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Will America be able to pay for the retirement of its Baby Boom generation and the younger generations 

that follow it?  Will the people who remain in the labor force be able to produce enough goods and 

services to meet the needs and expectations of Americaôs population in 2030 and beyond?  Finding the 

right answers to such questions requires an understanding of the historical context, the causes, and the 

magnitudes of key demographic trends.   

 

This paper uses four demographic tools to advance that understanding:  population pyramids, senior 

support ratios, total support ratios, and economic support ratios.  Each of these tools helps to dispel 

common misconceptions and to demonstrate that Americaôs coming retirement challenge should be 

more manageable than it is often presumed to be. 

 

Implications of Population Pyramids 

 

The population pyramids in Figure 1 show the distribution of 

Americaôs population by age for selected years from 1930 to 

2010.
1
  The size of each bar represents the relative number of 

people in a 5-year age group.  The youngest people are at the 

bottom of each pyramid and the oldest are at the top; males 

are shown on the left and females are on the right.  Each bar 

moves upward with the passage of timeðaltered in size by 

mortality and net immigrationðas new cohorts of young 

children appear at the bottom. 

 

The top panel of Figure 1 illustrates the classic shape from 

which population pyramids receive their name.   Almost 

every younger generation in the pyramid for 1930 was larger 

than the older generations above it.  Mortality contributes to 

the tapering of every population pyramid, particularly at the 

older ages, but the shape of this pyramid primarily reflects a 

history of high immigration and high fertility in most decades 

prior to the Great Depression.  The number of children had 

consistently exceeded the number of parents and the number 

of young adults had constantly increased through 

immigration in the decades prior to 1930.  Thus, Americaôs 

workers supported a large number of children and a small 

number of elderly people.   

 

The pyramid for 1970 has a more irregular shape.  The bars 

for ages 25 through 39 are particularly small because of low 

birth rates during the Great Depression and World War II.  

The bars for ages 5 through 24 are particularly large due to 

the post-War Baby Boom.  The narrowing toward the bottom 

of this pyramid reflects an echo of the Great Depression as 

                                                 
1 U.S Census Bureau, Censuses of Population for 1930, 1970, and 2010. 

Figure 1 

Age Distribution of the United States: 1930-2010 

Age 65+ = 5.4% of population 

Age 65+ = 9.9% of population 

Age 65+ = 13.0% of population 
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Age 65+ = 22.1% of population 

 

well as a growing preference for smaller families:  the number of people in the peak childbearing ages 

was relatively low in the years immediately preceding 1970 because of low birthrates from 1930 through 

1945. 

 

By 2010, as illustrated in the bottom panel of Figure 1 on the previous page, the small generation born 

during the Great Depression and World War II was age 65 and over and the Baby Boom generation was 

poised to begin passing age 65.  The bulge at the young 

adult years represents an echo of the Baby Boom.  A 

substantial number of children had been born between 1975 

and 1995 because a large number of Baby Boomers were 

having children.  The Baby Boom generation did not bear 

quite enough children to replace itself, but immigration from 

other countriesðalong with mortality among Baby 

Boomersðenabled the echo generation (age 15 to 34 in 

2010) to slightly exceed  the size of the Baby Boom 

generation (age 45 to 64 in 2010).  The narrowing at the 

bottom of this pyramid represents a second echo of the 

Great Depression.  Other factors that contributed to a drop 

in birthrates include a deep national recession, the high cost 

of raising children, and a growing preference for small 

families or childlessness.
2
   

 

The proportion of the population age 65 and over increased 

throughout the period covered by Figure 1, rising from 5.4% 

in 1930 to 9.9% in 1970 and 13.0% in 2010.  Such increases 

are sometimes presumed to be caused primarily by increases 

in life expectancy, but the effects of changes in fertility and 

immigration are also evident from the preceding discussion. 

