9 79.8 83.4 75.9
2067 29.3 15.4 13.9 79.9 83.4 75.9
2068 29.2 15.4 13.8 79.9 83.5 75.9
2069 29.2 15.3 13.8 79.9 83.5 75.9
2070 29.1 15.3 13.8 79.9 83.5 75.9
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Table 2b. Labour fOrce — Optimistic Scenario

Total Labour Force

Participation Rate

Year Total Male Female Total Male Female
Million persons %
2007 426 23.1 19.4 775 82.6 714
2008 42.7 23.2 19.5 77.8 82.8 71.8
2009 428 23.2 19.6 78.0 83.0 721
2010 42.8 23.2 19.6 78.1 83.1 72.3
2011 429 23.2 19.7 78.1 83.0 724
2012 43.0 23.2 19.7 78.2 83.0 725
2013 43.0 23.2 19.8 78.2 83.0 72.6
2014 429 23.2 19.8 78.3 83.0 72.8
2015 42.8 23.1 19.7 78.4 83.0 73.0
2016 428 23.0 19.7 78.5 83.1 73.2
2017 426 22.9 19.7 78.6 83.1 73.4
2018 425 22.8 19.7 78.7 83.1 73.6
2019 423 22.7 19.6 78.8 83.1 73.7
2020 422 22.6 19.6 78.8 83.1 73.9
2021 419 22.5 195 78.8 83.1 74.0
2022 41.7 22.3 194 78.9 83.0 741
2023 414 221 19.3 78.9 83.0 741
2024 411 22.0 19.1 78.9 82.9 74.2
2025 40.8 21.8 19.0 78.9 82.9 74.3
2026 40.5 21.6 18.9 79.0 83.0 745
2027 40.2 21.4 18.8 79.1 83.0 74.7
2028 39.9 21.2 18.7 79.2 83.0 74.9
2029 39.6 21.0 18.6 79.3 83.1 751
2030 394 20.9 18.5 79.5 83.2 75.3
2031 39.2 20.7 18.4 79.5 83.1 754
2032 38.9 20.6 18.3 79.5 83.1 75.5
2033 38.8 20.5 18.3 79.5 83.1 75.6
2034 38.7 20.4 18.3 79.6 83.1 75.7
2035 38.7 20.4 18.3 79.6 83.1 75.8
2036 38.7 20.4 18.3 79.6 83.0 75.8
2037 38.7 20.4 18.3 79.6 83.0 75.8
2038 38.8 20.4 18.4 79.5 82.8 75.8
2039 38.9 20.4 18.5 79.4 82.7 75.7
2040 38.9 20.4 18.5 79.3 82.6 75.6
2041 39.0 20.4 18.6 79.2 82.5 75.6
2042 39.1 20.5 18.6 79.2 82.5 75.5
2043 39.1 20.5 18.6 79.1 82.4 754
2044 39.2 20.5 18.7 79.1 82.5 75.4
2045 39.3 20.5 18.7 79.1 82.5 754
2046 39.3 20.6 18.7 79.2 82.6 754
2047 39.3 20.6 18.7 79.2 82.6 754
2048 39.3 20.6 18.7 79.2 82.6 754
2049 39.3 20.6 18.8 79.2 82.6 754
2050 39.4 20.6 18.8 79.1 82.6 75.3
2051 39.4 20.6 18.8 79.2 82.6 75.3
2052 39.5 20.7 18.8 79.2 82.7 754
2053 39.5 20.7 18.8 79.3 82.8 754
2054 39.6 20.7 18.9 794 82.9 75.5
2055 39.7 20.8 18.9 79.5 83.0 75.6
2056 39.8 20.9 19.0 79.5 83.1 75.6
2057 40.0 20.9 19.1 79.5 83.1 75.7
2058 40.2 21.0 19.1 79.5 83.0 75.6
2059 40.4 21.1 19.2 79.5 83.0 75.6
2060 40.6 21.2 194 79.5 83.0 75.6
2061 40.8 21.4 19.5 79.5 83.0 75.7
2062 411 215 19.6 79.5 83.0 75.7
2063 413 21.6 19.7 79.6 83.1 75.8
2064 416 21.8 19.9 79.7 83.1 75.9
2065 419 21.9 20.0 79.8 83.2 76.0
2066 423 221 20.2 79.8 83.3 76.1
2067 426 22.2 20.3 79.9 83.3 76.2
2068 429 22.4 20.5 80.0 83.4 76.2
2069 43.3 22.6 20.7 80.0 83.4 76.3
2070 43.6 22.8 20.8 80.1 83.5 76.4
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Table 2c. Labour force - Pessimistic Scenario

Total Labour Force Participation Rate
Year Total Male Female Total Male Female
Million persons %
2007 42.5 23.1 19.4 775 82.6 714
2008 425 23.1 194 77.8 82.8 71.8
2009 42.5 23.0 19.4 78.0 83.0 721
2010 424 23.0 194 781 83.0 72.3
2011 424 23.0 19.4 78.1 82.9 72.3
2012 423 22.9 194 781 82.9 724
2013 42.2 22.8 19.4 78.1 82.9 725
2014 42.0 22.7 19.3 78.2 82.9 72.6
2015 41.8 22.6 19.3 78.2 82.9 72.8
2016 41.6 22.4 19.2 78.3 82.9 72.9
2017 414 22.3 19.1 78.4 82.9 731
2018 411 221 19.0 78.4 82.9 73.3
2019 40.8 21.9 18.9 78.5 82.8 73.4
2020 40.5 21.7 18.7 78.5 82.7 73.5
2021 40.1 215 18.6 78.5 82.7 73.6
2022 39.7 21.3 18.4 78.4 82.6 73.6
2023 39.3 21.1 18.3 78.4 82.6 73.7
2024 38.9 20.8 18.1 78.4 82.5 73.7
2025 384 20.6 17.9 78.5 82.5 73.8
2026 38.0 20.3 17.7 78.5 82.5 74.0
2027 375 20.0 175 78.7 82.6 74.2
2028 371 19.8 17.3 78.9 82.7 744
2029 36.6 19.5 171 79.1 82.9 74.8
2030 36.2 19.3 16.9 79.4 83.2 75.2
2031 35.7 19.0 16.7 79.6 83.3 75.3
2032 35.2 18.7 16.5 79.8 83.5 75.5
2033 34.7 18.5 16.3 80.0 83.7 75.8
2034 34.3 18.3 16.1 80.3 84.0 76.1
2035 34.0 18.0 15.9 80.5 84.2 76.3
2036 33.6 178 15.7 80.7 84.3 76.5
2037 33.2 17.6 15.6 80.7 84.4 76.6
2038 329 17.5 15.4 80.7 84.4 76.6
2039 32.6 17.3 15.3 80.7 84.3 76.5
2040 32.3 171 15.1 80.6 84.2 76.4
2041 31.9 16.9 15.0 80.4 84.1 76.3
2042 31.6 16.7 14.8 80.3 84.0 76.1
2043 31.2 16.6 14.6 80.2 83.9 76.0
2044 30.8 16.4 14.5 80.1 83.9 75.9
2045 30.5 16.2 14.3 80.1 83.9 75.9
2046 30.1 16.0 14.1 80.1 83.8 75.8
2047 29.7 15.8 13.9 80.1 83.8 75.8
2048 29.3 15.6 13.8 80.0 83.7 75.8
2049 28.9 15.4 13.6 79.9 83.6 75.7
2050 28.6 15.2 134 79.8 83.5 75.6
2051 28.2 15.0 13.2 79.8 83.5 75.6
2052 27.8 14.8 13.1 79.8 83.5 75.6
2053 275 14.6 12.9 79.9 83.6 75.7
2054 271 14.4 12.7 80.0 83.7 75.8
2055 26.8 14.2 12.6 80.1 83.8 75.9
2056 26.4 14.0 12.4 80.2 83.9 76.0
2057 26.1 13.9 12.3 80.2 83.9 76.0
2058 25.8 13.7 121 80.1 83.8 76.0
2059 255 135 12.0 80.1 83.8 75.9
2060 25.2 134 11.8 80.1 83.8 75.9
2061 24.9 13.2 11.7 80.0 83.7 75.9
2062 24.6 13.0 11.6 80.1 83.8 75.9
2063 24.3 129 11.4 80.1 83.8 76.0
2064 24.0 12.7 11.3 80.2 83.8 76.0
2065 23.7 12.6 11.2 80.2 83.9 76.0
2066 235 12.4 11.0 80.2 83.9 76.1
2067 23.2 12.3 10.9 80.2 83.9 76.1
2068 22.9 121 10.8 80.2 83.9 76.1
2069 22.7 12.0 10.7 80.2 83.9 76.1
2070 224 11.9 10.5 80.2 83.9 76.0
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Table 2d. Labour force participation by age groups - Baseline

Male Female

Age 2007 2030 2050 2070 2007 2050 2070

Million % Million % Million %  Million % Million %  Million % Million %  Million %
15-19 0.88 36.4 0.61 36.0 0.63 36.0 0.60 36.0 0.69 30.1 0.54 33.0 0.56 33.0 0.53 33.0
20-24 1.98 80.8 1.36 76.0 1.36 76.0 1.27 76.0 1.80 75.8 1.36 76.5 1.36 76.5 1.28 76.5
25-29 2.22 88.6 1.73 88.3 1.53 88.3 1.53 88.3 2.04 83.2 1.63 83.3 1.47 83.3 1.47 83.3
30-34 2.31 95.3 213 98.0 1.73 98.0 1.80 98.0 1.90 80.8 1.87 86.0 1.54 86.0 1.60 86.0
35-39 3.09 96.7 2.29 99.2 1.86 99.2 1.92 99.2 2.51 82.5 1.97 86.0 1.62 86.0 1.67 86.0
40-44 3.55 96.0 2.57 98.0 1.90 98.0 1.91 98.0 3.00 85.6 2.28 89.0 1.72 89.0 1.72 89.0
45-49 3.21 95.1 2.52 98.0 2.00 98.0 1.79 98.0 2,77 85.1 2.22 88.0 1.76 88.0 1.58 88.0
50-54 2.64 915 2.31 94.3 2.06 94.3 1.69 94.3 2.29 80.1 219 93.0 1.99 93.0 1.64 93.0
55-59 212 82.2 2.28 90.7 2.04 90.7 1.66 90.7 1.73 66.2 1.97 81.0 1.80 81.0 1.48 81.0
60-64 0.83 394 1.60 50.0 1.23 50.0 0.92 50.0 0.50 22.7 1.20 38.0 0.93 38.0 0.70 38.0
65-69 0.19 7.3 0.25 8.0 0.19 8.0 0.15 8.0 0.12 4.2 0.14 4.2 0.10 4.2 0.08 4.2
70-74 0.07 3.7 0.09 3.7 0.08 3.7 0.07 3.7 0.03 15 0.04 1.5 0.03 15 0.03 1.5
75-79 0.02 1.6 0.03 1.6 0.03 1.6 0.03 1.6 0.01 0.5 0.01 0.5 0.01 0.5 0.01 0.5
Total 23.11 57.3 19.78 51.8 16.63 47.0 15.32 48.1 19.39 46.2 17.42 43.7 14.89 401 13.80 413
Row “Total”: Participation rate as percentage of labour force of total male / female population
Columns “%”": Participation rate as percentage of labour force in that age category for each gender
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Table 2e. Labour force participation by age groups - Optimistic Scenario

Male Female

Age 2007 2030 2050 2070 2007 2050 2070

Million % Million % Million % Million % Million % Million % Million % Million %
15-19 0.88 36.4 0.72 36.0 0.85 36.0 1.02 36.0 0.69 30.1 0.65 33.0 0.76 33.0 0.91 33.0
20-24 1.99 80.8 1.42 76.0 1.87 76.0 219 76.0 1.82 75.8 1.46 76.5 1.90 76.5 2.21 76.5
25-29 2.23 88.6 1.83 88.3 2.39 88.3 2.54 88.3 2.06 83.2 1.80 83.3 2.32 83.3 247 83.3
30-34 2.32 95.3 2.29 98.0 265 98.0 2.73 98.0 1.90 80.8 2.08 86.0 2.40 86.0 247 86.0
35-39 3.09 96.7 248 99.2 2.35 99.2 2.70 99.2 2.51 82.5 2.19 86.0 210 86.0 2.38 86.0
40-44 3.55 96.0 2.76 98.0 2.14 98.0 2.72 98.0 3.00 85.6 247 89.0 1.98 89.0 2.48 89.0
45-49 3.21 95.1 2.68 98.0 2.22 98.0 2.83 98.0 277 85.1 2.32 88.0 1.98 88.0 2.53 88.0
50-54 2.64 91.5 240 94.3 227 94.3 2.61 94.3 2.29 80.1 2.22 93.0 2.21 93.0 2.55 93.0
55-59 212 82.2 2.33 90.7 2.23 90.7 213 90.7 1.73 66.2 1.96 81.0 1.98 81.0 1.90 81.0
60-64 0.83 39.4 1.61 50.0 1.33 50.0 1.04 50.0 0.50 227 1.18 38.0 1.00 38.0 0.80 38.0
65-69 0.19 7.3 0.25 8.0 0.20 8.0 0.16 8.0 0.12 4.2 0.14 4.2 0.10 4.2 0.09 4.2
70-74 0.07 3.7 0.09 3.7 0.08 3.7 0.08 3.7 0.03 1.5 0.04 1.5 0.03 1.5 0.03 1.5
75-79 0.02 1.6 0.03 1.6 0.03 1.6 0.03 1.6 0.01 05 0.01 0.5 0.01 0.5 0.01 05
Total 2314 57.4 20.90 49.9 20.60 475 22.78 50.2 19.42 46.2 18.53 427 18.77 41.6 20.82 443
Row “Total”: Participation rate as percentage of labour force of total male / female population

Columns “%”: Participation rate as percentage of labour force in that age category for each gender
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Table 2f. Labour force participation by age groups -- Pessimistic Scenario

Male Female

Age 2007 2030 2050 2070 2007 2030 2050 2070

Million % Million % Million % Million % Million % Million % Million % Million %
15-19 0.88 36.4 0.60 36.0 0.46 36.0 0.36 36.0 0.69 30.1 0.53 33.0 0.40 33.0 0.32 33.0
20-24 1.98 80.8 1.33 76.0 1.04 76.0 0.82 76.0 1.80 75.8 1.31 76.5 1.03 76.5 0.82 76.5
25-29 2.22 88.6 1.67 88.3 1.32 88.3 1.04 88.3 2.04 83.2 1.55 83.3 1.24 83.3 0.98 83.3
30-34 2.31 95.3 2.05 98.0 1.60 98.0 1.24 98.0 1.89 80.8 1.76 86.0 1.39 86.0 1.09 86.0
35-39 3.08 96.7 2.20 99.2 1.72 99.2 1.34 99.2 2.51 82.5 1.86 86.0 1.47 86.0 1.15 86.0
40-44 3.55 96.0 247 98.0 1.78 98.0 1.41 98.0 3.00 85.6 218 89.0 1.59 89.0 1.26 89.0
45-49 3.21 95.1 2.45 98.0 1.89 98.0 1.50 98.0 2.77 85.1 2.16 88.0 1.64 88.0 1.32 88.0
50-54 2.64 915 2.26 94.3 1.96 94.3 1.53 94.3 2.29 80.1 218 93.0 1.88 93.0 1.48 93.0
55-59 212 82.2 2.26 90.7 1.94 90.7 1.53 90.7 1.73 66.2 1.98 81.0 1.71 81.0 1.35 81.0
60-64 0.83 39.4 1.59 50.0 1.18 50.0 0.85 50.0 0.50 227 1.20 38.0 0.90 38.0 0.65 38.0
65-69 0.19 7.3 0.25 8.0 0.18 8.0 0.14 8.0 0.12 4.2 0.14 4.2 0.10 4.2 0.07 4.2
70-74 0.07 3.7 0.09 3.7 0.07 3.7 0.07 3.7 0.03 1.5 0.04 1.5 0.03 1.5 0.03 1.5
75-79 0.02 1.6 0.03 1.6 0.03 1.6 0.03 1.6 0.01 0.5 0.01 0.5 0.01 0.5 0.01 0.5
Total 23.09 57.3 19.26 521 15.17 47.9 11.86 475 19.38 46.2 16.91 43.7 13.39 40.0 10.55 39.9
Row “Total”: Participation rate as percentage of labour force of total male / female population
Columns “%”™: Participation rate as percentage of labour force in that age category for each gender




Table 2g. Labour market balance - Baseline

Employed
Employees
Contributors

Year Labour Self- Civil Among which: Un-

Force employed Servants All to health Others employed

Million persons

2007 425 4.4 2.2 26.6 24.7 6.1 3.2
2008 42.6 45 21 26.8 24.8 6.1 3.0
2009 42.6 45 21 27.1 25.1 6.1 2.8
2010 42.6 45 21 27.7 25.6 5.7 2.6
2011 42.6 45 21 27.8 25.7 5.7 25
2012 425 45 21 27.9 25.8 5.6 25
2013 425 45 21 27.9 25.9 55 24
2014 42.3 45 21 27.9 25.9 5.4 24
2015 42.2 45 21 27.9 25.7 5.3 23
2016 42.0 45 21 27.9 25.7 5.2 23
2017 41.8 45 21 27.8 25.7 5.1 2.2
2018 41.6 45 21 27.8 25.6 5.0 2.2
2019 41.3 45 21 27.7 25.5 4.9 21
2020 41.0 45 21 27.5 254 4.8 21
2021 40.7 45 21 27.4 25.3 47 2.0
2022 40.4 4.4 21 27.2 25.1 47 2.0
2023 40.0 4.4 21 26.9 24.9 4.6 2.0
2024 39.6 4.4 21 26.7 24.6 45 2.0
2025 39.2 4.3 21 26.5 24.4 4.4 2.0
2026 38.8 4.3 2.0 26.2 24.2 4.4 1.9
2027 38.4 4.2 2.0 25.9 23.9 43 1.9
2028 38.0 4.2 2.0 25.7 23.6 4.2 1.9
2029 37.6 4.1 2.0 254 234 41 1.9
2030 37.2 41 2.0 25.2 23.3 41 1.9
2031 36.7 4.0 1.9 24.9 22.9 4.0 1.8
2032 36.3 4.0 1.9 24.6 22.6 4.0 1.8
2033 35.9 4.0 1.9 24.3 22.3 3.9 1.8
2034 35.6 3.9 1.9 24.1 22.1 3.9 1.8
2035 35.3 3.9 19 23.9 21.9 3.9 1.8
2036 35.0 3.8 19 23.7 21.7 3.8 17
2037 34.7 3.8 1.8 235 215 3.8 17
2038 34.4 3.8 1.8 23.3 214 3.8 17
2039 34.2 3.8 1.8 23.1 21.2 3.8 17
2040 33.9 3.7 1.8 23.0 21.0 3.7 1.7
2041 33.7 3.7 1.8 22.8 20.9 3.7 1.7
2042 334 3.7 1.7 22.6 20.7 3.7 1.7
2043 33.2 3.6 1.7 22.5 20.5 3.7 1.7
2044 32.9 3.6 17 22.3 20.4 3.6 1.6
2045 32.7 3.6 17 22.2 20.2 3.6 1.6
2046 324 3.6 17 22.0 20.1 3.6 1.6
2047 32.2 35 1.6 21.8 19.9 3.6 1.6
2048 32.0 35 1.6 21.7 19.7 35 1.6
2049 31.7 35 1.6 215 19.6 35 1.6
2050 315 35 1.6 214 19.5 35 1.6
2051 31.3 3.4 1.6 21.2 19.3 35 1.6
2052 31.1 34 1.6 21.1 19.2 35 1.6
2053 30.9 34 1.6 21.0 19.1 34 15
2054 30.8 34 1.6 20.8 19.0 34 15
2055 30.6 34 1.6 20.7 18.9 34 15
2056 30.4 33 1.6 20.6 18.8 3.4 15
2057 30.3 3.3 1.6 20.5 18.7 33 15
2058 30.1 3.3 1.6 20.4 18.6 33 15
2059 30.0 3.3 1.6 20.3 18.6 33 15
2060 29.9 3.3 1.6 20.2 18.5 3.3 15
2061 29.8 3.3 1.6 20.2 18.1 3.3 15
2062 29.7 3.3 1.6 20.1 18.0 3.2 15
2063 29.6 3.3 1.6 20.0 18.0 3.2 15
2064 29.5 3.2 1.6 20.0 18.0 3.2 15
2065 29.4 3.2 1.6 19.9 17.9 3.2 15
2066 29.3 3.2 1.6 19.9 18.0 3.2 15
2067 29.3 3.2 1.6 19.8 17.9 3.2 15
2068 29.2 3.2 1.6 19.8 17.9 3.2 15
2069 29.2 3.2 1.6 19.8 17.8 3.1 15
2070 29.1 3.2 1.6 19.7 17.7 3.1 15
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Table 2h. Labour market balance - Optimistic Scenario

Employed
Employees
Contributors

Year Labour Self- Civil Among which: un-

Force employed Servants All to health Others employed

Million persons

2007 42.6 4.4 2.2 26.7 24.8 6.1 3.2
2008 42.7 45 21 27.0 24.9 6.2 2.9
2009 42.8 4.6 21 27.3 25.2 6.2 2.6
2010 42.8 45 21 28.1 26.0 5.8 2.4
2011 42.9 45 21 28.2 26.1 5.8 23
2012 43.0 4.6 21 28.4 26.3 5.7 2.2
2013 43.0 4.6 21 28.5 26.4 5.7 21
2014 42.9 4.6 21 28.6 26.4 5.6 2.0
2015 42.8 4.6 21 28.7 26.5 5.5 1.9
2016 42.8 4.6 21 28.7 26.7 5.4 1.8
2017 42.6 4.6 21 28.8 26.7 5.3 17
2018 425 4.6 21 28.8 26.6 5.3 1.7
2019 42.3 4.6 21 28.8 26.7 5.2 1.6
2020 42.2 4.6 21 28.8 26.7 5.1 15
2021 41.9 4.6 21 28.9 26.6 4.9 14
2022 41.7 4.6 21 28.9 26.7 47 14
2023 41.4 4.6 21 28.9 26.7 45 14
2024 411 45 21 28.9 26.7 43 14
2025 40.8 45 21 28.9 26.7 41 1.3
2026 40.5 45 2.0 28.8 26.7 3.9 1.3
2027 40.2 4.4 2.0 28.8 26.7 3.7 1.3
2028 39.9 4.4 2.0 28.8 26.6 35 1.2
2029 39.6 4.4 2.0 28.8 26.6 33 1.2
2030 394 43 2.0 28.8 26.7 3.1 12
2031 39.2 43 19 28.6 26.5 3.1 12
2032 38.9 43 19 28.5 26.4 3.1 12
2033 38.8 43 19 28.4 26.2 3.1 12
2034 38.7 4.3 1.9 28.3 26.2 3.1 1.2
2035 38.7 4.3 1.9 28.3 26.1 31 1.2
2036 38.7 4.3 1.9 28.3 26.1 31 1.2
2037 38.7 4.3 1.8 28.3 26.1 3.2 1.2
2038 38.8 43 1.8 28.3 26.2 3.2 12
2039 38.9 43 1.8 28.4 26.3 3.2 1.2
2040 38.9 43 1.8 28.5 26.3 3.2 12
2041 39.0 43 1.8 28.5 26.4 3.3 12
2042 39.1 4.3 1.7 28.6 26.4 33 1.2
2043 39.1 4.3 1.7 28.6 26.5 33 1.2
2044 39.2 4.3 1.7 28.7 26.5 3.4 1.2
2045 39.3 4.3 1.7 28.7 26.5 3.4 1.2
2046 39.3 43 17 28.7 26.5 34 12
2047 39.3 43 1.6 28.7 26.6 34 12
2048 39.3 43 1.6 28.7 26.6 34 12
2049 39.3 43 1.6 28.8 26.6 35 12
2050 39.4 43 1.6 28.8 25.5 35 12
2051 39.4 4.3 1.6 28.8 255 35 1.2
2052 39.5 4.3 1.6 28.9 25.6 35 1.2
2053 39.5 4.3 1.6 28.9 25.6 35 1.2
2054 39.6 4.4 1.6 29.0 25.7 35 1.2
2055 39.7 4.4 1.6 29.0 25.8 35 12
2056 39.8 4.4 1.6 29.1 25.7 3.6 12
2057 40.0 4.4 1.6 29.2 25.7 3.6 12
2058 40.2 4.4 1.6 29.4 25.7 3.6 12
2059 40.4 4.4 1.6 29.5 25.8 3.6 1.2
2060 40.6 45 1.6 29.7 25.9 3.6 1.2
2061 40.8 45 1.6 29.8 26.1 3.7 1.2
2062 411 45 1.6 30.0 26.3 3.7 1.2
2063 41.3 45 1.6 30.2 26.6 3.7 1.2
2064 41.6 4.6 1.6 30.4 26.9 3.8 1.2
2065 41.9 4.6 1.6 30.7 27.2 3.8 1.3
2066 42.3 4.6 1.6 30.9 27.7 3.9 1.3
2067 42.6 4.7 1.6 31.1 28.2 3.9 1.3
2068 42.9 4.7 1.6 314 28.7 4.0 1.3
2069 43.3 4.8 1.6 31.6 29.4 4.0 1.3
2070 43.6 4.8 1.6 31.9 30.1 4.0 1.3
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Table 2i. Labour market balance — Pessimistic Scenario

Employed
Employees

Year N Contributors .
Labour Self- Civil Among which: Un-
Force employed Servants All to health Others employed

Million persons

2007 425 4.4 2.2 26.4 24.5 6.1 34
2008 425 45 21 26.5 24.5 6.0 3.4
2009 425 45 21 26.5 24.6 5.9 3.4
2010 42.4 45 21 27.0 24.9 55 3.4
2011 42.4 45 21 26.9 24.9 55 3.4
2012 42.3 45 21 26.9 24.9 55 34
2013 42.2 45 21 26.8 24.7 5.5 34
2014 42.0 45 21 26.6 24.6 5.4 34
2015 41.8 45 21 26.5 24.5 5.4 3.3
2016 41.6 45 21 26.3 24.4 5.3 33
2017 41.4 45 21 26.2 24.2 5.3 33
2018 411 45 21 26.0 24.1 5.3 33
2019 40.8 45 21 25.7 23.9 5.2 33
2020 40.5 45 21 25.5 235 5.2 3.2
2021 40.1 4.4 21 25.2 23.3 5.2 3.2
2022 39.7 4.4 21 24.9 23.0 5.2 3.2
2023 39.3 43 21 24.6 22.8 5.1 3.1
2024 38.9 4.3 21 24.3 22.5 5.1 31
2025 38.4 4.2 21 24.0 22.2 5.1 31
2026 38.0 4.2 2.0 23.6 21.8 5.1 3.0
2027 37.5 4.1 2.0 23.3 215 5.1 3.0
2028 37.1 4.1 2.0 23.0 21.2 5.1 3.0
2029 36.6 4.0 2.0 22.6 20.9 5.0 2.9
2030 36.2 4.0 2.0 22.3 20.6 5.0 2.9
2031 35.7 3.9 19 21.9 20.2 5.0 2.9
2032 35.2 3.9 1.9 21.6 19.9 5.0 2.8
2033 34.7 3.8 1.9 21.3 19.6 4.9 2.8
2034 34.3 3.8 1.9 21.0 19.4 4.9 2.7
2035 34.0 3.7 1.9 20.7 19.0 4.9 2.7
2036 33.6 3.7 19 20.4 18.8 4.9 2.7
2037 33.2 3.7 1.8 20.2 18.5 4.9 2.7
2038 32.9 3.6 1.8 20.0 18.3 4.9 2.6
2039 32.6 3.6 1.8 19.7 18.1 4.9 2.6
2040 32.3 35 1.8 19.5 17.9 4.9 2.6
2041 31.9 35 1.8 19.2 17.7 4.9 2.6
2042 31.6 35 1.7 19.0 17.5 4.8 25
2043 31.2 3.4 1.7 18.7 17.2 4.8 25
2044 30.8 3.4 1.7 18.5 17.0 4.8 25
2045 30.5 34 17 18.2 16.7 438 24
2046 30.1 3.3 17 18.0 16.5 4.8 24
2047 29.7 3.3 1.6 17.7 16.2 4.7 24
2048 29.3 3.2 1.6 17.4 16.0 4.7 2.3
2049 28.9 3.2 1.6 17.1 15.7 4.7 23
2050 28.6 3.1 1.6 16.9 15.4 4.7 23
2051 28.2 3.1 1.6 16.6 15.2 4.6 23
2052 27.8 3.1 1.6 16.3 15.0 4.6 2.2
2053 27.5 3.0 1.6 16.1 14.8 4.6 2.2
2054 27.1 3.0 1.6 15.8 14.5 4.6 2.2
2055 26.8 2.9 1.6 15.5 14.3 4.6 21
2056 26.4 2.9 1.6 15.3 14.1 4.6 21
2057 26.1 2.9 1.6 15.0 13.9 45 21
2058 25.8 2.8 1.6 14.8 13.7 45 21
2059 255 2.8 1.6 14.6 13.5 45 2.0
2060 25.2 2.8 1.6 14.3 13.3 45 2.0
2061 24.9 2.7 1.6 14.1 13.1 45 2.0
2062 24.6 2.7 1.6 13.9 12.9 45 2.0
2063 24.3 2.7 1.6 13.7 12.7 4.4 1.9
2064 24.0 2.6 1.6 135 12.5 4.4 1.9
2065 23.7 2.6 1.6 13.2 12.2 4.4 1.9
2066 235 2.6 1.6 13.0 12.1 4.4 1.9
2067 23.2 2.6 1.6 12.8 11.9 4.4 1.9
2068 22.9 25 1.6 12.6 11.8 4.4 1.8
2069 22.7 25 1.6 12.4 11.6 43 1.8
2070 22.4 25 1.6 12.2 11.5 4.3 1.8
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Table 2j. Working time

Working time (volume), employed Working time (per capita), employed

Year Baseline Opﬁnﬂsﬁc Pesﬂnﬂsﬁc Baseline Opﬁnﬁsﬁc Pesﬂnﬂsﬁc

scenario scenario scenario scenario

Billion hours per year Hours per year

2007 57 57 56 1443 1446 1442
2008 57 58 56 1443 1448 1441
2009 57 58 56 1443 1450 1441
2010 58 59 56 1441 1450 1438
2011 58 59 56 1441 1450 1438
2012 58 59 56 1441 1451 1438
2013 58 59 56 1441 1452 1437
2014 58 59 56 1441 1453 1437
2015 57 59 55 1441 1454 1437
2016 57 60 55 1441 1454 1436
2017 57 60 55 1441 1455 1436
2018 57 59 54 1441 1456 1436
2019 57 59 54 1441 1457 1435
2020 56 59 53 1441 1457 1435
2021 55 59 53 1433 1451 1425
2022 55 58 52 1426 1444 1416
2023 54 58 51 1418 1437 1406
2024 53 57 50 1410 1431 1396
2025 52 56 49 1403 1424 1386
2026 51 56 48 1395 1418 1377
2027 51 55 47 1387 1411 1367
2028 50 54 46 1380 1404 1357
2029 49 54 45 1372 1398 1348
2030 48 53 45 1364 1391 1338
2031 48 53 44 1368 1395 1341
2032 47 53 44 1372 1399 1344
2033 47 53 43 1375 1403 1348
2034 47 53 43 1379 1407 1351
2035 46 53 42 1382 1411 1354
2036 46 53 42 1386 1414 1357
2037 46 53 42 1389 1418 1360
2038 46 53 41 1393 1422 1364
2039 45 54 41 1396 1426 1367
2040 45 54 41 1400 1430 1370
2041 45 54 40 1403 1434 1373
2042 45 55 40 1407 1438 1376
2043 44 55 40 1410 1442 1380
2044 44 55 39 1414 1445 1383
2045 44 55 39 1417 1449 1386
2046 44 55 38 1421 1453 1389
2047 44 56 38 1424 1457 1392
2048 43 56 38 1428 1461 1396
2049 43 56 37 1431 1465 1399
2050 43 56 37 1435 1469 1402
2051 43 56 36 1435 1469 1401
2052 42 56 36 1435 1469 1400
2053 42 56 35 1434 1470 1399
2054 42 56 35 1434 1470 1398
2055 42 57 34 1434 1470 1397
2056 41 57 34 1434 1471 1396
2057 41 57 34 1434 1471 1395
2058 41 57 33 1434 1471 1394
2059 41 58 33 1433 1471 1393
2060 41 58 32 1433 1472 1392
2061 41 58 32 1433 1472 1391
2062 40 59 31 1433 1472 1390
2063 40 59 31 1433 1473 1389
2064 40 59 31 1433 1473 1388
2065 40 60 30 1433 1473 1387
2066 40 60 30 1432 1473 1385
2067 40 61 30 1432 1474 1384
2068 40 61 29 1432 1474 1383
2069 40 62 29 1432 1474 1382
2070 40 62 28 1432 1475 1381
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Table 2k. Productivity per hour worked and output per employed

Productivity per hour worked, employed Output per employed

Year Baseline Optimist_ic Pessimistjc Baseline Optimistlic Pessimist_ic

scenario scenario scenario scenario

Growth over previous year in per cent

2007 1.9 20 1.9 1.9 2.0 1.9
2008 1.9 2.2 1.8 1.7 24 1.5
2009 1.8 2.3 1.6 1.5 25 1.3
2010 1.7 25 1.5 1.2 21 14
2011 1.7 25 1.5 1.6 25 14
2012 1.7 25 1.5 1.6 25 14
2013 1.7 25 1.5 1.6 24 14
2014 1.7 25 1.5 1.6 25 14
2015 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 2.5 14
2016 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 25 14
2017 1.7 25 1.5 1.6 2.5 14
2018 1.7 25 1.5 1.6 2.5 14
2019 1.7 25 1.5 1.6 25 14
2020 1.7 25 1.5 1.0 1.8 0.7
2021 1.7 25 1.5 1.1 2.0 0.7
2022 1.7 25 1.5 1.1 2.0 0.7
2023 1.7 25 1.5 1.1 2.0 0.7
2024 1.7 25 1.5 1.1 2.0 0.7
2025 1.7 25 1.5 1.1 2.0 0.8
2026 1.7 25 1.5 1.1 21 0.8
2027 1.7 25 1.5 1.1 2.1 0.8
2028 1.7 25 1.5 1.1 21 0.8
2029 1.7 25 1.5 1.2 21 0.8
2030 1.7 25 1.5 1.8 2.6 1.5
2031 1.7 25 1.5 20 29 1.8
2032 1.7 25 1.5 21 3.0 1.9
2033 1.7 25 1.5 20 29 1.8
2034 1.7 25 1.5 2.0 29 1.8
2035 1.7 25 1.5 20 29 1.8
2036 1.7 25 1.5 2.0 29 1.8
2037 1.7 25 1.5 2.0 29 1.8
2038 1.7 25 1.5 20 2.8 1.8
2039 1.7 25 1.5 1.9 28 1.7
2040 1.7 25 1.5 1.9 2.7 1.7
2041 1.7 25 1.5 2.0 2.7 1.7
2042 1.7 25 1.5 20 2.8 1.7
2043 1.7 25 1.5 20 2.8 1.7
2044 1.7 25 1.5 1.9 2.7 1.7
2045 1.7 25 1.5 1.9 2.7 1.7
2046 1.7 25 1.5 1.9 2.8 1.7
2047 1.7 25 1.5 20 2.8 1.7
2048 1.7 25 1.5 2.0 2.8 1.7
2049 1.7 25 1.5 20 2.8 1.7
2050 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 25 14
2051 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 2.6 14
2052 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 25 14
2053 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 2.6 14
2054 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 2.6 14
2055 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 2.6 14
2056 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 2.6 14
2057 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 2.6 14
2058 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 2.6 1.5
2059 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 2.6 14
2060 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 2.6 14
2061 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 2.6 14
2062 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 2.6 14
2063 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 2.6 14
2064 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 2.6 14
2065 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 2.5 14
2066 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 25 14
2067 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 2.5 14
2068 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 2.5 14
2069 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 25 14
2070 1.7 25 1.5 1.7 2.5 14
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Table 3a. Real and nominal GDP - Baseline

. . . Real GDP/ GDP GDP

Year GDP in constant prices (chain linked) employed deflator in current prices
% 2007=100 % Billion €

2007 24 100.0 1.9 0.5 3.0 2371
2008 2.6 102.6 1.9 0.7 33 2450
2009 24 105.0 1.8 1.0 34 2533
2010 2.1 107.3 1.6 1.3 34 2620
2011 1.8 109.2 1.7 1.3 31 2701
2012 1.7 1111 1.7 1.3 3.0 2783
2013 1.6 112.9 1.7 1.3 3.0 2866
2014 15 114.6 1.7 1.3 29 2949
2015 1.4 116.2 1.7 1.4 2.8 3032
2016 1.4 117.8 1.7 1.4 2.8 3117
2017 1.3 119.4 1.7 1.4 2.8 3203
2018 1.3 120.9 1.7 15 2.7 3291
2019 1.2 122.3 1.7 15 2.7 3379
2020 1.1 123.7 1.7 15 2.6 3468
2021 0.4 124.2 1.2 15 1.9 3533
2022 0.3 124.5 1.2 15 1.8 3597
2023 0.2 124.8 1.2 15 1.7 3660
2024 0.2 125.1 1.2 15 1.7 3721
2025 0.1 125.2 1.1 15 1.6 3781
2026 0.1 125.3 1.1 15 1.6 3841
2027 0.1 1254 1.1 15 1.6 3901
2028 0.1 1255 1.1 15 1.6 3962
2029 0.1 125.5 1.1 15 1.6 4024
2030 0.1 125.6 1.1 15 1.6 4088
2031 0.7 126.5 2.0 15 2.2 4179
2032 0.8 127.5 2.0 15 2.3 4275
2033 0.9 128.7 2.0 15 24 4378
2034 1.0 129.9 2.0 15 25 4486
2035 1.0 131.2 2.0 15 25 4600
2036 1.1 132.6 2.0 15 2.6 4719
2037 1.1 134.1 2.0 15 2.6 4843
2038 1.2 135.7 2.0 15 2.7 4974
2039 1.2 1374 2.0 15 2.8 5112
2040 1.2 139.1 2.0 15 2.7 5251
2041 1.2 140.7 2.0 15 27 5393
2042 1.2 142.4 2.0 15 2.7 5538
2043 1.2 1441 2.0 15 2.7 5689
2044 1.2 145.8 2.0 15 2.7 5845
2045 1.2 147.6 2.0 15 2.7 6005
2046 1.2 149.4 2.0 15 2.7 6169
2047 1.2 151.2 2.0 15 2.7 6336
2048 1.2 153.0 2.0 15 2.7 6508
2049 1.2 154.9 2.0 15 2.8 6687
2050 1.3 156.8 2.0 15 2.8 6873
2051 1.0 158.4 1.7 15 25 7047
2052 1.1 160.1 1.7 15 2.6 7229
2053 1.1 161.8 1.7 15 2.6 7416
2054 1.1 163.6 1.7 15 2.6 7610
2055 1.1 165.5 1.7 15 2.6 7811
2056 1.2 167.4 1.7 15 2.7 8019
2057 1.2 169.3 1.7 15 2.7 8236
2058 1.2 1714 1.7 15 2.7 8461
2059 1.3 173.6 1.7 15 2.8 8696
2060 1.3 175.8 1.7 15 2.8 8941
2061 1.3 178.1 1.7 15 2.8 9194
2062 1.3 180.4 1.7 15 2.8 9454
2063 1.3 182.9 1.7 15 2.9 9725
2064 1.4 185.4 1.7 15 29 10006
2065 1.4 188.0 1.7 15 2.9 10299
2066 1.4 190.7 1.7 15 3.0 10605
2067 15 193.5 1.7 15 3.0 10923
2068 15 196.4 1.7 15 3.0 11254
2069 15 199.4 1.7 15 31 11597
2070 1.6 2025 1.7 15 3.1 11954
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Table 3b. Real and nominal GDP - Optimistic Scenario