 

Figure 2 shows the age distributions that the Census Bureau 

has projected the United States to have in 2030 and 2060.
3
  

The Census Bureauôs projections are based on assumptions 

that America will continue to experience substantial 

immigration,  improvements in life expectancy, and fertility 

rates slightly below replacement level.  For purposes of 

comparison, Figure 2 also shows the hypothetical age 

distribution that any nation would have after a very long 

period of low mortality, replacement-level fertility , and no 

net immigration (i.e. zero-population growth).
4
   

                                                 
2 Gallup Polls, ñAmericans' Preference for Smaller Families Edges 

Higher,ò www.gallup.com, poll 148355, June 30, 2011.  
3 U.S. Census Bureau, Projected Population of the United States by 

Age and Sex: 2015 to 2060, released December, 2012. 
4 The third pyramid in Figure 2 represents the ñstationary populationò from the projected U.S. life table for 2050 

in Felicitie C. Bell and  Michael L. Miller, Life Tables for the United States Social Security Area: 1900-2100,  

Actuarial Study No. 120, SSA Pub. No. 11-11536, U.S. Social Security Administration, August 2005. 

 

Figure 2 

Age Distribution of the United States: 2030-2060 

Age 65+ = 20.3% of population 

http://www.gallup.com/


 
Michigan Department of Technology, Management, and Budget / CSSTP                                                     Page 3 

October 21, 2013 

0-14

75+

60-75

45-59

30-44

15-29

China: 2050

Males                     Females

0-14

75+

60-75

45-59

30-44

15-29

 

0-14

75+

60-75

45-59

30-44

15-29

Italy: 2050

Males                     Females

0-14

75+

60-75

45-59

30-44

15-29

0-14

75+

60-75

45-59

30-44

15-29

Japan: 2050

Males                     Females

0-14

75+

60-75

45-59

30-44

15-29

  

 

The years 2030 and 2060 have special significance for purposes of analyzing Americaôs retirement 

challenge.  The last Baby Boomer will turn 65 in 2030.  By 2060, however, any surviving Baby 

Boomers will be between the ages of 95 and 115, and they will account for only a small portion of the 

topmost bar of the pyramid.  Most Baby Boomers will have passed away by then and most of their 

children will be retired.  Thus, Americaôs age distribution in 2030 illustrates the challenge of supporting 

the Baby Boom generation while its age distribution in 2060 primarily illustrates the challenge of 

supporting post-Boomer generations. 

 

One of the most important things to learn from Figure 2 is that Americaôs retirement challenge is not 

simply a temporary phenomenon caused by the large number of people born in the Baby Boom.  People 

age 65 and over are actually projected to represent a slightly higher percentage of the population in 2060 

than in 2030 (21.9% vs. 20.3%).  The fact is that any generationðlarge or smallðcan expect to have a 

large number of working-age people to support it in retirement if it has had a large number of children 

and grandchildren and if the nation has been receiving a large number of young immigrants.  Any 

generation that does not have many children and grandchildrenðwhether it is a large generation or a 

small generationðcan expect to have fewer working-age people to support it in retirement.  The size of 

the older generation is irrelevant.  What matters are the subsequent rates of fertility and immigration. 

 

America is actually doing relatively well in that regard.  Even though fertility has been below 

replacement level, particularly for Americaôs native-born population, the nation has compensated for its 

lack of children through foreign immigration.  The net result is a projected age distribution that is very 

close to the pattern that would have resulted from a long period of stable fertility at the zero-population-

growth level, as represented by the bottom pyramid in Figure 2.  The percentage of the population age 

65 and over in that pyramid (22.1%) is actually slightly higher than the projected percentages for 2030 

and 2060 (20.3 and 21.9).  Thus, if near-replacement fertility is to be regarded as normal, then the 

percentages of people above age 65 that have been projected for 2030 and 2060 must be regarded as 

normal.  