. . - Real GDP/ GDP GDP

Year GDP in constant prices (chain linked) employed deflator in current prices
% 2007=100 % Billion €

2007 3.0 100.0 2.0 0.8 38 2389
2008 3.3 103.3 2.3 0.8 4.1 2488
2009 34 106.8 25 1.0 4.4 2597
2010 34 110.4 25 0.8 4.2 2707
2011 3.0 113.7 26 1.1 4.1 2819
2012 29 116.9 2.6 1.2 41 2934
2013 28 120.2 26 1.2 4.0 3051
2014 2.7 123.4 2.6 1.2 3.9 3171
2015 26 126.6 2.6 1.3 3.9 3296
2016 25 129.8 26 1.3 3.9 3425
2017 25 133.1 2.6 1.3 3.9 3557
2018 25 136.3 26 1.3 3.8 3693
2019 24 139.6 2.6 14 3.8 3832
2020 23 142.8 26 0.7 3.0 3948
2021 15 145.0 2.0 1.4 3.0 4066
2022 15 1471 2.0 14 29 4184
2023 1.4 149.2 2.0 14 2.8 4303
2024 1.3 151.2 2.0 14 2.8 4424
2025 1.3 153.2 2.0 1.5 2.8 4548
2026 1.3 155.1 2.0 15 2.8 4677
2027 1.3 157.2 2.0 1.5 29 4811
2028 1.4 159.4 2.0 1.5 29 4950
2029 1.4 161.6 2.0 1.6 3.0 5099
2030 15 164.0 2.0 20 3.6 5281
2031 21 167.4 2.8 1.6 3.7 5477
2032 22 1711 2.8 1.7 3.9 5691
2033 24 175.2 2.8 1.6 41 5922
2034 26 179.7 2.8 1.6 4.2 6170
2035 27 184.5 2.8 1.6 4.3 6433
2036 28 189.7 2.8 15 44 6713
2037 29 195.1 2.8 1.6 45 7013
2038 3.0 200.8 2.8 1.5 45 7330
2039 3.0 206.9 2.8 1.5 45 7661
2040 3.0 2131 2.8 14 45 8004
2041 3.0 219.5 2.8 14 45 8361
2042 3.0 226.0 2.8 14 4.4 8732
2043 29 232.6 2.8 15 44 9119
2044 29 2395 2.8 14 4.4 9520
2045 29 246.4 2.8 14 44 9935
2046 29 253.4 2.8 14 4.3 10365
2047 28 260.6 2.8 1.4 4.3 10813
2048 28 268.0 2.8 15 43 11281
2049 28 2755 2.8 1.5 4.3 11771
2050 28 283.4 2.8 1.2 41 12256
2051 26 290.8 25 1.5 4.2 12767
2052 2.7 298.6 25 15 4.2 13301
2053 2.7 306.6 25 15 4.2 13865
2054 27 315.0 25 1.5 4.3 14460
2055 28 323.8 25 15 43 15087
2056 28 333.0 25 1.5 4.4 15751
2057 29 342.6 25 15 45 16453
2058 3.0 352.8 25 1.5 45 17199
2059 3.0 363.4 25 1.5 4.6 17987
2060 3.1 374.6 25 15 4.6 18818
2061 3.1 386.3 25 1.5 47 19694
2062 3.2 398.5 25 15 47 20618
2063 3.2 411.2 25 1.5 47 21594
2064 32 424.5 25 15 48 22624
2065 3.3 438.4 25 1.5 4.8 23709
2066 3.3 452.9 25 1.5 4.8 24851
2067 3.3 467.9 25 1.5 4.8 26050
2068 3.3 483.5 25 1.5 4.8 27309
2069 3.3 499.6 25 1.5 48 28630
2070 3.3 516.2 25 1.5 4.8 30015
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Table 3.c Real and nominal GDP - Pessimistic Scenario

. . . Real GDP/ GDP GDP

Year GDP in constant prices (chain linked) employed deflator in current prices
% 2007=100 % Billion €

2007 1.8 100.0 1.9 05 2.3 2356
2008 1.8 101.8 1.8 05 2.3 2411
2009 1.6 103.5 1.6 0.7 2.3 2466
2010 1.3 104.8 1.3 1.3 2.6 2531
2011 1.4 106.2 15 1.2 2.6 2596
2012 1.3 107.6 15 1.2 2.5 2660
2013 1.2 108.9 15 1.2 2.4 2724
2014 1.1 110.1 15 1.2 2.3 2788
2015 1.0 1111 15 1.3 2.3 2852
2016 0.9 112.2 15 1.3 2.3 2918
2017 0.9 113.2 15 1.4 2.3 2984
2018 0.8 114.1 15 1.3 2.2 3049
2019 0.7 115.0 15 1.4 21 3114
2020 0.7 115.7 15 0.8 1.4 3158
2021 -0.1 115.6 0.8 1.4 1.3 3200
2022 -0.2 1154 0.8 1.4 1.3 3241
2023 0.2 115.2 0.8 1.4 1.2 3279
2024 -0.3 114.8 0.8 1.4 1.1 3316
2025 04 1144 0.8 15 1.1 3352
2026 04 113.9 0.8 15 1.1 3388
2027 04 1134 0.8 15 1.0 3423
2028 -05 112.9 0.8 15 1.0 3458
2029 -0.5 1124 0.8 15 1.1 3495
2030 04 111.9 0.8 2.2 1.8 3558
2031 0.3 112.2 1.7 1.6 1.9 3625
2032 0.4 112.6 1.7 1.6 2.0 3697
2033 05 113.2 1.7 1.6 21 3773
2034 0.6 113.8 1.7 15 2.1 3853
2035 0.6 114.5 1.7 15 21 3935
2036 0.6 115.2 1.7 15 2.2 4020
2037 0.7 116.0 1.7 1.6 2.2 4110
2038 0.7 116.9 1.7 15 2.3 4203
2039 0.8 1M7.7 1.7 1.4 2.2 4296
2040 0.7 118.6 1.7 1.4 2.2 4388
2041 0.7 119.3 1.7 1.4 2.1 44381
2042 0.6 120.1 1.7 15 21 4574
2043 0.6 120.8 1.7 15 2.1 4669
2044 0.6 121.5 1.7 1.4 2.0 4763
2045 05 1221 1.7 1.4 2.0 4857
2046 0.5 122.7 1.7 15 1.9 4950
2047 04 123.2 1.7 15 1.9 5045
2048 0.4 123.7 1.7 15 1.9 5141
2049 04 1242 1.7 15 1.9 5238
2050 04 1247 1.7 1.2 1.6 5322
2051 0.1 124.8 1.4 15 1.6 5408
2052 0.1 125.0 1.4 15 1.6 5496
2053 0.1 1251 1.4 15 1.6 5585
2054 0.1 125.3 1.4 15 1.6 5677
2055 0.1 1254 1.4 15 1.7 5771
2056 0.2 125.6 1.4 15 1.7 5867
2057 0.2 125.9 1.4 15 1.7 5966
2058 0.2 126.1 1.4 15 1.7 6069
2059 0.2 126.4 1.4 15 1.7 6175
2060 0.2 126.7 1.4 15 1.7 6282
2061 0.2 127.0 1.4 15 1.7 6390
2062 0.2 127.2 1.4 15 1.7 6499
2063 0.2 127.5 1.4 15 1.7 6612
2064 0.2 127.8 1.4 15 1.7 6727
2065 0.2 128.1 1.4 15 1.8 6845
2066 0.3 128.4 1.4 15 1.8 6966
2067 0.3 128.8 1.4 15 1.8 7089
2068 0.3 129.1 1.4 15 1.8 7214
2069 0.3 129.5 1.4 15 1.8 7341
2070 0.3 129.8 1.4 1.5 1.8 7470
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Table 3d. Primary income allocation - Baseline

Nominal  Labor  Sharein Employer  Wages and Employee Employee Net wages

Year GDP income GDP contributions salaries contributions wage tax and salaries
Billion € % Billion€

2007 2371 1157 48.8 215 942 154 165 622
2008 2450 1193 48.7 223 970 160 170 640
2009 2533 1229 48.5 229 1000 164 176 660
2010 2620 1272 48.6 239 1034 171 181 681
2011 2701 1309 48.5 244 1065 173 187 705
2012 2783 1349 48.5 253 1096 178 192 726
2013 2866 1388 48.4 260 1128 183 198 747
2014 2949 1429 48.5 270 1159 188 204 768
2015 3032 1470 48.5 279 1191 193 209 789
2016 3117 1511 48.5 288 1223 199 215 809
2017 3203 1554 48.5 298 1256 205 220 830
2018 3291 1600 48.6 311 1289 213 226 849
2019 3379 1645 48.7 323 1322 221 232 869
2020 3468 1690 48.7 334 1356 228 238 890
2021 3533 1724 48.8 343 1381 234 242 905
2022 3597 1758 48.9 352 1406 239 247 919
2023 3660 1792 49.0 362 1430 246 251 933
2024 3721 1824 49.0 370 1454 251 255 947
2025 3781 1858 49.1 381 1477 258 259 959
2026 3841 1891 49.2 391 1500 266 263 970
2027 3901 1923 49.3 400 1523 273 267 983
2028 3962 1955 49.3 408 1547 279 272 996
2029 4024 1987 49.4 417 1571 285 276 1009
2030 4088 2025 49.5 430 1595 296 280 1019
2031 4179 2069 49.5 439 1630 303 286 1041
2032 4275 2117 49.5 450 1667 311 293 1063
2033 4378 2167 49.5 460 1707 319 300 1089
2034 4486 2220 49.5 471 1749 327 307 1115
2035 4600 2279 49.5 487 1793 340 315 1138
2036 4719 2338 49.5 499 1838 349 323 1166
2037 4843 2399 49.5 513 1886 359 331 1196
2038 4974 2464 49.5 527 1937 369 340 1227
2039 5112 2531 49.5 541 1990 380 349 1260
2040 5251 2599 49.5 555 2043 391 359 1294
2041 5393 2669 49.5 571 2098 402 368 1328
2042 5538 2741 49.5 587 2154 413 378 1363
2043 5689 2815 49.5 603 2212 424 388 1399
2044 5845 2895 49.5 623 2272 439 399 1435
2045 6005 2976 49.6 642 2334 453 410 1471
2046 6169 3057 49.6 661 2396 466 421 1510
2047 6336 3140 49.6 680 2461 479 432 1550
2048 6508 3225 49.6 698 2527 491 444 1592
2049 6687 3314 49.6 718 2596 505 456 1635
2050 6873 3405 49.5 738 2667 518 468 1681
2051 7047 3491 49.5 756 2734 531 480 1723
2052 7229 3580 49.5 776 2804 544 492 1767
2053 7416 3671 49.5 796 2876 558 505 1813
2054 7610 3766 49.5 816 2950 572 518 1860
2055 7811 3864 49.5 837 3027 586 531 1910
2056 8019 3965 49.4 858 3107 601 546 1961
2057 8236 4071 49.4 880 3191 617 560 2014
2058 8461 4179 49.4 902 3277 632 575 2069
2059 8696 4293 49.4 925 3367 649 591 2128
2060 8941 4409 49.3 948 3461 664 608 2189
2061 9194 4526 49.2 968 3558 677 625 2256
2062 9454 4647 49.2 989 3658 690 642 2326
2063 9725 4777 49.1 1015 3762 709 660 2393
2064 10006 4912 49.1 1042 3870 729 679 2462
2065 10299 5052 49.1 1070 3982 749 699 2534
2066 10605 5197 49.0 1098 4099 769 720 2610
2067 10923 5347 49.0 1126 4221 790 41 2690
2068 11254 5502 48.9 1154 4348 810 763 2775
2069 11597 5663 48.8 1184 4479 831 786 2862
2070 11954 5831 48.8 1215 4616 854 810 2952
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Table 3e. Primary income allocation — Optimistic Scenario

Nominal  Labor  Sharein Employer  Wages and Employee Employee  Net wages

Year GDP income GDP contributions salaries contributions  wage tax and salaries
Billion € % Billion €

2007 2389 1160 48.5 216 944 155 166 623
2008 2488 1204 48.4 224 979 161 172 646
2009 2597 1252 48.2 233 1019 167 179 673
2010 2707 1308 48.3 241 1067 172 187 707
2011 2819 1362 48.3 250 1112 178 195 738
2012 2934 1418 48.3 261 1157 184 203 770
2013 3051 1476 48.4 271 1204 191 211 802
2014 3171 1535 48.4 283 1252 198 220 834
2015 3296 1597 48.4 296 1301 206 228 867
2016 3425 1660 48.5 309 1352 215 237 900
2017 3557 1725 48.5 321 1404 222 246 935
2018 3693 1793 48.5 335 1458 231 256 971
2019 3832 1867 48.7 354 1513 245 266 1002
2020 3948 1937 49.1 367 1570 253 276 1041
2021 4066 1998 49.1 381 1617 262 284 1071
2022 4184 2061 49.3 396 1665 273 292 1100
2023 4303 2124 49.3 410 1714 283 301 1130
2024 4424 2189 49.5 426 1762 294 309 1159
2025 4548 2253 49.5 442 1812 304 318 1189
2026 4677 2320 49.6 458 1862 317 327 1218
2027 4811 2387 49.6 472 1915 329 336 1250
2028 4950 2458 49.6 488 1970 341 346 1283
2029 5099 2531 49.6 504 2027 354 356 1318
2030 5281 2609 49.4 522 2088 368 366 1353
2031 5477 2704 49.4 543 2162 385 380 1398
2032 5691 2804 493 561 2242 399 394 1449
2033 5922 2913 49.2 583 2330 417 409 1504
2034 6170 3030 49.1 605 2424 435 426 1564
2035 6433 3153 49.0 627 2525 452 443 1630
2036 6713 3293 49.0 660 2633 480 462 1691
2037 7013 3434 49.0 686 2748 501 482 1765
2038 7330 3584 48.9 714 2871 523 504 1844
2039 7661 3744 48.9 743 3000 547 527 1926
2040 8004 3910 48.8 774 3136 572 551 2014
2041 8361 4083 48.8 806 3277 597 575 2105
2042 8732 4264 48.8 841 3423 624 601 2198
2043 9119 4452 48.8 877 3575 652 628 2296
2044 9520 4648 48.8 915 3733 681 655 2397
2045 9935 4849 48.8 952 3898 709 684 2505
2046 10365 5056 48.8 989 4067 736 714 2618
2047 10813 5275 48.8 1031 4244 768 745 2731
2048 11281 5502 48.8 1075 4427 801 777 2849
2049 1771 5739 48.8 1120 4619 835 811 2973
2050 12256 5983 48.8 1163 4820 865 846 3109
2051 12767 6225 48.8 1207 5018 896 881 3242
2052 13301 6483 48.7 1256 5227 933 918 3377
2053 13865 6753 48.7 1307 5446 971 956 3519
2054 14460 7039 48.7 1361 5677 1013 997 3668
2055 15087 7337 48.6 1415 5921 1054 1039 3828
2056 15751 7648 48.6 1469 6178 1093 1085 4000
2057 16453 7966 48.4 1516 6451 1125 1132 4193
2058 17199 8312 48.3 1574 6739 1168 1183 4388
2059 17987 8673 48.2 1629 7044 1207 1237 4601
2060 18818 9054 48.1 1686 7368 1248 1293 4827
2061 19694 9462 48.0 1753 7709 1298 1353 5058
2062 20618 9881 47.9 1813 8068 1340 1416 5312
2063 21594 10334 47.9 1886 8448 1395 1483 5569
2064 22624 10805 47.8 1956 8849 1446 1553 5849
2065 23709 11301 41.7 2029 9271 1500 1628 6143
2066 24851 11828 47.6 2110 9717 1562 1706 6449
2067 26050 12382 47.5 2196 10186 1627 1788 6771
2068 27309 12960 47.5 2281 10679 1691 1875 7113
2069 28630 13566 47.4 2369 11196 1758 1966 7472
2070 30015 14206 47.3 2467 11739 1834 2061 7844
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Table 3f. Primary income allocation - Pessimistic Scenario

Nominal  Labor  Sharein Employer  Wages and Employee Employee Net wages

Year GDP income GDP contributions salaries contributions wage tax and salaries
Billion € % Billion €

2007 2356 1150 48.8 215 936 154 164 618
2008 2411 1179 48.9 223 956 160 168 629
2009 2466 1208 49.0 230 977 165 172 641
2010 2531 1240 49.0 239 1001 172 176 654
2011 2596 1274 49.1 247 1027 176 180 670
2012 2660 1308 49.2 255 1053 181 185 687
2013 2724 1339 49.2 261 1078 183 189 705
2014 2788 1373 49.3 270 1103 188 194 721
2015 2852 1407 49.3 278 1128 193 198 737
2016 2918 1440 49.4 287 1154 198 203 753
2017 2984 1475 494 295 1179 203 207 770
2018 3049 1509 49.5 304 1205 207 212 786
2019 3114 1545 49.6 314 1231 214 216 801
2020 3158 1582 50.1 326 1256 221 220 814
2021 3200 1606 50.2 333 1274 225 224 825
2022 3241 1631 50.3 340 1290 230 227 834
2023 3279 1656 50.5 349 1307 235 229 842
2024 3316 1679 50.6 357 1322 241 232 849
2025 3352 1700 50.7 364 1337 244 235 858
2026 3388 1719 50.7 368 1351 246 237 868
2027 3423 1741 50.8 376 1365 252 240 873
2028 3458 1759 50.9 380 1379 255 242 882
2029 3495 1777 50.8 384 1393 257 245 891
2030 3558 1800 50.6 393 1407 264 247 897
2031 3625 1832 50.5 399 1433 268 251 913
2032 3697 1866 50.5 407 1459 273 256 929
2033 3773 1903 50.4 415 1488 279 261 948
2034 3853 1945 50.5 427 1518 289 267 963
2035 3935 1985 50.5 435 1550 294 272 983
2036 4020 2028 50.4 445 1583 301 278 1004
2037 4110 2071 50.4 455 1617 307 284 1025
2038 4203 2118 50.4 465 1653 315 290 1048
2039 4296 2168 50.5 479 1690 326 297 1067
2040 4388 2216 50.5 489 1727 333 303 1090
2041 4481 2265 50.5 501 1764 341 310 1113
2042 4574 2313 50.6 512 1801 348 316 1136
2043 4669 2362 50.6 524 1838 356 323 1160
2044 4763 2412 50.6 536 1876 363 329 1183
2045 4857 2461 50.7 548 1913 370 336 1207
2046 4950 2510 50.7 560 1950 378 342 1230
2047 5045 2563 50.8 575 1988 388 349 1250
2048 5141 2613 50.8 588 2025 396 356 1274
2049 5238 2663 50.8 600 2063 403 362 1298
2050 5322 2714 51.0 612 2102 409 369 1324
2051 5408 2758 51.0 623 2135 416 375 1345
2052 5496 2802 51.0 633 2169 421 381 1367
2053 5585 2848 51.0 644 2204 427 387 1390
2054 5677 2894 51.0 654 2240 433 393 1413
2055 5771 2941 51.0 666 2276 439 400 1437
2056 5867 2989 50.9 676 2313 445 406 1462
2057 5966 3038 50.9 686 2351 451 413 1488
2058 6069 3088 50.9 697 2391 457 420 1514
2059 6175 3139 50.8 708 2431 463 427 1542
2060 6282 3192 50.8 719 2473 469 434 1570
2061 6390 3245 50.8 730 2516 475 442 1599
2062 6499 3299 50.8 741 2558 481 449 1629
2063 6612 3354 50.7 752 2602 487 457 1658
2064 6727 3409 50.7 763 2646 493 465 1689
2065 6845 3464 50.6 772 2692 496 473 1723
2066 6966 3522 50.6 784 2739 503 481 1755
2067 7089 3582 50.5 796 2787 511 489 1787
2068 7214 3643 50.5 808 2835 517 498 1820
2069 7341 3705 50.5 820 2885 525 506 1854
2070 7470 3767 50.4 832 2935 532 515 1888
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Table 4a. Social budget expenditure and financial balance — Baseline

Expenditure

Total Revenue and Expenditure

Year Family  Health Employ-  Old Age Political Housing Prom. of General  Total Balance Total

ment Survivors  events savings soc. aid| Revenue Expenditure

Billion €

2007 101.3 2509 46.9 276.0 20 16.3 7.8 32| 7297 254 704.3
2008 101.8  258.2 434 280.6 1.9 16.8 7.0 33| 7463 33.4 712.9
2009 1025  267.0 39.6 287.9 1.8 17.3 6.1 34| 7634 37.8 7255
2010 1032 2748 37.7 295.0 1.7 17.8 5.2 35 7864 474 739.0
2011 1046  283.1 37.2 305.2 1.6 18.3 4.3 36| 8018 43.8 757.9
2012 106.3 2914 36.8 3174 1.5 18.9 3.5 3.7 8241 44.5 779.6
2013 108.3  299.9 36.6 326.8 1.4 19.4 26 38| 845.0 46.1 798.8
2014 1104  308.6 36.4 339.9 1.3 20.0 1.7 39| 8700 47.6 822.4
2015 1128 3176 36.5 352.7 1.2 20.5 1.0 40, 8944 48.1 846.3
2016 115.0  326.6 36.6 365.7 1.1 211 1.0 41 921.6 50.3 871.3
2017 1172 3358 36.6 379.1 1.0 21.6 1.0 43 9472 50.6 896.7
2018 119.3  345.1 36.7 392.7 0.9 222 1.0 44, 9788 56.5 922.3
2019 121.7 3546 36.7 405.1 0.8 22.8 1.0 45 11,0085 61.4 9471
2020 1241 363.2 36.7 418.3 0.7 23.2 1.0 46 1,036.9 65.2 971.8
2021 126.1 371.2 371 429.2 0.6 23.6 1.0 47, 1,059.4 66.0 993.4
2022 1284 3787 37.5 4417 0.5 24.0 1.0 47, 1,083.9 67.4 1,016.5
2023 131.0  386.2 37.9 4541 0.4 24.4 1.0 48 1,110.0 70.2 1,039.8
2024 133.8 3939 38.3 466.4 0.3 24.8 1.0 49 11337 70.3 1,063.4
2025 1369 4017 38.8 480.2 0.2 25.2 1.0 5.0/ 1,162.6 73.6 1,089.0
2026 140.3  409.5 39.2 492.3 0.1 25.6 1.0 5.0/ 1,193.0 79.9 1,113.1
2027 1439 4175 39.6 505.4 - 26.0 1.0 5.1 1,220.2 81.7 1,138.5
2028 1476 4257 40.0 518.1 - 26.4 1.0 52| 1,246.1 82.0 1,164.2
2029 1516 4343 40.5 531.7 - 26.8 1.0 53| 1,273.3 82.0 1,191.3
2030 155.9 4441 40.9 546.2 - 27.4 1.0 54| 13125 91.5 1,221.0
2031 161.6 4547 414 565.9 - 281 1.0 55| 1,345.8 87.5 1,258.3
2032 1676  466.6 419 586.0 - 28.7 1.0 5.7 1,383.5 86.1 1,297.4
2033 173.7 4789 42.5 606.3 - 29.5 1.0 58| 14195 81.9 1,337.7
2034 180.0 4919 43.0 626.8 - 30.2 1.0 59| 1,458.7 79.9 1,378.8
2035 186.6  505.2 43.6 647.0 - 31.0 1.0 6.1 1,509.4 88.9 1,420.5
2036 1934  519.0 442 667.7 - 31.8 1.0 6.3 1,552.0 88.7 1,463.3
2037 2004 5334 44.9 688.2 - 32.6 1.0 6.4 1,596.3 89.3 1,507.0
2038 2078 5484 45.5 708.8 - 33.5 1.0 6.6| 1,642.2 90.6 1,551.6
2039 2154 5638 46.2 729.7 - 34.4 1.0 6.8 1,689.4 92.1 1,597.3
2040 2234 5796 46.9 751.0 - 35.4 1.0 70| 1,737.7 93.6 1,644.1
2041 2315 5958 476 7731 - 36.3 1.0 72| 17878 95.3 1,692.5
2042 239.7 6125 48.3 795.6 - 37.3 1.0 7.3 1,838.9 97.2 1,741.7
2043 248.0 6296 49.1 819.1 - 38.3 1.0 75 1,891.4 98.8 1,792.6
2044 256.3  647.0 49.8 843.3 - 39.3 1.0 78] 1,953.3 108.8 1,844.5
2045 2647  664.9 50.6 868.3 - 40.4 1.0 8.0/ 2,0134 115.5 1,897.9
2046 2732 6833 51.3 893.8 - 415 1.0 8.2| 2,070.7 118.3 1,952.3
2047 2818 7016 52.1 919.9 - 426 1.0 84| 2,129.0 121.5 2,007.4
2048 2906  719.7 52.9 945.6 - 43.8 1.0 8.6 21871 124.8 2,062.3
2049 2995 7378 53.7 9721 - 45.0 1.0 8.9| 2,248.0 130.1 21179
2050 3085  754.9 54.6 998.9 - 46.1 1.0 9.1 2,308.4 135.4 2,173.1
2051 3170 7724 55.4 1,024.1 - 47.3 1.0 93| 2,367.0 140.6 2,226.4
2052 3260 7895 56.2 1,049.6 - 48.5 1.0 9.6| 24273 146.9 2,280.4
2053 3355  806.5 57.1 1,075.8 - 49.8 1.0 9.8| 2,489.5 154.0 2,335.5
2054 3455 8235 57.9 1,102.3 - 511 1.0 10.1] 2,553.7 162.3 2,3914
2055 356.0  840.6 58.8 1,129.3 - 52.4 1.0 10.3] 2,619.8 171.3 2,448.5
2056 3670  857.7 59.8 1,156.0 - 53.9 1.0 106/ 2,687.3 181.5 2,505.8
2057 3785 8748 60.7 1,182.8 - 55.3 1.0 10.9] 2,758.0 194.0 2,564.0
2058 3906  892.0 61.7 1,210.0 - 56.8 1.0 112 2,8298  206.6 2,623.3
2059 403.1 909.3 62.7 1,238.0 - 58.4 1.0 11.5] 29037 2196 2,684.2
2060 4162 927.0 63.7 1,266.7 - 60.1 1.0 118 29778 2313 2,746.6
2061 4298 9450 65.0 1,296.5 - 61.8 1.0 12.2| 3,0474  236.2 2811.2
2062 4438  963.7 66.1 1,327.3 - 63.5 1.0 125] 31199 2420 28779
2063 458.3  983.0 67.2 1,359.1 - 65.3 1.0 129| 32047 2580 2,946.8
2064 473.3 1,002.9 68.4 1,391.5 - 67.2 1.0 13.2| 3,293.8  276.3 3,017.5
2065 488.7 1,023.9 69.6 1,424.9 - 69.2 1.0 136| 3,383.8  293.0 3,090.9
2066 504.4 1,046.1 70.8 1,458.8 - 71.3 1.0 140/ 34759  309.5 3,166.5
2067 5206 1,069.4 721 1,493.6 - 73.4 1.0 145| 35679 3233 3,244.6
2068 537.1 1,093.8 73.5 1,529.3 - 75.7 1.0 149| 3,661.5  336.3 3,325.2
2069 554.0 1,119.2 74.9 1,566.1 - 78.0 1.0 15.4| 3,758.4 3499 3,408.5
2070 571.3 1,145.7 76.3 1,603.8 - 80.3 1.0 15.8| 3,861.2  366.9 3,494.3
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Table 4b. Social budget expenditure and financial balance - Optimistic Scenario

Expenditure

Total Revenue and Expenditure

Year Family Health Employ- Olq Age Political Housing Pror!l. of Gener_al Total Balance Total

ment Survivors events savings soc. aid| Revenue Expenditure

Billion €

2007 1013 2516 46.9 276.0 2.0 16.4 7.8 3.2 731.2 26.0 705.2
2008 1024 260.1 425 280.7 1.9 17.0 7.0 34 7511 36.1 715.0
2009 1039 27141 37.8 290.0 1.8 17.8 6.1 35| 7742 42.1 732.0
2010 1058  281.0 36.2 299.9 1.7 18.5 52 371 7970 45.0 752.0
2011 1084 2915 35.4 316.5 1.6 19.3 4.3 38| 8245 43.6 780.8
2012 1118 3021 34.6 329.5 15 20.1 35 4.0 853.8 46.8 807.0
2013 115.7  313.0 34.1 342.0 1.4 20.9 26 41 884.5 50.6 833.8
2014 1203 3243 33.6 358.1 1.3 21.7 1.7 4.3 9194 54.2 865.3
2015 1256  336.0 33.3 374.6 1.2 22.6 1.0 44 956.3 571.7 898.7
2016 1313 3480 329 391.5 1.1 235 1.0 4.6 997.0 63.1 933.8
2017 1374 360.2 325 409.3 1.0 244 1.0 48| 1,034.5 63.9 970.6
2018 1441 372.8 32.1 427.3 0.9 25.3 1.0 50| 1,077.3 68.8 1,008.5
2019 1516 3858 31.7 446.1 0.8 26.3 1.0 52| 1,131.0 82.6 1,048.4
2020 1599 3979 31.2 4624 0.7 27.0 1.0 53| 11725 87.2 1,085.4
2021 168.0  409.5 31.3 480.4 0.6 27.8 1.0 55| 12164 92.3 1,124.1
2022 176.7 4211 315 499.1 0.5 28.7 1.0 56| 1,263.1 99.0 1,164.1
2023 1858 4329 31.6 5191 0.4 29.5 1.0 58| 1,309.8 103.7 1,206.1
2024 195.3 4452 31.7 539.7 0.3 30.3 1.0 6.0 1,361.0 1M1.7 1,249.4
2025 2052 4577 318 561.0 0.2 31.2 1.0 6.1 1,410.7 116.5 1,294.3
2026 2155 4706 32.0 582.9 0.1 32.0 1.0 6.3| 14654 125.0 1,340.4
2027 2262  484.0 32.1 604.1 - 33.0 1.0 6.5| 15166 129.8 1,386.8
2028 2372 4978 32.2 627.7 - 33.9 1.0 6.7 1,571.9 135.3 1,436.5
2029 2486 5124 323 651.0 - 34.9 1.0 6.9 1,628.8 141.6 1,487.1
2030 2605  528.8 324 676.1 - 36.2 1.0 71| 1,690.5 148.4 1,542.1
2031 2746 5465 329 708.1 - 37.5 1.0 74| 17644 156.5 1,607.9
2032 2889  566.0 33.3 735.6 - 39.0 1.0 7.7 1,8335 161.9 1,671.5
2033 3034  586.7 33.9 767.5 - 40.6 1.0 8.0 1,909.4 168.4 1,741.0
2034 318.1 608.7 344 797.6 - 42.3 1.0 8.3 1,988.0 1775 1,810.4
2035 3332 6318 35.0 829.1 - 441 1.0 8.7 2,066.2 183.4 1,882.8
2036 3486 6559 35.6 862.1 - 46.0 1.0 9.1 21711 212.8 1,958.3
2037 3643 6815 36.3 895.1 - 48.0 1.0 95| 22602 2245 2,035.7
2038 3806 7084 37.0 929.6 - 50.2 1.0 99| 23539 2373 2,116.6
2039 397.3 7364 37.7 965.8 - 52.5 1.0 10.3| 2,453.1 252.0 2,201.0
2040 4145  765.7 385  1,003.2 - 54.8 1.0 10.8] 2,5545  266.0 2,288.5
2041 4327  796.1 393  1,0436 - 57.3 1.0 11.3| 2,661.8  280.6 2,381.2
2042 4523 8277 401 1,085.3 - 59.8 1.0 118 2,7758 2977 2,478.1
2043 4734 860.6 410 11304 - 62.5 1.0 123 2,895.7 3145 2,581.1
2044 496.1 894.4 418 1,1776 - 65.2 1.0 12.8| 3,021.2 332.2 2,689.0
2045 5205 9297 427 1,227.8 - 68.0 1.0 134| 3,1488 3456 2,803.2
2046 5465  966.5 436 12817 - 71.0 1.0 14.0| 3,279.2 354.8 2,924.3
2047 5744 1,003.8 445 1,340 - 741 1.0 146| 34248 3723 3,052.5
2048 604.0 1,041.6 455  1,396.4 - 77.3 1.0 15.2| 3,575.7 3947 3,181.0
2049 6355 1,080.2 465  1,455.5 - 80.6 1.0 159] 3,7319 4167 3,315.2
2050 668.9 1,118.2 477 15164 - 84.0 1.0 16.5] 3,885.2 4325 3,452.7
2051 7024 11577 487  1,576.9 - 87.4 1.0 17.2| 4,0474  456.1 3,591.3
2052 7376 1,1975 498  1,639.0 - 91.1 1.0 17.9] 4,218.1 484.1 3,734.0
2053 7744 1,238.3 509 1,703.8 - 95.0 1.0 18.7| 43968 5147 3,882.2
2054 8129 1,280.1 521 1,769.9 - 99.0 1.0 195 4,585.7  551.2 4,034.6
2055 8529 1,323.0 534 18385 - 103.3 1.0 204| 47765  584.1 41925
2056 894.4 1,367.2 548 19073 - 107.9 1.0 213| 4968.7 6149 4,353.8
2057 9374 14127 56.2  1,978.2 - 112.7 1.0 222 5,149.6 629.2 4,520.4
2058 981.8 1,459.7 578  2,060.1 - 117.8 1.0 232| 53598  658.4 47014
2059 1,027.8 1,508.4 59.4  2,136.0 - 123.2 1.0 243 55649  684.8 4,880.2
2060 1,075.3  1,559.0 612 22194 - 128.9 1.0 254| 5,780.4 710.2 5,070.2
2061 11245 1,611.8 631 2,307.0 - 134.9 1.0 26.6| 6,019.4 750.5 5,268.9
2062 1,175.4  1,667.2 65.0  2,392.8 - 141.2 1.0 27.8| 6,246.0 7755 5,470.6
2063 1,2283 1,725.3 671 24913 - 147.9 1.0 291 6,508.7  818.6 5,690.1
2064 1,283.3 1,786.2 69.3  2,584.6 - 155.0 1.0 305 6,765.7  855.8 5,909.9
2065 1,340.6  1,850.7 716  2,688.6 - 162.4 1.0 32.0| 7,0374 890.5 6,146.8
2066 1,400.4 1,919.0 740  2,796.2 - 170.2 1.0 33.5| 7,331.2 936.8 6,394.4
2067 1,463.1  1,991.1 766 29057 - 178.4 1.0 35.1| 76388  987.7 6,651.1
2068 1,5628.8 2,067.1 793  3,0195 - 187.1 1.0 36.8] 7,951.9 1,032.3 6,919.7
2069 1,597.9 2,147.0 821  3,1427 - 196.1 1.0 38.6| 82811 1,075.7 7,205.4
2070 1,6705 2,231.3 85.1 32709 - 2056 1.0 40.5| 8,636.7 1,131.8 7,504.8
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Table 4c. Social budget expenditure and financial balance - Pessimistic Scenario

Expenditure

Total Revenue and Expenditure

Year Family  Health Employ- Old_ Age Political Housin Prom. of Gener_al Total Balance Total

ment Survivors  events savings soc. aid| Revenue Expenditure

Billion €

2007 1012 250.2 47.0 276.0 20 16.1 78 32| 7281 246 703.5
2008 1016  256.6 47.2 280.6 1.9 16.5 7.0 33 7452 30.6 714.6
2009 102.1 264.1 47.3 287.0 1.8 16.9 6.1 33 7634 34.7 728.7
2010 1025 2711 47.5 292.8 1.7 17.3 5.2 34| 7841 42.6 7415
2011 103.5 2785 47.6 301.8 1.6 17.8 43 35 8035 44.8 758.7
2012 1049  286.1 47.8 310.6 1.5 18.2 35 36| 8234 47.2 776.2
2013 106.5  293.7 48.2 318.6 14 18.7 2.6 3.7 8395 46.2 793.2
2014 108.2  301.5 48.6 330.7 1.3 19.1 1.7 38/ 861.6 46.7 814.9
2015 110.1 309.4 49.3 3421 1.2 19.5 1.0 38 8842 41.7 836.4
2016 1119 3174 49.9 353.5 11 20.0 1.0 39| 9075 48.6 858.9
2017 1136 3255 50.5 365.4 1.0 20.4 1.0 40 9289 47.5 881.5
2018 1152 3337 51.1 377.2 0.9 209 1.0 41 951.2 47.2 904.1
2019 1170 3420 51.6 389.6 0.8 21.3 1.0 42/ 9765 49.0 927.5
2020 1188 3494 52.1 400.9 0.7 216 1.0 43| 1,003.9 55.1 948.8
2021 1200  356.0 52.6 407.3 0.6 21.9 1.0 43 1,019.7 55.9 963.7
2022 1213  362.3 53.0 417.3 0.5 222 1.0 44, 1,038.7 56.8 981.9
2023 1226 3685 53.4 426.6 04 225 1.0 44| 1,060.8 61.4 999.4
2024 1240 3748 53.8 436.6 0.3 22.7 1.0 45 1,080.7 63.0 1,017.7
2025 1254 3812 54.1 446.0 0.2 23.0 1.0 45/ 1,096.8 61.4 1,035.4
2026 126.8  387.6 54.5 456.6 0.1 23.2 1.0 46, 1,110.5 56.2 1,054.3
2027 128.1 3941 54.8 467.0 - 234 1.0 46/ 1,133.0 60.0 1,073.0
2028 1294  400.6 55.0 478.1 - 237 1.0 47| 1,146.9 54.3 1,092.6
2029 130.7 4075 55.3 489.4 - 23.9 1.0 47, 1,161.0 48.6 1,112.5
2030 1319 4157 55.6 501.4 - 244 1.0 48/ 1,185.3 50.5 1,134.7
2031 1344 4246 56.1 518.2 - 24.8 1.0 49 12082 44.2 1,164.0
2032 1369 4346 56.8 534.7 - 253 1.0 501 1,2334 39.1 1,194.3
2033 1394 4450 57.6 551.2 - 25.8 1.0 5.1 1,258.0 32.8 1,225.2
2034 142.0 4559 58.4 567.8 - 26.4 1.0 52| 1,294.9 38.2 1,256.7
2035 1446  467.1 59.2 584.0 - 27.0 1.0 53 1,321.6 33.3 1,288.2
2036 1473 4785 60.1 600.5 - 275 1.0 54| 1,350.6 30.2 1,320.4
2037 150.1 490.5 61.0 616.7 - 28.2 1.0 55| 1,379.5 26.6 1,352.9
2038 1529  502.9 61.9 632.9 - 28.8 1.0 5.7/ 14105 24.5 1,386.0
2039 155.7 5155 62.8 649.2 - 294 1.0 58 1,450.8 31.4 1,419.4
2040 158.7  528.4 63.7 665.9 - 30.1 1.0 59| 14827 29.2 1,453.5
2041 161.7 5414 64.6 683.1 - 30.7 1.0 6.0 1,515.7 27.2 1,488.5
2042 1648  554.7 65.5 700.5 - 31.3 1.0 6.2 1,548.9 25.0 1,523.9
2043 1679  568.2 66.4 718.6 - 32.0 1.0 6.3 1,582.8 22.3 1,560.5
2044 1712 5817 67.4 737.3 - 326 1.0 64 16171 19.4 1,597.6
2045 1746  595.5 68.3 756.4 - 33.3 1.0 6.6/ 1,651.5 16.0 1,635.5
2046 178.0  609.5 69.2 775.7 - 339 1.0 6.7 1,686.1 121 1,674.0
2047 1815  623.1 70.1 795.3 - 346 1.0 6.8 1,730.9 18.5 1,712.4
2048 185.1 636.4 71.0 814.2 - 35.2 1.0 6.9 1,767.0 17.0 1,749.9
2049 188.8  649.4 71.9 8334 - 359 1.0 71 18024 14.9 1,787.5
2050 1926  661.2 72.8 852.6 - 36.5 1.0 72| 1,836.4 125 1,823.9
2051 1959  673.1 73.7 869.4 - 37.0 1.0 7.3/ 1,868.0 10.6 1,857.4
2052 199.2 6844 74.6 886.0 - 37.6 1.0 74| 1,898.7 8.4 1,890.3
2053 2026 6954 75.4 902.7 - 38.3 1.0 7.5 1,930.5 7.6 1,922.9
2054 206.1 706.1 76.3 919.2 - 38.9 1.0 7.7/ 1,961.6 6.4 1,955.2
2055 2096 7165 77.2 935.6 - 39.5 1.0 7.8] 1,993.8 6.6 1,987.3
2056 2131 726.8 78.1 951.3 - 40.2 1.0 79 2,024.6 6.2 2,018.4
2057 216.7  736.8 79.1 966.6 - 40.9 1.0 8.0| 2,056.5 74 2,049.1
2058 2204 7467 80.0 981.8 - 416 1.0 8.2 12,0887 9.1 2,079.6
2059 2241 756.5 81.0 997.2 - 42.3 1.0 83| 21214 1.1 2,110.3
2060 2278  766.2 81.9 1,012.8 - 43.0 1.0 85| 2,154.3 13.0 21413
2061 2317 7759 82.9 1,028.8 - 438 1.0 86 21873 14.6 2172.7
2062 2356 7859 83.9 1,045.2 - 44.5 1.0 8.8| 2,220.7 15.7 2,204.9
2063 2395  796.1 84.9 1,062.0 - 453 1.0 89 22553 17.5 2,237.8
2064 2436  806.5 86.0 1,079.0 - 46.1 1.0 9.1] 2,289.6 18.4 2,2711.2
2065 24717 8175 87.1 1,096.3 - 46.9 1.0 9.2 23189 13.2 2,305.8
2066 2519  829.1 88.2 1,113.7 - 47.7 1.0 94, 2,356.2 15.2 2,341.0
2067 256.2 8412 89.2 1,131.4 - 48.6 1.0 9.6| 2,394.4 17.3 2,377.1
2068 260.6 8538 90.3 1,149.3 - 494 1.0 9.7 24313 17.0 24142
2069 265.0  866.8 91.4 1,167.7 - 50.3 1.0 99| 2,469.3 17.1 2,452.2
2070 2696  880.4 92.5 1,186.4 - 51.2 1.0 10.1] 2,507.8 16.6 2,491.2
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Table 4d. Social budget revenue, per cent of GDP - Baseline