 
Figure 3 

Age Distributions for Selected Countries: 2050 
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Most developed nations will have much more serious retirement challenges than the U.S. even though 

many of them did not have large Baby Booms.  Figure 3 shows projected age distributions in 2050 for 

three countries that did not have Baby Booms after World War II.
5
  The bulge in Chinaôs age 

distribution will still be passing age 65 in 2050, but Italy, Japan, and many other nations will already 

have very large percentages of their population  beyond age 65. 

  

Figure 4 shows the projected percentage of population age 65 and over in 2050 for several nations.  

Among the worldôs wealthy developed nations, the U.S. is actually projected to have the lowest 

percentage of its population in this age group.  Nations that have had larger declines in fertility than the 

U.S. can expect to have more difficulty supporting their future retirees. 

 

 
Figure 4 

 

                                                 
5 U.S. Census Bureau, International Database, www.census.gov/population/international/index.html 
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Implications of Senior Support Ratios 

 

Additional insights can be gained by examining the senior support ratio, i.e. the number of people in the 

prime labor force age group (age 20-64) for each 100 persons age 65 and over.
6
  This statistic is a 

somewhat better indicator of the demographic challenge of supporting retirees because it reflects 

changes in the working-age population as well as changes in the senior population. 

 

The left panel of Figure 5 shows the projected senior support ratio in 2050 for several countries.  The 

United States is projected to have a more favorable ratio than any other wealthy developed nation.  

Relative to the United States, several nations such as Russia and China are projected to have only about 

80 percent as many people of prime labor force age for each person of retirement age.  Japan is projected 

to have only 43 percent as many. 

 
     Figure 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

                                                 
6 A ñsupport ratioò is the ratio of workers or persons of working age to persons assumed to be dependents.  A 

ñdependency ratioò is the mathematical inverse of a support ratio, i.e. it is the ratio of presumed dependents to 

workers or potential workers.  These are alternative ways of expressing the same information. Young demographers 

typically use the terms ñaged support ratioò or ñelderly support ratioò or ñold-age support ratio,ò but this paper uses 

the equivalent term ñsenior support ratio.ò 



 
Michigan Department of Technology, Management, and Budget / CSSTP                                                     Page 6 

October 21, 2013 

 

 

International projections are not available from the U.S. Census Bureau for years beyond 2050, but the 

right hand panel of Figure 5 provides a good indicator of what each nation is likely to experience in 

subsequent decades.  People between the ages of 45 and 64 will turn 65 between 2050 and 2070 while 

people under age 20 pass into the prime labor force age group.  For most nations, the projected number 

of people under age 20 is lower than the number age 45-64 even though the 45-64 age group has been 

reduced somewhat by mortality.  The ratio for China is very close to the ratio for Japan, and even some 

developing nations have less favorable ratios than the U.S.  Thus, the challenge of supporting retirees 

can be expected to increase more slowly in the U.S. after 2050 than in most other nations if fertility rates 

follow projected patterns. 

 

Figure 6 provides historical perspective by showing the senior support ratio for the U.S. from 1860 

through 2060.  In addition to showing that Americaô senior support ratio is projected to decline, this 

chart demonstrates that the expected decline represents the culmination of a very long-standing trend. 

 
Figure 6  

 
 

 

¶ The U.S. had over 17 working-age people for each person over 65 in 1860.  That reflected a 

large number of first-generation and second-generation immigrants under age 65 and a much 

smaller number of Americans who had been born before 1795. 
 

¶ The ratio decreased rapidly between 1860 and 1890.  More first-generation and second-

generation Americans were passing age 65 while the number of new working-age immigrants 

was somewhat lower in most decades.  Nevertheless, America was still a very young country 

with many children and immigrants and relatively few people over age 65. 
 