Social security contributions

. . : State  Other Total
Paid by employers Paid by insured

Year subsidies revenue revenue
Actual Imputed Employees Self-employed Beneficiaries  Others
%
2007 7.0 29 6.3 0.4 0.9 05 121 0.5 30.7
2008 7.0 2.9 6.4 0.4 0.9 05 11.8 0.5 30.4
2009 6.9 2.9 6.3 04 0.8 05 11.6 0.5 30.1
2010 7.0 3.0 6.4 0.4 0.8 05 11.3 0.5 29.9
2011 6.8 3.0 6.3 0.4 0.8 05 11.2 0.5 29.6
2012 6.8 31 6.2 0.4 0.8 05 1.1 0.5 29.5
2013 6.8 3.2 6.2 04 0.8 05 11.0 0.5 294
2014 6.7 32 6.2 0.4 0.8 05 11.0 0.5 29.4
2015 6.7 33 6.2 0.4 0.8 05 10.9 0.5 294
2016 6.7 34 6.2 04 0.8 05 10.9 0.5 29.5
2017 6.7 34 6.2 0.4 0.8 05 10.9 0.5 29.5
2018 6.8 35 6.3 0.4 0.8 05 10.8 0.6 29.7
2019 6.8 36 6.4 0.4 0.8 05 10.7 0.6 29.8
2020 6.9 3.6 6.4 0.4 0.8 0.5 10.7 0.5 29.8
2021 6.9 37 6.4 0.4 0.8 05 10.6 0.5 29.9
2022 6.9 37 6.5 0.4 0.8 05 10.6 0.5 30.1
2023 7.0 3.8 6.5 04 0.8 05 10.7 0.5 30.2
2024 7.0 38 6.6 0.4 0.8 05 10.7 0.5 30.4
2025 71 3.9 6.6 0.4 0.9 05 10.8 0.5 30.7
2026 7.1 39 6.7 0.4 0.9 05 10.8 0.5 30.8
2027 7.3 3.9 6.8 04 0.9 05 10.9 0.5 31.2
2028 7.3 3.9 6.9 0.4 0.9 05 11.0 0.5 314
2029 7.3 4.0 6.9 0.4 0.9 05 11.0 0.5 31.6
2030 74 4.0 7.0 0.4 0.9 05 11.1 0.5 31.9
2031 7.5 4.0 7.0 0.4 1.0 05 11.2 0.5 32.1
2032 7.5 4.0 71 0.4 1.0 05 1.3 0.5 32.3
2033 7.5 4.0 71 0.4 1.0 05 1.4 0.5 324
2034 7.5 4.0 71 0.4 1.0 05 11.5 0.5 325
2035 7.5 3.9 71 0.4 1.0 05 1.5 0.5 325
2036 76 39 7.2 0.4 1.0 05 11.6 0.5 32.8
2037 7.6 3.9 7.2 0.4 1.0 05 1.7 0.5 329
2038 7.6 39 7.2 0.4 1.0 05 1.7 0.5 329
2039 7.6 3.9 7.2 04 1.1 05 1.7 0.5 33.0
2040 7.6 39 7.2 0.4 1.1 05 11.8 0.5 33.0
2041 7.6 39 7.2 0.4 1.1 05 11.8 0.5 33.1
2042 7.6 4.0 7.2 04 1.1 05 11.8 0.5 33.1
2043 7.6 4.0 7.2 0.4 1.1 05 11.8 0.5 33.2
2044 7.6 4.0 7.2 04 1.1 05 11.9 0.5 33.2
2045 7.6 4.0 7.2 0.4 1.1 05 11.9 0.5 33.2
2046 7.6 4.0 7.3 04 1.1 05 11.9 0.5 33.5
2047 7.6 4.0 7.3 04 1.1 05 11.9 0.5 335
2048 7.6 4.0 7.3 0.4 1.2 05 11.9 0.5 335
2049 7.6 4.1 7.3 04 1.2 05 11.9 0.5 33.5
2050 7.6 41 7.3 0.4 1.2 05 11.9 0.5 335
2051 7.6 4.1 7.3 04 1.2 05 11.9 0.5 335
2052 7.6 41 7.3 0.4 1.2 05 11.9 0.5 335
2053 7.6 41 7.3 0.4 1.2 05 11.9 0.5 335
2054 7.6 4.1 7.3 04 1.2 05 11.9 0.5 335
2055 75 41 7.3 0.4 1.2 05 11.9 0.5 335
2056 7.5 4.1 7.2 04 1.2 05 11.9 0.5 334
2057 75 41 7.2 0.4 1.2 05 11.9 0.5 334
2058 7.5 4.1 7.2 04 1.2 05 11.8 0.5 33.3
2059 7.5 4.1 7.2 04 1.2 05 11.8 0.5 33.3
2060 74 41 7.2 0.4 1.2 05 11.8 0.5 33.2
2061 74 4.1 71 04 1.2 05 11.8 0.5 33.0
2062 7.3 41 7.0 0.4 1.2 05 11.8 0.5 329
2063 7.3 4.1 7.0 04 1.2 05 11.8 0.5 32.8
2064 7.3 4.0 7.0 0.4 1.2 05 11.8 0.5 32.8
2065 7.2 4.0 7.0 04 1.2 0.5 11.8 0.5 32.7
2066 7.2 4.0 7.0 0.4 1.2 05 1.7 0.5 32.7
2067 7.2 4.0 7.0 0.4 1.2 05 1.7 0.5 325
2068 7.2 4.0 6.9 0.4 1.2 05 1.7 0.5 324
2069 7.1 4.0 6.9 0.4 1.2 05 1.7 0.5 32.3
2070 7.1 3.9 6.9 04 1.2 0.5 11.6 0.5 32.2
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Table 4e. Social budget revenue, per cent of GDP - Optimistic Scenario

Social security contributions
Paid by employers Paid by insured

State Other Total

Year Actual Imputed Employees Self-employed Beneficiaries  Others subsidies revenue revenue
%
2007 7.0 29 6.3 0.4 0.8 05 12.0 0.5 30.5
2008 7.0 29 6.3 04 0.8 05 1.7 0.5 30.1
2009 6.9 29 6.3 0.4 0.8 05 1.4 0.5 29.7
2010 6.8 29 6.2 0.4 0.8 05 11.2 0.5 29.4
2011 6.7 3.0 6.2 04 0.8 05 1.1 0.5 29.2
2012 6.6 3.0 6.1 0.4 0.8 05 11.0 0.5 29.0
2013 6.6 3.1 6.1 0.4 0.8 05 10.9 0.5 28.9
2014 6.6 32 6.1 0.4 0.8 05 10.8 0.5 28.9
2015 6.5 3.2 6.1 0.4 0.8 05 10.8 0.5 28.9
2016 6.5 33 6.1 0.4 0.8 05 10.9 0.5 29.0
2017 6.5 33 6.1 0.4 0.8 05 10.9 0.5 29.0
2018 6.5 34 6.1 0.4 0.8 0.5 10.9 0.6 291
2019 6.6 34 6.2 0.4 0.8 05 10.9 0.6 29.4
2020 6.6 35 6.2 0.4 0.8 05 11.0 0.6 29.6
2021 6.7 36 6.3 0.4 0.8 05 1.1 0.6 29.8
2022 6.7 36 6.3 0.4 0.8 05 11.2 0.6 30.1
2023 6.7 3.6 6.4 0.4 0.8 05 11.3 0.6 30.3
2024 6.8 37 6.5 0.4 0.8 05 1.4 0.6 30.7
2025 6.8 37 6.5 0.4 0.8 05 11.6 0.6 30.9
2026 6.9 37 6.6 0.4 0.8 05 1.7 0.6 31.2
2027 7.0 3.7 6.6 0.4 0.8 05 11.8 0.6 314
2028 7.0 3.7 6.7 0.4 0.8 05 12.0 0.6 31.6
2029 7.0 37 6.7 0.4 0.8 05 121 0.6 31.8
2030 71 37 6.8 0.4 0.8 05 12.1 0.6 31.9
2031 7.1 37 6.8 0.4 0.8 05 12.2 0.6 32.1
2032 71 3.6 6.8 0.4 0.8 05 12.3 0.6 321
2033 7.1 36 6.8 0.4 0.8 05 12.3 0.5 32.1
2034 71 3.6 6.8 0.4 0.8 05 12.3 0.5 321
2035 71 35 6.8 0.4 0.8 05 12.3 0.5 32.0
2036 7.1 35 6.8 0.4 0.8 05 12.3 0.5 320
2037 71 35 6.8 0.4 0.8 05 12.2 0.5 31.9
2038 7.1 34 6.8 0.4 0.8 05 12.2 0.5 31.7
2039 72 34 6.9 04 0.8 05 12.1 0.5 31.9
2040 7.2 34 6.9 0.4 0.8 05 12.0 0.5 31.8
2041 7.1 34 6.9 0.4 0.8 05 12.0 0.5 31.7
2042 71 3.3 6.9 04 0.8 05 12.0 0.5 31.7
2043 7.1 33 6.9 0.4 0.8 05 11.9 0.5 31.7
2044 71 3.3 6.9 04 0.8 05 11.9 0.5 31.6
2045 7.1 33 6.9 0.4 0.8 05 11.9 0.5 31.6
2046 71 33 6.9 0.4 0.8 05 12.0 0.5 31.5
2047 71 3.3 6.9 04 0.8 05 12.0 0.5 31.6
2048 7.1 33 6.9 0.4 0.8 05 12.0 0.5 31.6
2049 71 3.3 6.9 04 0.8 05 12.1 0.5 31.6
2050 7.0 33 6.8 0.4 0.8 05 121 0.5 315
2051 6.9 33 6.7 0.4 0.8 05 12.2 0.5 314
2052 6.9 33 6.7 0.4 0.8 05 12.2 0.5 314
2053 6.9 33 6.7 0.4 0.8 05 12.2 0.5 314
2054 6.9 33 6.7 0.4 0.8 05 12.2 0.5 314
2055 6.8 33 6.7 0.4 0.8 05 12.2 0.5 31.3
2056 6.8 33 6.7 0.4 0.8 05 12.2 0.5 31.2
2057 6.7 32 6.6 0.4 0.8 05 12.2 0.5 31.0
2058 6.7 32 6.5 0.4 0.8 05 12.2 0.5 30.9
2059 6.6 32 6.5 0.4 0.8 05 12.2 0.5 30.7
2060 6.5 32 6.4 0.4 0.8 05 121 0.5 30.4
2061 6.5 3.2 6.3 0.4 0.8 05 121 0.5 30.3
2062 6.4 31 6.2 0.4 0.8 05 12.0 0.5 30.0
2063 6.3 3.1 6.2 0.4 0.8 05 12.0 0.5 29.9
2064 6.3 31 6.1 0.4 0.8 05 11.9 0.5 29.6
2065 6.2 3.1 6.1 04 0.8 0.5 11.8 0.5 294
2066 6.2 3.0 6.0 0.4 0.8 05 11.8 0.5 29.2
2067 6.1 3.0 6.0 0.4 0.8 05 1.7 0.5 29.1
2068 6.1 3.0 6.0 0.4 0.7 05 1.7 0.5 28.9
2069 6.0 29 5.9 0.4 0.7 05 11.6 0.5 28.7
2070 6.0 29 5.9 0.4 0.7 05 11.6 0.5 28.5
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Table 4f. Social budget revenue, per cent of GDP - Pessimistic Scenario

Social security contributions

. . : State  Other Total
Paid by employers Paid by insured

Year subsidies revenue revenue
Actual Imputed Employees Self-employed Beneficiaries  Others
%
2007 7.0 29 6.4 0.4 0.9 05 12.2 0.5 30.8
2008 71 3.0 6.5 0.4 0.9 05 12.0 0.5 30.8
2009 7.2 3.0 6.5 04 0.9 05 11.8 0.5 30.9
2010 7.3 31 6.6 0.4 0.9 05 11.6 0.5 30.9
2011 7.3 31 6.6 0.4 0.9 05 1.5 0.5 30.9
2012 7.3 32 6.6 0.4 0.9 05 11.5 0.5 30.9
2013 7.2 3.3 6.6 04 0.9 05 1.4 0.5 30.7
2014 7.2 34 6.6 0.4 0.9 05 1.4 0.5 30.8
2015 7.2 35 6.6 0.4 0.9 05 11.3 0.5 30.9
2016 7.2 35 6.6 04 0.9 05 1.4 0.5 31.0
2017 7.2 36 6.6 0.4 0.9 05 11.3 0.5 31.1
2018 7.2 3.7 6.6 0.4 0.9 05 1.3 0.6 311
2019 7.2 38 6.7 0.4 0.9 05 11.2 0.6 31.3
2020 74 3.9 6.8 0.4 0.9 0.5 1.3 0.6 31.7
2021 74 4.0 6.8 0.4 0.9 05 11.2 0.6 31.8
2022 74 4.0 6.9 0.4 0.9 05 11.2 0.6 320
2023 7.5 4.1 6.9 04 0.9 05 11.2 0.6 321
2024 7.6 41 71 0.4 1.0 05 11.3 0.6 326
2025 7.6 4.2 71 0.4 1.0 05 1.3 0.6 32.7
2026 7.6 4.2 71 0.4 1.0 05 11.3 0.6 32.8
2027 7.7 43 7.2 04 1.0 05 1.4 0.6 33.0
2028 7.7 43 7.2 0.4 1.0 0.5 1.4 0.6 331
2029 7.7 43 71 0.4 1.0 05 11.5 0.6 33.1
2030 7.7 43 7.2 0.4 1.1 05 1.4 0.6 33.2
2031 7.7 43 7.2 0.4 1.1 05 11.5 0.6 33.2
2032 7.7 43 7.2 0.4 1.1 05 1.5 0.6 33.3
2033 7.7 43 7.2 0.4 1.1 05 11.5 0.5 33.3
2034 7.8 43 7.3 0.5 1.2 05 11.5 0.5 335
2035 7.7 43 7.3 0.5 1.2 05 1.5 0.5 33.5
2036 7.7 43 7.3 0.5 1.2 05 11.5 0.5 335
2037 7.7 43 7.2 0.5 1.2 05 1.5 0.5 33.5
2038 7.7 43 7.3 0.5 1.2 05 11.5 0.5 335
2039 7.8 43 7.3 0.5 1.2 05 1.4 0.5 33.7
2040 7.8 43 74 0.5 1.3 05 1.4 0.5 33.7
2041 7.8 43 74 0.5 1.3 05 1.4 0.5 33.7
2042 7.8 4.4 74 0.5 1.3 05 1.4 0.5 33.8
2043 7.8 44 74 0.5 1.3 05 1.4 0.5 33.8
2044 7.8 4.4 74 0.5 1.3 05 1.4 0.5 33.9
2045 7.8 45 74 0.5 1.3 05 1.4 0.5 33.9
2046 7.8 45 74 0.5 1.3 05 1.4 0.5 34.0
2047 7.9 45 74 0.5 1.4 05 1.4 0.5 34.2
2048 7.9 46 74 0.5 1.4 05 1.4 0.5 34.3
2049 7.8 46 74 0.5 1.4 05 1.4 0.5 34.3
2050 7.8 46 74 0.5 15 05 11.5 0.5 34.4
2051 7.8 47 74 0.5 15 05 1.5 0.5 34.5
2052 7.8 4.7 74 0.5 1.5 05 11.5 0.5 34.5
2053 7.8 4.7 74 0.5 1.5 05 11.5 0.5 34.5
2054 7.8 4.8 74 0.5 15 05 1.5 0.5 34.5
2055 7.7 48 74 0.5 1.5 05 11.5 0.5 34.5
2056 7.7 4.8 7.3 0.5 1.6 05 1.5 0.5 34.5
2057 7.7 48 7.3 0.5 1.6 05 11.5 0.5 34.4
2058 7.7 4.8 7.3 0.5 1.6 05 1.5 0.5 34.4
2059 7.6 4.8 7.3 0.5 1.6 05 1.4 0.5 34.3
2060 76 48 7.2 0.5 1.6 05 1.4 0.5 34.3
2061 7.6 49 7.2 0.5 1.7 05 1.4 0.5 34.2
2062 7.5 49 7.2 0.5 1.7 05 1.4 0.5 34.2
2063 7.5 49 71 0.5 1.7 05 1.4 0.5 34.1
2064 74 49 71 0.5 1.7 05 11.3 0.5 34.0
2065 7.3 49 7.0 0.5 1.7 05 11.3 0.5 33.8
2066 7.3 49 7.0 0.5 1.7 05 1.3 0.5 33.8
2067 7.3 49 7.0 0.5 1.7 05 11.3 0.5 33.7
2068 7.3 49 6.9 0.5 1.7 05 1.3 0.5 33.6
2069 7.2 49 6.9 0.5 1.8 05 11.2 0.5 33.6
2070 7.2 4.9 6.9 0.5 1.8 0.5 11.2 0.5 33.5
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Table 4g. Beneficiaries and average system replacement rates - Baseline