¶ The ratio stabilized from about 1890 to about 1910. Some of the people who would have been 

turning 65 at this time had been killed during the Civil War. Americaôs working-age population 

also increased very rapidly in the first decade of the century because of a very high level of 

immigration. 
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¶ Another pause occurred between 1990 and 2010. Until 2011, the generation turning 65 was the 

small generation that had been born during the Great Depression and World War II.  America 

also increased its working-age population during this period by receiving a significant number of 

young immigrants from abroad. 
 

¶ The ratio is projected to resume its rapid rate of decline between 2010 and 2030 as Baby 

Boomers pass age 65. 
 

¶ The trend is not projected to reverse even after the last Baby Boomers pass age 65 in 2030.  In 

fact, the ratio is projected to keep going down by a small amount. 

 

Decreases in the senior support ratio are sometimes attributed to increases in life expectancy, but 

changes in fertility and immigration rates can be even more important.  Figure 7 is identical to Figure 6 

except that it includes an additional graph to show the impact of improved life expectancy on the senior 

support ratio.  The thin line in Figure 6 represents the hypothetical support ratios implied by the age-

specific mortality rates observed or projected for each year under assumptions of replacement-level 

fertility and no net immigration.
7
  Thus, the slope of the thin line illustrates the impact of improved life 

expectancy while the gap between the two lines primarily reflects the combined impact of historical 

changes in fertility and immigration.  The downward slope of the thin line indicates that improvements 

in life expectancy have had a significant impact upon the senior support ratio, but the large change in the 

gap between the two lines indicates that changes in rates of fertility and immigration have had an even 

greater effect. 

 
Figure 7 

 
 

                                                 
7 The hypothetical support ratios are based on life table stationary populations published in Felicitie C. Bell and  

Michael L. Miller, Life Tables for the United States Social Security Area: 1900-2100,  Actuarial Study No. 120, 

SSA Pub. No. 11-11536, U.S. Social Security Administration, August 2005. 
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Implications of Total Support Ratios 

 

Unlike the ñsenior support ratioò discussed above, the ñtotal support ratioò shown in Figure 8 reflects the 

fact that the working-age population needs to support children as well as retirees.  This ratio is still a 

fairly crude measure of economic demands upon workers,
8
 but it provides additional insights into the 

nature of Americaôs retirement challenge. 

 
Figure 8 

 
 

¶ Unlike the senior support ratio, which decreased in every decade, the total support ratio increased 

from 1860 through 1940.  Immigration increased Americaôs working-age population during most 

of this period.  Declining fertility also led to a reduction in the percentage of people under age 

20, particularly during the Great Depression. 
 

¶ The total support ratio decreased sharply during the childhood of the Baby Boom generation, but 

it then increased sharply as Baby Boomers passed age 20. 
 

¶ The total support ratio reached an all-time peak in 2010.  This reflected the presence of the Baby 

Boom generation in the primary labor force age group along with most children of Baby 

Boomers and a substantial number of recent immigrants.  At the same time, the number of young 

children was low because of low birth levels in recent years and the number of people over age 

65 was low because of low birthrates during the Great Depression and World War II.   
 

¶ The ratio is projected to fall sharply between 2010 and 2030 as the Baby Boom generation passes 

age 65.  Although the ratio is expected to keep falling until 2040, it is projected to remain above 

the levels experienced prior to 1920 and above the levels reached in 1960 and 1970.   

 

                                                 
8 The total support ratio does not reflect the fact that support requirements vary with age.  Children require more 

education, for example, while the older population tends to require more health care.  Age thresholds are also 

problematic.  Educational expenses increase for students attending college, but people over age 20 are typically 

classified as part of the working-age population rather than as dependents in demographic support ratios.  The 

normal age for labor force entry and exit has also changed over time and employment rates vary by age and sex. 
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Thus, although the total support ratio will drop from the unprecedented favorable levels of 2000 and 

2010, it is projected to drop only to a ñnormalò level.  The projected ratio for 2060 (120 per 100) is very 

close to the average for the 150-year period from 1860 to 2010 (119 per 100) and it is more favorable 

than the level associated with low mortality and zero-population growth (115 per 100). 
9
   

 

 

Implications of Economic Support Ratios 

 

Although the purely demographic support ratios discussed above provide several useful insights, they 

omit a critically important factor.  Economic conditions and cultural changes can influence whether 

people of any age are workers or dependents.  Thus, from an economic demographerôs perspective, it is 

essential to compare the number of non-workersðregardless of ageðto the number of people with jobs.  