Equivalent pensioners Retired civil servants Unemployed Long term care beneficiaries

Year Million Replaceme?/t Million Replaceme?/t Million Replaceme?/t Million Replaceme?/t

0 0 0 0
2007 14,163 48.4 942 68.6 3,215 485 2,036 34.3
2008 14,237 47.6 968 68.1 2,997 47.0 2,041 354
2009 14,279 47.3 995 67.6 2,776 451 2,056 36.3
2010 14,296 46.9 1,022 67.1 2,554 455 2,081 36.9
2011 14,319 46.9 1,049 67.1 2,512 444 2,109 37.3
2012 14,373 471 1,075 67.0 2,467 434 2,127 377
2013 14,447 46.6 1,102 66.9 2,420 42.7 2,139 38.1
2014 14,535 46.6 1,129 66.9 2,371 422 2,154 38.4
2015 14,626 46.5 1,156 66.8 2,320 41.9 2,172 38.6
2016 14,720 46.4 1,176 66.8 2,268 4.7 2,186 38.9
2017 14,816 46.3 1,195 66.7 2,216 414 2,193 39.1
2018 14,894 46.2 1,215 66.7 2,162 41.2 2,197 39.2
2019 14,972 45.8 1,235 66.6 2,108 41.0 2,207 39.3
2020 15,057 45.8 1,254 66.6 2,052 40.8 2,220 39.2
2021 15,149 454 1,262 66.4 2,036 40.5 2,228 39.2
2022 15,258 452 1,270 66.2 2,019 40.2 2,230 39.1
2023 15,387 449 1,278 66.0 2,001 40.0 2,230 39.0
2024 15,526 44.6 1,287 65.8 1,982 39.8 2,238 39.0
2025 15,684 443 1,295 65.6 1,962 39.6 2,246 38.9
2026 15,859 43.8 1,288 65.3 1,941 394 2,250 38.8
2027 16,029 435 1,281 64.9 1,920 39.2 2,251 38.7
2028 16,192 43.1 1,274 64.5 1,900 39.0 2,251 38.5
2029 16,358 42.7 1,268 64.1 1,879 38.8 2,257 38.4
2030 16,538 42.0 1,261 63.8 1,860 38.7 2,260 385
2031 16,725 41.8 1,248 63.5 1,837 38.3 2,259 38.3
2032 16,889 415 1,235 63.2 1,816 379 2,258 38.2
2033 17,023 41.3 1,223 62.9 1,797 375 2,259 38.0
2034 17,124 411 1,210 62.6 1,780 371 2,264 379
2035 17,186 40.9 1,197 62.2 1,763 36.7 2,267 37.8
2036 17,216 40.8 1,189 62.1 1,748 36.3 2,269 376
2037 17,215 40.7 1,181 62.0 1,733 35.9 2,277 37.6
2038 17,188 40.6 1,174 61.9 1,720 354 2,290 375
2039 17,148 40.6 1,166 61.8 1,708 35.0 2,306 375
2040 17,103 40.6 1,158 61.7 1,696 346 2,326 374
2041 17,059 40.5 1,155 61.7 1,683 34.2 2,346 374
2042 17,011 40.5 1,152 61.8 1,670 33.8 2,366 374
2043 16,975 40.5 1,150 61.8 1,658 334 2,385 37.3
2044 16,944 404 1,147 61.9 1,646 331 2,403 37.3
2045 16,918 40.4 1,144 61.9 1,634 327 2,420 37.2
2046 16,892 40.3 1,142 62.1 1,622 323 2,435 37.2
2047 16,861 40.3 1,141 62.3 1,610 319 2,443 37.1
2048 16,809 40.2 1,139 62.5 1,598 316 2,444 37.1
2049 16,746 40.2 1,137 62.7 1,587 31.2 2,441 37.0
2050 16,675 40.2 1,136 62.9 1,576 30.8 2,431 36.9
2051 16,598 40.2 1,133 63.0 1,566 305 2,423 36.9
2052 16,514 40.2 1,130 63.2 1,556 30.2 2,409 36.9
2053 16,423 401 1,128 63.3 1,547 299 2,388 36.9
2054 16,319 401 1,125 63.5 1,538 29.6 2,361 36.9
2055 16,205 40.1 1,123 63.6 1,529 29.3 2,329 36.9
2056 16,072 401 1,118 63.7 1,521 29.0 2,290 36.9
2057 15,924 40.1 1,114 63.8 1,514 28.7 2,247 37.0
2058 15,768 40.2 1,110 63.8 1,506 284 2,197 37.0
2059 15,608 40.2 1,105 63.9 1,500 28.1 2,144 37.0
2060 15,448 40.3 1,101 64.0 1,494 27.8 2,088 37.0
2061 15,293 404 1,096 64.0 1,489 2715 2,032 37.0
2062 15,145 40.4 1,092 64.0 1,483 27.2 1,976 37.0
2063 15,000 40.5 1,087 64.0 1,478 26.9 1,920 37.0
2064 14,855 40.5 1,083 64.0 1,474 26.6 1,866 37.0
2065 14,712 40.6 1,078 63.9 1,469 26.3 1,818 37.0
2066 14,569 40.7 1,073 64.0 1,466 26.0 1,776 37.0
2067 14,427 40.8 1,067 64.1 1,463 258 1,739 37.1
2068 14,286 40.9 1,062 64.1 1,460 255 1,706 371
2069 14,149 40.9 1,057 64.2 1,458 252 1,677 37.2
2070 14,015 41.0 1,051 64.3 1,456 249 1,651 37.2
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Table 4h. Beneficiaries and average system replacement rates - Optimistic Scenario

Equivalent pensioners Retired civil servants Unemployed Long term care beneficiaries

Year Million Replaceme?/t Million Replaceme?/t Million Replaceme?/t Million Replaceme?/t

0 0 0 0
2007 14,162 48.2 942 68.6 3,166 49.2 2,036 34.5
2008 14,235 471 968 68.1 2,899 474 2,041 35.8
2009 14,276 46.8 995 67.6 2,628 451 2,057 36.8
2010 14,292 46.4 1,022 67.1 2,356 46.5 2,082 37.5
2011 14,314 47.0 1,049 67.0 2,275 453 2,111 38.0
2012 14,366 46.8 1,075 66.9 2,191 444 2,129 38.4
2013 14,440 46.4 1,102 66.8 2,105 43.8 2,142 38.7
2014 14,528 46.3 1,129 66.7 2,017 433 2,159 39.0
2015 14,618 46.2 1,156 66.6 1,928 432 2,178 39.3
2016 14,713 461 1,176 66.6 1,838 43.2 2,194 39.5
2017 14,809 46.0 1,196 66.5 1,748 431 2,202 39.6
2018 14,887 45.9 1,215 66.4 1,658 432 2,208 39.7
2019 14,967 45.7 1,235 66.4 1,567 433 2,221 39.7
2020 15,053 45.4 1,254 66.3 1,475 435 2,236 394
2021 15,148 453 1,263 66.1 1,446 431 2,246 39.3
2022 15,260 45.1 1,271 65.9 1,417 42.7 2,250 39.2
2023 15,392 45.0 1,279 65.7 1,387 42.3 2,252 39.0
2024 15,536 44.8 1,288 65.5 1,356 419 2,261 38.8
2025 15,700 446 1,296 65.3 1,326 41.6 2,271 38.7
2026 15,881 44.4 1,289 64.9 1,295 413 2,277 38.6
2027 16,057 44.0 1,283 64.5 1,266 41.0 2,279 38.4
2028 16,228 43.9 1,277 64.1 1,237 40.6 2,281 38.3
2029 16,403 43.7 1,270 63.8 1,209 40.3 2,289 38.2
2030 16,593 432 1,264 63.4 1,183 40.0 2,293 38.4
2031 16,792 431 1,252 63.1 1,175 39.1 2,294 38.3
2032 16,967 42.6 1,240 62.8 1,168 38.3 2,294 38.2
2033 17,115 425 1,228 62.5 1,164 374 2,296 38.2
2034 17,231 422 1,216 62.2 1,161 36.5 2,303 38.2
2035 17,309 421 1,204 61.8 1,160 35.7 2,308 38.2
2036 17,357 421 1,198 61.7 1,160 34.8 2,312 38.3
2037 17,375 42.0 1,192 61.6 1,161 34.0 2,322 38.4
2038 17,370 42.0 1,186 61.5 1,163 33.1 2,336 38.5
2039 17,354 42.0 1,179 61.4 1,166 32.3 2,354 38.6
2040 17,336 42.0 1,173 61.4 1,168 31.6 2,376 38.7
2041 17,323 42.0 1,173 61.4 1,171 30.9 2,399 38.8
2042 17,308 42.0 1,174 61.5 1,173 30.2 2,421 38.8
2043 17,309 42.0 1,174 61.6 1,174 29.5 2,442 38.9
2044 17,320 42.0 1,174 61.6 1,176 28.8 2,463 38.9
2045 17,340 42.0 1,174 61.7 1,178 28.2 2,483 38.9
2046 17,362 421 1177 61.9 1,179 276 2,500 38.9
2047 17,385 42.2 1,179 62.2 1,179 27.0 2,511 38.9
2048 17,390 421 1,182 62.4 1,180 26.4 2,515 38.8
2049 17,387 421 1,185 62.6 1,180 259 2,515 38.8
2050 17,378 422 1,187 62.9 1,181 254 2,509 38.7
2051 17,366 42.2 1,190 63.1 1,182 25.0 2,504 38.7
2052 17,349 42.3 1,192 63.2 1,184 245 2,494 38.7
2053 17,326 42.3 1,195 63.4 1,186 241 2,477 38.7
2054 17,291 42.3 1,198 63.6 1,189 23.6 2,455 38.8
2055 17,245 42.4 1,200 63.8 1,192 23.2 2,426 38.8
2056 17,180 424 1,201 63.9 1,195 228 2,393 38.9
2057 17,099 425 1,203 64.0 1,200 224 2,354 38.9
2058 17,008 42.8 1,204 64.1 1,205 22.1 2,310 39.0
2059 16,914 42.9 1,205 64.2 1,211 217 2,262 39.1
2060 16,818 432 1,206 64.3 1,218 214 2,212 39.2
2061 16,726 434 1,207 64.3 1,225 21.0 2,162 39.3
2062 16,640 43.5 1,208 64.3 1,232 20.7 2,113 394
2063 16,555 43.8 1,208 64.3 1,240 204 2,064 39.4
2064 16,470 43.9 1,209 64.3 1,249 20.1 2,017 39.5
2065 16,386 44.2 1,210 64.3 1,258 19.9 1,976 39.6
2066 16,300 44.4 1,210 64.3 1,268 19.6 1,941 39.7
2067 16,214 44.6 1,211 64.4 1,277 19.3 1,912 39.8
2068 16,128 448 1,211 64.5 1,287 19.1 1,887 39.9
2069 16,046 45.0 1,211 64.6 1,298 18.9 1,865 40.0
2070 15,966 453 1,211 64.6 1,308 18.6 1,848 401
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Table 4i.

Beneficiaries and average system replacement rates - Pessimistic Scenario

Equivalent pensioners Retired civil servants Unemployed Long term care beneficiaries

Year Million Replaceme?/t Million Replaceme?/t Million Replaceme?/t Million Replaceme?/t

0 0 0 0
2007 14,163 48.5 942 68.6 3,425 455 2,036 34.1
2008 14,238 41.7 968 68.1 3,418 449 2,040 35.0
2009 14,280 47.4 995 67.6 3,407 441 2,056 35.6
2010 14,297 46.8 1,022 67.2 3,395 434 2,080 36.2
2011 14,320 46.7 1,049 67.1 3,392 424 2,108 36.6
2012 14,372 46.4 1,075 67.0 3,386 415 2,126 36.9
2013 14,445 45.9 1,102 67.0 3,377 40.8 2,137 37.2
2014 14,530 45.9 1,129 66.9 3,363 40.2 2,152 374
2015 14,618 45.8 1,156 66.9 3,347 39.8 2,170 37.6
2016 14,708 45.6 1,176 66.8 3,330 394 2,184 37.8
2017 14,799 455 1,195 66.8 3,311 39.0 2,191 37.9
2018 14,871 453 1,215 66.7 3,290 38.6 2,194 38.0
2019 14,943 452 1,234 66.7 3,266 38.1 2,204 38.1
2020 15,020 451 1,254 66.7 3,240 317 2,217 379
2021 15,103 445 1,262 66.5 3,211 375 2,225 379
2022 15,202 442 1,270 66.3 3,180 37.3 2,226 379
2023 15,319 43.9 1,278 66.1 3,147 37.2 2,226 37.8
2024 15,446 43.5 1,286 65.9 3,112 37.0 2,233 377
2025 15,590 431 1,294 65.8 3,076 36.8 2,241 317
2026 15,749 42.8 1,287 65.4 3,039 36.6 2,244 376
2027 15,903 42.5 1,280 65.0 3,002 36.4 2,244 375
2028 16,049 422 1,273 64.7 2,965 36.3 2,243 374
2029 16,197 42.0 1,266 64.3 2,929 36.1 2,248 374
2030 16,358 41.3 1,259 63.9 2,894 35.9 2,250 37.6
2031 16,525 411 1,246 63.6 2,853 356 2,248 375
2032 16,667 40.8 1,233 63.3 2,814 354 2,246 37.3
2033 16,780 40.6 1,220 63.0 2,780 35.2 2,245 37.3
2034 16,859 40.3 1,207 62.7 2,747 35.0 2,249 37.2
2035 16,900 40.2 1,194 62.4 2,117 34.7 2,251 371
2036 16,908 40.0 1,185 62.3 2,687 345 2,252 37.0
2037 16,885 39.9 1,176 62.2 2,659 34.3 2,259 37.0
2038 16,836 39.8 1,167 62.0 2,633 34.0 2,270 37.0
2039 16,773 39.7 1,158 61.9 2,607 33.8 2,285 37.0
2040 16,703 39.7 1,150 61.8 2,581 335 2,304 37.0
2041 16,634 39.6 1,145 61.8 2,553 33.3 2,323 36.9
2042 16,558 39.5 1,141 61.8 2,525 331 2,341 36.9
2043 16,492 39.4 1,137 61.9 2,496 328 2,359 36.8
2044 16,430 39.4 1,132 61.9 2,468 32.6 2,376 36.8
2045 16,371 39.3 1,128 61.9 2,438 324 2,392 36.7
2046 16,309 39.2 1,124 62.1 2,408 322 2,405 36.6
2047 16,242 39.1 1,120 62.3 2,377 32.0 2,411 36.5
2048 16,152 39.0 1,115 62.5 2,346 318 2,411 36.4
2049 16,050 38.9 1,111 62.6 2,315 317 2,406 36.3
2050 15,939 38.9 1,107 62.8 2,285 315 2,395 36.1
2051 15,822 38.8 1,101 62.9 2,255 314 2,384 36.0
2052 15,696 38.8 1,096 63.1 2,226 31.2 2,368 36.0
2053 15,563 38.7 1,090 63.2 2,197 311 2,345 36.0
2054 15,419 38.6 1,084 63.3 2,169 31.0 2,317 35.9
2055 15,264 38.6 1,079 63.4 2,142 30.8 2,281 35.9
2056 15,092 38.5 1,071 63.5 2,115 30.7 2,241 35.9
2057 14,906 38.5 1,063 63.5 2,089 30.5 2,195 35.8
2058 14,713 38.4 1,055 63.6 2,064 304 2,142 35.8
2059 14,518 38.4 1,047 63.7 2,039 30.3 2,086 35.8
2060 14,323 38.4 1,039 63.7 2,015 30.1 2,027 35.8
2061 14,134 38.4 1,030 63.7 1,992 30.0 1,968 35.7
2062 13,952 38.4 1,021 63.7 1,968 29.8 1,909 35.7
2063 13,774 38.4 1,013 63.6 1,945 29.7 1,850 35.6
2064 13,598 38.4 1,004 63.6 1,922 295 1,792 356
2065 13,424 38.3 995 63.6 1,899 294 1,740 355
2066 13,252 38.3 986 63.6 1,877 29.2 1,694 355
2067 13,080 38.3 976 63.7 1,856 29.1 1,653 354
2068 12,912 38.3 967 63.7 1,835 289 1,617 354
2069 12,748 38.3 957 63.8 1,814 28.8 1,583 354
2070 12,588 38.3 948 63.8 1,793 28.6 1,553 35.3
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Table 4j. Hospital days, outpatient visits, medical supplies, long-term care cases - Baseline

Exgendltgre health insurance :jnpatlent hospital Outpatient visits Defined Daily Doses Ll\c/l)'rl]lg term care
Year .2nd careinsurance _ ays (Million)

Total Share in function Million Per Million Per Million Per In- Out-

(billion)  |health (%) insured insured insured| patients| patients
2007 172.8 68.9 145 2 1,179 17 28,311 404 1,399 637
2008 179.2 69.4 142 2 1,180 17 28,419 407 1,404 637
2009 187.3 70.1 140 2 1,182 17 28,533 409 1,415 641
2010 194.2 70.7 138 2 1,184 17 28,670 412 1,430 651
2011 201.6 71.2 138 2 1,185 17 28,794 415 1,446 663
2012 209.2 71.8 138 2 1,186 17 28,900 418 1,457 670
2013 216.8 723 139 2 1,186 17 28,996 420 1,464 675
2014 224.7 72.8 139 2 1,187 17 29,082 423 1,474 680
2015 232.8 73.3 139 2 1,186 17 29,176 426 1,486 687
2016 241.0 73.8 139 2 1,186 17 29,254 429 1,494 692
2017 249.3 74.2 139 2 1,185 17 29,310 431 1,499 694
2018 257.7 747 139 2 1,183 17 29,357 433 1,502 695
2019 266.4 75.1 139 2 1,182 18 29,396 436 1,509 699
2020 2744 75.6 138 2 1,179 18 29,428 438 1,516 704
2021 281.9 75.9 138 2 1,178 18 29,432 440 1,521 707
2022 289.1 76.3 137 2 1,178 18 29,331 440 1,523 707
2023 296.3 76.7 136 2 1,477 18 29,237 441 1,523 707
2024 303.8 771 136 2 1,477 18 29,144 441 1,528 710
2025 3114 775 135 2 1,177 18 29,052 441 1,532 714
2026 319.0 779 134 2 1,176 18 28,961 441 1,534 716
2027 326.9 78.3 134 2 1,177 18 28,873 442 1,534 "7
2028 334.9 78.7 134 2 1,477 18 28,797 442 1,534 "7
2029 343.3 79.0 133 2 1,177 18 28,720 442 1,538 719
2030 352.5 794 133 2 1,178 18 28,643 442 1,541 720
2031 362.6 79.7 133 2 1,175 18 28,577 442 1,541 718
2032 373.7 80.1 133 2 1,173 18 28,581 444 1,543 716
2033 385.3 80.5 133 2 1,169 18 28,584 445 1,545 713
2034 3975 80.8 132 2 1,166 18 28,580 447 1,551 713
2035 410.0 81.1 132 2 1,163 18 28,568 448 1,556 712
2036 4229 81.5 132 2 1,159 18 28,560 449 1,560 709
2037 436.4 81.8 131 2 1,155 18 28,555 451 1,567 710
2038 450.4 82.1 131 2 1,151 18 28,542 452 1,576 713
2039 464.8 824 130 2 1,146 18 28,519 454 1,588 718
2040 479.6 82.8 130 2 1,142 18 28,483 455 1,601 725
2041 4949 83.1 129 2 1,137 18 28,436 456 1,614 732
2042 510.6 83.4 129 2 1,132 18 28,380 457 1,627 739
2043 526.8 83.7 129 2 1,127 18 28,308 457 1,638 746
2044 543.1 84.0 128 2 1,122 18 28,216 458 1,650 753
2045 560.0 84.2 128 2 1,116 18 28,102 458 1,660 760
2046 5774 84.5 128 2 1,110 18 27,969 458 1,669 766
2047 594.7 84.8 128 2 1,104 18 27,816 457 1,673 770
2048 611.7 85.0 127 2 1,096 18 27,631 457 1,673 77
2049 628.7 85.2 127 2 1,088 18 27,412 455 1,670 77
2050 644.9 85.4 126 2 1,080 18 27,162 454 1,663 768
2051 661.2 85.6 125 2 1,072 18 26,892 452 1,656 767
2052 677.1 85.8 124 2 1,065 18 26,578 449 1,646 763
2053 692.8 85.9 123 2 1,057 18 26,246 446 1,632 756
2054 708.5 86.0 123 2 1,048 18 25,895 443 1,614 748
2055 7241 86.2 122 2 1,040 18 25,527 439 1,592 736
2056 739.8 86.3 121 2 1,031 18 25,157 435 1,568 723
2057 755.4 86.4 120 2 1,022 18 24,794 431 1,540 707
2058 771.0 86.4 119 2 1,014 18 24,439 428 1,509 689
2059 786.7 86.5 118 2 1,005 18 24,089 424 1,475 668
2060 802.5 86.6 116 2 996 18 23,744 420 1,441 647
2061 818.8 86.6 115 2 988 18 23,413 417 1,406 625
2062 835.6 86.7 114 2 980 18 23,096 413 1,373 604
2063 852.9 86.8 113 2 972 17 22,791 410 1,339 582
2064 870.8 86.8 112 2 964 17 22,507 407 1,306 560
2065 889.7 86.9 111 2 957 17 22,236 404 1,277 541
2066 909.7 87.0 110 2 950 17 21,975 401 1,251 525
2067 930.7 87.0 109 2 944 17 21,724 398 1,229 510
2068 952.8 87.1 108 2 937 17 21,479 396 1,209 498
2069 975.8 87.2 107 2 931 17 21,241 393 1,191 486
2070 999.9 87.3 106 2 926 17 21,004 390 1,175 476
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Table 4k. Hospital days, outpatient visits, medical supplies, long-term care cases - Optimistic Scenario

Expenditure health insurance

Inpatient hospital

Outpatient visits

Defined Daily Doses

Long term care

Year and care insurance days (Million)

Total Share in function Million Per Million Per Million Per In- Out-

(billion)  |health (%) insured insured insured| patients| patients
2007 173.2 68.8 145 2 1,180 17 28,312 404 1,399 637
2008 180.5 69.4 142 2 1,182 17 28,423 406 1,405 637
2009 190.2 70.2 141 2 1,185 17 28,542 408 1,416 641
2010 198.7 70.7 139 2 1,188 17 28,700 411 1,431 651
2011 207.9 713 139 2 1,190 17 28,832 413 1,448 663
2012 2174 72.0 140 2 1,193 17 28,949 415 1,459 670
2013 227.2 726 140 2 1,196 17 29,064 417 1,467 675
2014 2374 73.2 141 2 1,199 17 29,175 419 1,478 681
2015 248.0 73.8 141 2 1,202 17 29,302 420 1,491 687
2016 258.9 744 141 2 1,204 17 29,420 422 1,501 693
2017 270.0 75.0 142 2 1,207 17 29,522 423 1,507 695
2018 2815 75.5 142 2 1,210 17 29,620 424 1,512 696
2019 2934 76.1 142 2 1,213 17 29,712 425 1,520 700
2020 304.8 76.6 142 2 1,215 17 29,803 426 1,530 705
2021 315.6 771 142 2 1,219 17 29,870 426 1,537 709
2022 326.3 775 142 2 1,222 17 29,830 425 1,541 709
2023 337.2 779 141 2 1,225 17 29,790 424 1,543 709
2024 348.5 78.3 141 2 1,228 17 29,744 423 1,549 712
2025 360.1 78.7 140 2 1,231 17 29,693 422 1,555 716
2026 3721 79.1 140 2 1,234 17 29,636 420 1,558 719
2027 384.5 794 139 2 1,236 18 29,580 419 1,560 719
2028 3974 79.8 139 2 1,239 18 29,534 418 1,562 719
2029 411.0 80.2 139 2 1,242 18 29,486 417 1,567 722
2030 4259 80.5 139 2 1,245 18 29,437 416 1,570 723
2031 4421 80.9 139 2 1,245 18 29,400 415 1,572 721
2032 460.1 81.3 139 2 1,244 18 29,434 415 1,575 719
2033 479.3 81.7 139 2 1,244 18 29,471 415 1,579 "7
2034 499.6 82.1 139 2 1,244 17 29,502 415 1,586 "7
2035 520.9 82.5 139 2 1,244 17 29,531 415 1,592 716
2036 543.3 82.8 139 2 1,245 17 29,566 415 1,598 714
2037 567.1 83.2 139 2 1,245 17 29,608 415 1,607 715
2038 592.2 83.6 139 2 1,245 17 29,644 415 1,618 718
2039 618.4 84.0 139 2 1,246 17 29,671 414 1,630 724
2040 645.8 84.3 139 2 1,246 17 29,688 414 1,645 731
2041 674.4 84.7 139 2 1,247 17 29,696 413 1,660 739
2042 704.2 85.1 139 2 1,247 17 29,699 412 1,675 746
2043 735.2 85.4 140 2 1,248 17 29,692 411 1,688 754
2044 767.2 85.8 140 2 1,248 17 29,669 410 1,702 761
2045 800.5 86.1 140 2 1,248 17 29,629 409 1,714 768
2046 835.2 86.4 140 2 1,248 17 29,574 407 1,725 775
2047 870.4 86.7 140 2 1,247 17 29,502 405 1,732 779
2048 906.0 87.0 141 2 1,246 17 29,400 403 1,735 781
2049 942.3 87.2 140 2 1,243 17 29,267 401 1,734 781
2050 978.1 87.5 140 2 1,241 17 29,106 398 1,730 779
2051 1,015.0 87.7 140 2 1,239 17 28,924 395 1,726 778
2052 1,052.1 87.9 140 2 1,237 17 28,698 391 1,719 775
2053 1,090.0 88.0 139 2 1,235 17 28,453 387 1,708 769
2054 1,128.8 88.2 139 2 1,232 17 28,188 383 1,693 762
2055 1,168.6 88.3 138 2 1,229 17 27,906 379 1,675 751
2056 1,209.6 88.5 138 2 1,226 17 27,620 374 1,654 739
2057 1,251.7 88.6 137 2 1,223 17 27,341 370 1,630 724
2058 1,295.1 88.7 137 2 1,221 16 27,072 366 1,603 707
2059 1,340.2 88.8 137 2 1,218 16 26,808 362 1,574 688
2060 1,387.0 89.0 136 2 1,216 16 26,549 358 1,544 668
2061 1,435.9 89.1 136 2 1,214 16 26,305 354 1,514 648
2062 1,487.3 89.2 135 2 1,213 16 26,075 350 1,485 628
2063 1,541.2 89.3 135 2 1,211 16 25,860 346 1,456 607
2064 1,597.9 89.5 134 2 1,211 16 25,667 343 1,429 588
2065 1,658.0 89.6 134 2 1,211 16 25,487 339 1,405 571
2066 1,721.8 89.7 134 2 1,211 16 25,320 336 1,385 556
2067 1,789.3 89.9 133 2 1,211 16 25,163 333 1,368 544
2068 1,860.5 90.0 133 2 1,213 16 25,017 330 1,353 533
2069 1,935.4 90.1 133 2 1,214 16 24,882 327 1,341 524
2070 2,014.6 90.3 133 2 1,216 16 24,750 324 1,331 517
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Table 4l.

Hospital days, outpatient visits, medical supplies, long-term care cases — Pessimistic Scenario

Exgendltgre health insurance :jnpatlent hospital Outpatient visits Defined Daily Doses Ll\c/l)'rl]lg term care
Year .2nd careinsurance _ ays (Million)

Total Share in function Million Per Million Per Million Per In- Out-

(billion)  |health (%) insured insured insured| patients patients
2007 172.3 68.9 145 2 1,179 17 28,310 404 1,399 637
2008 178.2 69.5 142 2 1,180 17 28,417 407 1,404 637
2009 185.4 70.2 140 2 1,181 17 28,528 410 1,415 641
2010 191.7 70.7 137 2 1,182 17 28,654 413 1,430 651
2011 198.5 71.3 138 2 1,182 17 28,775 416 1,445 662
2012 205.4 71.8 138 2 1,183 17 28,878 419 1,456 670
2013 212.3 723 138 2 1,183 17 28,969 422 1,463 674
2014 219.5 72.8 138 2 1,182 17 29,051 425 1,473 680
2015 226.8 73.3 138 2 1,182 17 29,140 428 1,484 686
2016 2341 73.8 138 2 1,180 17 29,213 431 1,493 691
2017 2416 74.2 138 2 1,179 17 29,264 434 1,497 694
2018 249.0 746 138 2 1,176 18 29,306 436 1,500 695
2019 256.7 75.1 138 2 1,174 18 29,339 439 1,506 698
2020 263.7 755 137 2 1,171 18 29,365 442 1,514 703
2021 2701 75.9 137 2 1,170 18 29,363 444 1,519 707
2022 2761 76.2 136 2 1,168 18 29,254 445 1,520 707
2023 2821 76.5 135 2 1,166 18 29,148 446 1,519 706
2024 288.2 76.9 134 2 1,164 18 29,038 446 1,523 709
2025 2944 772 133 2 1,162 18 28,927 447 1,527 713
2026 300.6 776 133 2 1,161 18 28,813 448 1,528 716
2027 306.9 779 132 2 1,159 18 28,700 449 1,528 716
2028 313.3 78.2 132 2 1,157 18 28,596 450 1,527 716
2029 320.0 78.5 131 2 1,155 18 28,489 451 1,530 718
2030 327.6 78.8 131 2 1,153 18 28,380 452 1,532 718
2031 336.0 79.1 130 2 1,148 18 28,280 453 1,531 7
2032 3454 79.5 130 2 1,143 18 28,250 456 1,531 714
2033 355.2 79.8 130 2 1,138 18 28,219 458 1,533 712
2034 365.4 80.1 129 2 1,132 18 28,182 460 1,537 712
2035 375.9 80.5 129 2 1,126 19 28,139 463 1,541 710
2036 386.6 80.8 128 2 1,121 19 28,101 465 1,544 707
2037 397.8 81.1 128 2 1,115 19 28,066 468 1,551 708
2038 4094 814 127 2 1,108 19 28,023 471 1,559 71
2039 421.2 81.7 126 2 1,102 19 27,967 473 1,569 716
2040 433.3 82.0 126 2 1,095 19 27,898 476 1,581 723
2041 4456 82.3 125 2 1,088 19 27,817 478 1,593 730
2042 458.1 826 125 2 1,081 19 27,726 480 1,604 737
2043 470.8 82.9 124 2 1,074 19 27,618 482 1,615 744
2044 483.5 83.1 124 2 1,066 19 27,491 484 1,625 751
2045 496.5 83.4 123 2 1,057 19 27,340 485 1,634 757
2046 509.7 83.6 123 2 1,049 19 271171 486 1,642 763
2047 522.6 83.9 122 2 1,040 19 26,980 487 1,645 766
2048 535.0 84.1 121 2 1,030 19 26,755 488 1,644 767
2049 5471 84.2 121 2 1,019 19 26,497 488 1,639 767
2050 558.2 84.4 120 2 1,007 19 26,209 488 1,631 764
2051 569.1 84.5 119 2 997 19 25,898 487 1,622 762
2052 579.4 84.7 17 2 986 19 25,544 486 1,611 758
2053 589.4 84.8 116 2 974 19 25,170 484 1,594 751
2054 599.0 84.8 115 2 962 19 24,776 482 1,575 742
2055 608.4 84.9 114 2 950 19 24,363 480 1,551 730
2056 617.5 85.0 112 2 938 19 23,947 477 1,525 716
2057 626.3 85.0 111 2 926 19 23,537 475 1,495 700
2058 635.0 85.0 110 2 914 19 23,135 473 1,462 681
2059 643.4 85.1 108 2 901 19 22,737 470 1,426 660
2060 651.8 85.1 107 2 889 19 22,343 468 1,389 638
2061 660.2 85.1 105 2 877 19 21,963 466 1,353 616
2062 668.8 85.1 104 2 865 19 21,598 464 1,316 593
2063 677.6 85.1 103 2 854 19 21,244 462 1,280 570
2064 686.5 85.1 101 2 843 19 20,911 460 1,244 548
2065 696.0 85.1 100 2 832 19 20,592 459 1,212 528
2066 706.0 85.1 98 2 821 19 20,285 457 1,184 510
2067 716.5 85.2 97 2 811 19 19,986 456 1,159 495
2068 7274 85.2 96 2 801 18 19,695 455 1,136 481
2069 738.7 85.2 95 2 91 18 19,411 453 1,115 468
2070 750.5 85.3 93 2 782 18 19,129 452 1,096 457
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AT

Table 4m.

Age-related health system utilization rates, male - Baseline

Age groups
Year 0-4 59 1014 1519  20-24 2529 30-34 3539 40-44 4549 50-54 55-59 60-64 6569 70-74 75-79 80-84 85-89 90-94 95-100
Male probabilities of contacting the health system
2010 0352 0.084 0077 0.08 0092 008 0111 0121 0133 0160 0206 0240 0.362 0355 0416 0495 0594 0633 1.002 1.002
2020 0350 0.083 0076 0.083 0091 0.08 0110 0120 0.130 0157 0.196 0225 0.332 0333 0381 0469 0561 0.600 0.959  0.959
2030 0.348 0.083 0075 0.081 0087 0083 0106 0115 0.126 0150 0.172 0206 0282 0316 0.341 0405 0481 0521 0803 0.803
2040 0.348 0.083 0075 0.079 008 0079 0103 0113 0.123 0147 0.15 0196 0255 0315 0324 0372 0431 0444 0686  0.686
2050 0.348 0.083 0075 0.079 0082 0078 0102 0112 0122 0147 0.148 0190 0240 0308 0318 0363 0419 0429 0653 0.653
2060 0.348 0.083 0075 0.079 0082 0078 0102 0112 0122 0146 0.146 0187 0238 0300 0320 0358 0415 0433 0662 0.662
2070 0.348 0.083 0075 0.079 0082 0.078 0102 0112 0122 0147 0.144 0183 0235 0291 0323 0355 0413 0428 0.658 0.658




Table 4n. Contribution assessment ceilings and contribution rates — Baseline

Contribution assessment ceiling (Beitragsbemessungsgrenze) |Contribution rate Average wage

Pension & unemployment Health Pens. Health Care Ul Civ.serv. contrib.

Year % of pen Mult. av
€  Mult.avg. w. € ootpens.  Hull. avg. % €

ceil. wage

2007 63,000 20 42,750 67.9 134 199 146 19 36 34,641 31,823
2008 64,500 20 43,760 67.8 134/ 199 148 20 33 35415 32,572
2009 66,100 20 44,860 67.9 134/ 199 149 20 27 36,266 33,395
2010 67,800 20 46,010 67.9 134 199 149 21 24 37,149 34,251
2011 69,800 20 47,370 67.9 1.34| 192 149 21 23 38,190 35,262
2012 71,900 20 48,780 67.8 134 191 148 21 22 39,270 36,311
2013 74,100 20 50,240 67.8 1.34] 189 147 22 21 40,389 37,400
2014 76,300 20 51,760 67.8 134 189 147 22 20 41549 38,531
2015 78,600 20 53,340 67.9 1.34) 189 147 23 20 42,753 39,706
2016 81,000 20 54,980 67.9 134 189 147 23 19 44,001 40,927
2017 83,500 20 56,680 67.9 134/ 189 147 23 19 45297 42,195
2018 86,100 20 58,450 67.9 134 193 147 23 19 46641 43513
2019 88,800 20 60,290 67.9 134/ 196 147 23 18 48036 44,883
2020 91,600 20 62,210 67.9 134 199 147 24 18 49484 46,307
2021 94,000 20 63,860 67.9 1.34| 200 147 24 18 50,734 47,539
2022 96,500 20 65560 67.9 1.34| 202 147 24 18 52,015 48,802
2023 99,100 20 67,300 67.9 1.34) 205 147 24 18 53,326 50,097
2024 101,700 20 69,080 67.9 134 206 147 24 18 54,669 51,425
2025 104,400 20 70910 67.9 134 210 147 24 19 56,044 52,787
2026 107,200 20 72,790 67.9 134 212 151 25 19 57,452 54,183
2027 110,000 20 74,710 67.9 134 215 151 25 19 58,894 55,614
2028 112,900 20 76,680 67.9 134 217 151 25 19 60,371 57,082
2029 115,900 20 78,700 67.9 134 219 151 25 19 61,882 58,586
2030 119,000 20 80,780 67.9 134 220 156 25 19 63,430 60,128
2031 123,100 20 83570 67.9 134 220 156 25 19 65,516 62,210
2032 127,400 20 86,460 67.9 134 220 156 25 20 67,671 64,364
2033 131,800 20 89,460 67.9 134 220 156 26 20 69,896 66,592
2034 136,400 20 92,550 67.9 134 220 156 26 20 72,194 68,896
2035 141,100 20 95,760 67.9 134 220 162 26 20 74,566 71,280
2036 146,000 20 99,070 67.9 134 220 162 26 20 77,017 73,745
2037 151,000 20 102,490 67.9 134 220 162 26 20 79,547 76,296
2038 156,200 2.0 106,040 67.9 134 220 162 26 20 82,160 78,934
2039 161,600 20 109,700 67.9 1.34] 220 162 27 20 84,858 81,662
2040 167,200 20 113,500 67.9 134 220 162 27 20 87,645 84,485
2041 173,000 20 117,420 67.9 1.34] 220 162 27 20 90,522 87,405
2042 179,000 20 121,470 67.9 1.34| 220 162 28 20 93,494 90,425
2043 185,200 20 125,670 67.9 134 220 162 28 20 96,562 93,548
2044 191,600 20 130,010 67.9 134 220 167 29 20 99,730 96,779
2045 198,200 20 134,500 67.9 1.34| 220 167 29 20 103,002 100,122
2046 205,000 20 139,140 67.9 134/ 220 167 29 20 106,380 103,578
2047 212,100 20 143,950 67.9 1.34| 220 167 29 20 109,869 107,154
2048 219,400 20 148,920 67.9 134/ 220 167 3.0 20 113471 110,852
2049 227,000 2.0 154,050 67.9 1.34) 220 167 3.0 20 117,191 114,677
2050 234,800 20 159,370 67.9 1.34| 220 167 30 20 121,032 118,634
2051 242,300 20 164,450 67.9 134 220 167 3.0 20 124,699 122417
2052 250,000 20 169,700 67.9 134 220 167 30 20 128477 126,321
2053 258,000 20 175110 67.9 134/ 220 167 29 20 132,370 130,350
2054 266,200 20 180,690 67.9 1.34) 220 167 29 20 136,380 134,507
2055 274,700 20 186,460 67.9 1.34| 220 167 29 20 140512 138,796
2056 283,500 20 192,400 67.9 1.34) 220 167 29 20 144,769 143,223
2057 292,500 20 198,540 67.9 1.34| 220 167 28 20 149,155 147,790
2058 301,800 2.0 204,870 67.9 134 220 167 28 20 153,673 152,503
2059 311,400 20 211,400 67.9 1.34| 220 167 27 20 158,329 157,367
2060 321,300 20 218,140 67.9 134/ 220 166 27 20 163,126 162,385
2061 331,600 20 2251100 67.9 134/ 220 165 26 20 168,068 167,564
2062 342,200 20 232,280 67.9 1.34| 220 165 26 20 173,160 172,907
2063 353,100 20 239,690 67.9 134 220 165 25 20 178406 178,422
2064 364,400 20 247,330 67.9 1.34| 220 165 24 20 183,811 184,112
2065 376,000 2.0 255220 67.9 1.34| 220 164 24 20 189,380 189,983
2066 388,000 20 263,360 67.9 1.34| 220 163 23 20 195117 196,042
2067 400,400 20 271,760 67.9 134 220 162 23 20 201,028 202,294
2068 413,200 20 280,420 67.9 1.34) 220 161 22 21 207,119 208,745
2069 426,400 20 289,370 67.9 1.34| 220 160 22 21 213,394 215402
2070 440,000 20 298,590 67.9 1.34) 220 160 22 21 219,859 222271
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Table 4o0. Contribution assessment ceilings and contribution rates — Optimistic Scenario

Contribution assessment ceiling (Beitragsbemessungsgrenze)  |Contribution rate Average wage

Pension & unemployment Health Pens. Health Care Ul Civ.serv. contrib.