That historical comparison provides some very useful insights that are not provided by purely 

demographic support ratios.  

 

Figure 9 shows the economic support ratio for the United States from 1948 through 2012.
10

  The 

decrease in the ratio between 1948 and 1962 reflects the large number of children born during the Baby 

Boom.  The increase after 1962 was caused primarily by a smaller number of children as the Baby 

Boom ended, by later marriages, and by large increases in employment for married women.  As was the 

case with the total support ratio, the economic support ratio has recently been at an especially favorable 

level.  It reached an all-time peak in 2000 and nearly equaled that peak in 2007.   

  
Figure 9 

 
 

 

                                                 
9  Based on a projected life table for the U.S. in 2050.  See Bell et. al., op. cit. 
10 The economic support ratio is defined here as total civilian employment per 100 persons in the remainder of 

the population.  It is based on population totals from the U.S. Census Bureau and employment estimates derived 

from the Current Population Survey by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.  
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Unlike demographic support ratios, which tend to change direction at a glacial pace, the graph in Figure 

9 changes direction temporarily every few years.  These irregularities are very meaningful.  Each 

temporary decrease reflects higher rates of unemployment and lower rates of labor force participation 

during a national recession.  The largest such decrease took place between 2007 and 2010.  The ñGreat 

Recessionò during this period simultaneously made it harder for workers of all ages to find or keep jobs 

and made it more difficult for older workers to afford retirement.  The combined effect of these two 

factors was that employment rates dropped precipitously for the youngest workers while dropping less 

for middle-age workers and increasing somewhat for people over age 65.
11

 

 

The green line in Figure 10 extends the graph to the year 2060 based on the Census Bureauôs projections 

of future population and assuming no change in employment rates by age and sex from the 2010 level.  

As would be expected from previous discussion of demographic support ratios, this projection of the 

economic support ratio decreases almost every year due to growth in the percentage of people age 65 

and over.  However, because it accounts for non-workers in every age group, the economic support ratio 

decreases much less in percentage terms between 2010 and 2060 (-11.4%) than the total support ratio    

(-20.1%) or the senior support ratio  (ï45.9%).  Moreover, despite this decrease, the projection remains 

above the level that the U.S. experienced before 1978. 

 
Figure 10 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
11 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Population Survey, Employment-Population Ratios (annual averages 

of quarterly statistics from 1948 through 2012).  See charts and tables in the appendix to this paper for further detail. 
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Figure 11 

 

Population 301.2 M 309.3 M 358.5 M 358.5 M 420.3 M

Civilian Workers 146.0 M 139.2 M 151.6 M 162.4 M 188.9 M

Dependents 155.2 M 170.1 M 206.9 M 196.1 M 231.3 M

Percent Employed 48.5% 45.0% 42.3% 45.3% 45.0%

94 82 73 83 82

Population 301.2 M +8.1 M +49.1 M +0 +61.8 M

Civilian Workers 146.0 M - 6.8 M +12.4 M +10.8 M +26.6 M

Dependents 155.2 M +14.9 M +36.8 M - 10.8 M +35.2 M

Source:
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Michigan Department of Technology, Management, and Budget / CSSTP.

Based on projectionsof the national population from the U.S. Census Bureau and employment rates derived from 
data produced by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

 
One of the most interesting observations that can be made about the green line in Figure 10 is that the 

impact of projected demographic trends upon the economic support ratio is not unprecedented in its size.  