Year % of Mult
€  Mult. avg. w. € oorpens.  Uull. avg. % €

ceil. wage

2007 63,000 2.0 42,750 67.9 134/ 199 146 19 36 34,623 31,811
2008 64,800 2.0 43,950 67.8 1.34| 199 148 20 32 35,547 32,704
2009 66,900 2.0 45,360 67.8 1.34| 199 150 21 25 36,632 33,755
2010 69,200 2.0 46,940 67.8 134 189 150 21 21 37,845 34,931
2011 71,800 2.0 48,730 67.9 134/ 188 148 21 20 39,213 36,261
2012 74,600 2.0 50,600 67.8 134 187 147 22 18 40,640 37,650
2013 77,500 2.0 52,550 67.8 134 186 147 22 17 42,129 39,102
2014 80,500 2.0 54,590 67.8 134 186 147 22 16 43,683 40,620
2015 83,600 2.0 56,720 67.8 134 186 147 23 15 45303 42,206
2016 86,900 2.0 58,950 67.8 1.34| 186 147 23 14 46,995 43,865
2017 90,300 20 61,280 67.9 134 186 146 23 13 48,761 45,600
2018 93,900 20 63,720 67.9 134 187 146 23 12 50,605 47,415
2019 97,700 2.0 66,270 67.8 134 194 146 23 1.2 52,530 49,314
2020 101,600 2.0 68,940 67.9 1.34| 194 146 23 11 54,541 51,301
2021 105,200 20 71,380 67.9 1.34| 195 146 23 1.1 56,370 53,112
2022 108,900 2.0 73,900 67.9 134/ 196 146 23 1.0 58,260 54,987
2023 112,700 2.0 76,500 67.9 1.34| 197 146 23 10 60,212 56,926
2024 116,700 2.0 79,200 67.9 134/ 199 146 23 1.0 62,229 58,933
2025 120,800 2.0 81,990 67.9 134/ 200 146 23 1.0 64,313 61,010
2026 125,100 2.0 84,880 67.8 134 203 146 23 1.0 66,465 63,159
2027 129,500 20 87,870 67.9 134/ 203 146 23 1.0 68,688 65,383
2028 134,100 2.0 90,960 67.8 134 205 146 23 09 70,984 67,684
2029 138,800 2.0 94,160 67.8 134 206 146 23 09 73,356 70,065
2030 143,700 20 97470 67.8 134 206 146 23 09 75,806 72,528
2031 149,900 2.0 101,650 67.8 134 210 146 24 09 78,893 75,637
2032 156,300 2.0 106,000 67.8 134/ 210 146 24 09 82,105 78,878
2033 163,000 2.0 110,540 67.8 134 212 146 24 09 85,447 82,258
2034 170,000 2.0 115,280 67.8 134 213 146 24 09 88,924 85,782
2035 177,300 2.0 120,220 67.8 134| 213 146 24 09 92,543 89,456
2036 184,900 2.0 125,370 67.8 134 214 152 24 09 96,307 93,287
2037 192,800 2.0 130,730 67.8 134 214 152 24 09 100,225 97,281
2038 201,100 2.0 136,330 67.8 134 214 152 24 09 104,300 101,445
2039 209,700 2.0 142,160 67.8 1.34| 214 152 25 09 108,541 105,787
2040 218,700 2.0 148,250 67.8 1.34| 214 152 25 09 112954 110,313
2041 228,100 2.0 154,590 67.8 134 214 152 25 09 117,545 115,033
2042 237,900 2.0 161,200 67.8 1.34| 214 152 25 09 122,321 119,954
2043 248,100 2.0 168,100 67.8 1.34| 214 152 26 09 127,291 125,084
2044 258,700 2.0 175,290 67.8 134| 214 152 26 09 132462 130,433
2045 269,800 2.0 182,780 67.7 134 213 152 26 09 137,843 136,010
2046 281,300 2.0 190,590 67.8 1.34| 211 152 26 09 143,440 141,823
2047 293,300 2.0 198,740 67.8 134| 211 152 26 09 149,264 147,885
2048 305,800 2.0 207,230 67.8 1.34| 211 152 26 09 155324 154,204
2049 318,900 2.0 216,090 67.8 1.34| 211 152 26 09 161,628 160,793
2050 332,500 2.0 225,320 67.8 134 211 152 27 09 168,187 167,661
2051 345,900 2.0 234,380 67.8 134 211 159 27 09 174611 174,402
2052 359,800 2.0 243,800 67.8 1.34| 211 159 27 09 181,280 181,414
2053 374,300 2.0 253,600 67.8 134 211 159 27 09 188,204 188,707
2054 389,400 2.0 263,800 67.7 1.34| 211 159 27 09 195392 196,294
2055 405,000 2.0 274,400 67.8 134 211 158 26 09 202,855 204,186
2056 421,300 2.0 285,430 67.7 134/ 211 158 26 09 210,603 212,395
2057 438,200 2.0 296,910 67.8 134 207 158 26 09 218,646 220,934
2058 455,800 2.0 308,850 67.8 134 207 157 26 09 226997 229,817
2059 474,100 2.0 321,260 67.8 134 205 157 25 09 235667 239,056
2060 493,200 2.0 334,180 67.8 134 203 157 25 09 244,668 248,667
2061 513,000 2.0 347,610 67.8 1.34| 203 157 24 09 254,013 258,664
2062 533,600 2.0 361,590 67.8 134 200 157 24 09 263,714 269,064
2063 555,100 2.0 376,130 67.8 134 200 157 23 1.0 273,787 279,881
2064 577,400 2.0 391,250 67.8 134 198 157 23 1.0 284,243 291,133
2065 600,600 2.0 406,980 67.8 134 196 157 22 1.0 295100 302,838
2066 624,700 2.0 423,340 67.8 1.34| 195 157 22 1.0 306,370 315,013
2067 649,800 2.0 440,360 67.8 1.34| 194 157 22 1.0 318,072 327,677
2068 675,900 2.0 458,060 67.8 134 192 157 22 1.0 330,220 340,851
2069 703,100 2.0 476,480 67.8 134 190 157 21 11 342,832 354,555
2070 731,400 2.0 495,640 67.8 1.34| 189 157 21 11 355926 368,809

ILO-TF-FRG-R1 159



Table 4p. Contribution assessment ceilings and contribution rates — Pessimistic Scenario

Contribution assessment ceiling (Beitragsbemessungsgrenze) |Contribution rate Average wage

Pension & unemployment Health Pens. Health Care Ul Civ.serv. contrib.

Year % of pen Mult. av
€  Mult. avg. w. € ootpens.  Hull. avg. % €

ceil. wage

2007 63,000 20 42,750 67.9 134 199 146 19 36 34,650 31,819
2008 64,400 20 43,710 67.9 134/ 199 148 20 39 35,392 32,536
2009 65,900 20 44,750 67.9 134/ 200 150 20 38 36,186 33,305
2010 67,400 20 45790 67.9 134/ 200 150 21 37 36,987 34,081
2011 69,200 2.0 47,040 68.0 134/ 200 149 21 36 37,945 35,010
2012 71,100 2.0 48,330 68.0 134/ 200 149 21 36 38,936 35,972
2013 73,100 20 49,670 67.9 1.34] 197 149 22 36 39,963 36,971
2014 75,100 2.0 51,060 68.0 1.34) 197 149 22 35 41,025 38,006
2015 77,200 20 52,500 68.0 1.34) 197 149 22 35 42126 39,079
2016 79,400 2.0 54,000 68.0 134/ 197 149 23 36 43267 40,193
2017 81,700 20 55,550 68.0 1.34) 197 149 23 36 44448 41,348
2018 84,100 20 57,160 68.0 1.34] 197 149 23 35 45672 42,547
2019 86,600 20 58,840 67.9 134/ 200 149 23 35 46941 43,791
2020 89,100 20 60,570 68.0 1.34) 208 149 24 35 48256 45,082
2021 91,200 20 61,970 67.9 1.34| 209 149 24 36 49317 46,126
2022 93,300 20 63,400 68.0 134 212 149 24 36 50,400 47,192
2023 95,500 20 643870 67.9 134 214 152 24 36 51,504 48,280
2024 97,700 20 66,360 67.9 134 218 152 25 36 52,630 49,391
2025 99,900 20 67,880 67.9 134 219 152 25 36 53,778 50,525
2026 102,200 2.0 69,440 67.9 134 220 152 25 36 54949 51,683
2027 104,500 20 71,030 68.0 134 220 158 25 36 56,142 52,865
2028 106,900 20 72,650 68.0 134/ 220 158 26 37 57,359 54,071
2029 109,300 20 74,300 68.0 134 220 158 26 37 58,599 55,302
2030 111,800 20 75,990 68.0 1.34] 220 163 26 37 59,864 56,557
2031 115,400 20 78450 68.0 134 220 163 27 37 61,708 58,392
2032 119,200 2.0 81,000 68.0 1.34] 220 163 27 37 63,609 60,285
2033 123,100 20 83,620 67.9 134 220 163 27 37 65,568 62,239
2034 127,100 20 86,330 67.9 134 220 169 27 38 67,586 64,256
2035 131,200 20 89,130 67.9 134 220 169 27 38 69,667 66,338
2036 135,500 20 92,020 67.9 134 220 169 28 38 71,811 68,488
2037 139,900 2.0 95,000 67.9 134 220 169 28 38 74,021 70,706
2038 144,400 2.0 98,070 67.9 134/ 220 169 28 38 76,299 72,996
2039 149,100 2.0 101,250 67.9 1.34] 220 175 29 39 78,646 75,360
2040 153,900 2.0 104,530 67.9 134 220 175 29 39 81,065 77,800
2041 158,900 2.0 107,910 67.9 134 220 175 3.0 39 83,558 80,318
2042 164,000 2.0 111,400 67.9 1.34| 220 175 30 39 86,127 82,918
2043 169,300 20 115,010 67.9 134 220 175 31 39 88,775 85,601
2044 174,800 20 118,730 67.9 1.34] 220 175 31 39 91,503 88,371
2045 180,500 2.0 122,570 67.9 1.34| 220 175 32 39 94,315 91,229
2046 186,300 2.0 126,540 67.9 1.34] 220 175 32 40 97,213 94,180
2047 192,300 2.0 130,630 67.9 1.34| 220 180 32 40 100,200 97,226
2048 198,500 2.0 134,850 67.9 134/ 220 180 32 40 103,278 100,369
2049 204,900 2.0 139,210 67.9 134/ 220 180 33 40 106,449 103,614
2050 211,500 2.0 143,710 67.9 134/ 220 180 33 40 109,718 106,963
2051 217,700 2.0 147,910 67.9 134 220 180 33 40 112,767 110,091
2052 224,100 2.0 152,240 67.9 134/ 220 180 33 41 115900 113,311
2053 230,700 2.0 156,690 67.9 134/ 220 180 33 41 119120 116,625
2054 237,400 2.0 161,270 67.9 1.34| 220 180 33 41 122430 120,036
2055 244,300 2.0 165,990 67.9 1.34| 220 180 33 42 125831 123,547
2056 251,500 2.0 170,850 67.9 1.34) 220 180 32 42 129,327 127,160
2057 258,800 2.0 175,840 67.9 1.34| 220 180 32 42 132920 130,878
2058 266,400 2.0 180,980 67.9 134 220 180 32 42 136,613 134,706
2059 274,200 2.0 186,280 67.9 1.34| 220 180 31 43 140,408 138,645
2060 282,200 20 191,720 67.9 134/ 220 180 3.0 43 144,308 142,699
2061 290,500 20 197,330 67.9 134 220 180 3.0 43 148317 146,872
2062 299,000 2.0 203,100 67.9 1.34| 220 180 29 43 152437 151,167
2063 307,700 2.0 209,040 67.9 134/ 220 180 28 43 156,672 155,587
2064 316,700 2.0 215,150 67.9 1.34| 220 180 28 44 161,024 160,136
2065 326,000 2.0 221,440 67.9 134 220 180 28 44 165497 164,819
2066 335,500 2.0 227,920 67.9 1.34| 220 180 27 45 170,094 169,638
2067 345,300 2.0 234,580 67.9 134/ 220 180 26 45 174,818 174,598
2068 355,400 2.0 241,440 67.9 134/ 220 180 26 46 179,674 179,703
2069 365,800 2.0 248,500 67.9 1.34| 220 179 26 46 184,665 184,957
2070 376,500 2.0 255,760 67.9 1.34] 220 178 25 47 189,794 190,364
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Table 4q.  Social budget by age groups of population — Baseline

. . 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Function of social budget
Per cent of GDP
Family 39 3.6 38 43 45 47 48
Age group 0-19 28 25 2.7 3.0 3.1 3.3 3.3
Age group 20-64 1.2 11 11 1.3 1.3 1.4 14
Age group 65+
Health 10.5 10.5 10.9 11.0 11.0 104 9.6
Age group 0-19 1.1 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
Age group 20-64 49 4.6 4.1 3.7 3.6 34 3.3
Age group 65+ 4.6 49 59 6.4 6.5 6.0 54
Employment 14 1.1 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.6
Age group 0-19
Age group 20-64 14 1.1 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.6
Age group 65+
Old age and survivors 11.3 12.1 13.4 14.3 14.5 14.2 13.4
Age group 0-19 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Age group 20-64 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Age group 65+ 10.9 1.7 13.0 13.9 141 13.7 13.0
Political events 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Age group 0-19
Age group 20-64
Age group 65+ 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Housing 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7
Age group 0-19 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Age group 20-64 04 04 04 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Age group 65+ 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Promotion of savings 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Age group 0-19
Age group 20-64 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Age group 65+
General social aid 0.1 0.1 0.1 01 0.1 01 0.1
Age group 0-19 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Age group 20-64 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Age group 65+ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Per cent of GDP

Total social budget 28.2 28.0 29.9 31.3 316 30.7 29.2
Age group 0-19 4.1 3.7 3.9 4.3 4.4 4.6 4.6
Age group 20-64 8.4 74 6.9 6.5 6.3 6.1 6.0
Age group 65+ 15.7 16.8 19.1 20.6 20.8 20.0 18.6
Share of age groups in the social budget  Per cent of total social budget
Age group 0-19 14.7 13.4 13.0 13.6 14.0 14.8 15.8
Age group 20-64 296 26.6 23.1 20.8 20.1 20.0 204
Age group 65+ 55.7 60.1 63.9 65.7 65.9 65.2 63.8
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Table 4r.

Social budget by age groups of population - Optimistic scenario

. . 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Function of social budget
Per cent of GDP
Family 3.9 4.0 49 51 5.4 5.6 5.5
Age group 0-19 2.7 2.8 34 3.6 3.8 3.9 3.8
Age group 20-64 1.2 1.2 15 15 1.6 1.7 1.6
Age group 65+
Health 10.4 101 10.0 9.6 9.1 8.3 74
Age group 0-19 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.0
Age group 20-64 48 4.4 3.8 34 3.3 3.0 29
Age group 65+ 4.5 4.6 5.2 5.2 4.8 4.2 35
Employment 1.3 0.8 0.6 0.5 04 0.3 0.3
Age group 0-19
Age group 20-64 1.3 0.8 0.6 0.5 04 0.3 0.3
Age group 65+
Old age and survivors 1.1 1.7 12.8 12.5 12.4 11.8 10.9
Age group 0-19 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Age group 20-64 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Age group 65+ 10.7 1.4 12.4 12.2 12.0 114 10.6
Political events 01 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Age group 0-19
Age group 20-64
Age group 65+ 01 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Housing 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7
Age group 0-19 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Age group 20-64 04 04 04 0.3 0.3 0.3 04
Age group 65+ 01 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Promotion of savings 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Age group 0-19
Age group 20-64 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Age group 65+
General social aid 01 01 0.1 0.1 01 01 0.1
Age group 0-19 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Age group 20-64 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Age group 65+ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Per cent of GDP

Total social budget 217 274 29.1 28.5 28.1 26.9 249
Age group 0-19 41 41 49 50 5.2 5.4 52
Age group 20-64 8.2 71 6.5 6.0 5.9 5.6 54
Age group 65+ 15.5 16.2 17.8 17.5 17.0 15.9 14.3
Share of age groups in the social budget  Per cent of total social budget
Age group 0-19 14.7 15.1 16.7 17.5 18.5 20.0 20.8
Age group 20-64 29.5 25.9 222 210 20.9 21.0 218
Age group 65+ 55.8 59.0 61.1 61.5 60.7 59.0 57.3
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Table 4s.  Social budget by age groups of population - Pessimistic scenario

Function of social budget 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070
Per cent of GDP
Family 4.0 37 37 3.6 36 3.6 36
Age group 0-19 28 26 26 25 25 25 25
Age group 20-64 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1
Age group 65+
Health 10.7 11.1 1.7 12.0 12.4 12.2 11.8
Age group 0-19 1.1 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.7
Age group 20-64 5.0 438 4.4 4.0 3.9 3.8 3.7
Age group 65+ 47 5.2 6.4 7.3 7.7 7.7 74
Employment 1.9 1.6 1.6 1.4 14 1.3 1.2
Age group 0-19
Age group 20-64 1.9 1.6 1.6 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.2
Age group 65+
Old age and survivors 11.6 12.7 141 15.2 16.0 16.1 15.9
Age group 0-19 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Age group 20-64 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Age group 65+ 11.2 12.3 13.7 14.7 15.5 15.6 15.4
Political events 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Age group 0-19
Age group 20-64
Age group 65+ 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Housing 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7
Age group 0-19 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Age group 20-64 04 04 04 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Age group 65+ 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Promotion of savings 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Age group 0-19
Age group 20-64 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Age group 65+
General social aid 0.1 0.1 0.1 01 0.1 01 0.1
Age group 0-19 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Age group 20-64 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Age group 65+ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Per cent of GDP
Total social budget 29.2 30.0 31.8 33.1 34.2 34.0 33.3
Age group 0-19 4.2 3.9 3.8 3.7 3.7 3.6 3.6
Age group 20-64 8.9 8.3 7.7 7.2 7.0 6.8 6.6
Age group 65+ 16.1 17.8 20.3 222 235 23.6 23.1
Share of age groups in the social budget  Per cent of total social budget
Age group 0-19 14.4 13.0 11.9 1.1 10.7 10.7 10.8
Age group 20-64 30.5 217 242 21.6 20.5 20.0 19.9
Age group 65+ 55.1 59.3 64.0 67.3 68.8 69.3 69.3
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