The projected decline in the support ratio for the fifty-year period from 2010 to 2060 (-9.3 points) is 

actually smaller than the decrease that took place from 2007 to 2010 during just three years of recession 

(-12.4 points).  This highlights the seriousness of the latest recession as well as the manageable 

magnitude of projected demographic changes. 

 

It is also important to note that the projection illustrated by the green line in Figure 10 assumes 

continuation of recession-level employment rates for the next fifty years.  It may be more reasonable to 

assume eventual return to the pre-recession employment patterns of 2000 that are illustrated by the 

brown line in Figure 10 and the statistics in Figure 11.  This leads to another important finding:  the 

resulting support ratios for 2030 and 2060 (83 and 82 workers per 100 non-workers respectively) are 

essentially equal to the ratio for 2010 (82 workers per 100 non-workers).   In other words, simply 
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returning to pre-recession employment levels for each age/sex category can offset the projected effect of 

aging upon the economic support ratio.
12

   

 

The black lines in Figure 10 indicate that historical changes in labor force participation and employment 

have had much more influence upon the economic support ratio than changes in age distribution are 

projected to have: 

¶ The upper black line illustrates the effect of employment rates remaining constant at the highest 

level experienced by each age/sex category between 1948 and 2012.  Thus,  if males returned to 

their peak employment rates of the late 1940ôs and early 1950ôs while females returned to their 

peak rates from before the latest recession, then the economic support ratio would rise to a much 

higher level than the U.S. has achieved at any time since the employment data series began in 

1948.   

¶ The lower black line illustrates the effect of employment rates remaining constant at the lowest 

level experienced by each age/sex category between 1948 and 2012.  In other words, the support 

ratio would fall back to roughly the level that was reached during the Baby Boom in 1962 if 

employment of adult women dropped to the level of the late 1940ôs and 1950ôs while other 

groups also returned to or remained at recent depressed levels.   

 

 

The charts and statistics discussed above suggest that America should be able to produce enough goods 

and services to meet the needs and expectations of its population in 2030 and 2060.  Merely restoring 

employment rates for each age/sex category to the level achieved in 2000 would result in the same ratio 

of workers to non-workers in 2060 as the U.S. experienced in 2010.  Such a development would not be 

burdensome, since it involves more people who want to work being able to work while more people who 

want to be retired are able to retire.  Moreover, if productivity increases in coming decades as it has in 

the past, then the workforce of 2030 or 2060 should be able to provide more effectively for dependents 

of all ages than the recession-encumbered workforce of 2010.  This suggests that the U.S. economy can 

produce sufficient resources to support its Social Security and pension systems for the foreseeable 

future.
13

  

                                                 
12 Due to changes in age distribution, the increase in the support ratio that would result from returning to pre-

recession employment rates between 2010 and 2060 (+9.1 points) is smaller than the decrease in the support ratio 

that took place between 2007 and 2010 (-12.4 points).  Some of the age groups that were hit hardest by the recession 

are projected to grow relatively slowly.  The population over age 65, which is projected to grow very rapidly, had a 

lower employment rate before the recession than it had in 2010.  Thus, returning to pre-recession employment rates 

will decrease employment and increase dependency for this age group. 
13 Of course, the assumptions underlying any projection are subject to uncertainty.  Factors that might make it 

easier to support future retirees include: longer working life as health and life expectancy increase; higher 

employment rates in response to a stronger job market and potential labor shortages; smaller improvements in 

mortality than projected; higher levels of immigration or fertility than projected; and technological advances that 

increase productivity. 

Factors that might make it more challenging to support future retirees include:  lower levels of fertility or 

immigration than projected; larger improvements in life expectancy than projected; later entry into the workforce or 

earlier retirement from the workforce; and major economic disruptions. 

The analysis presented in this paper demonstrates that the resources to support future generations of retirees 

should be present in the U.S. economy.  However, political and practical issues may affect the amount of resources 

actually used for that purpose.  Other nations with lower fertility rates can expect to have fewer resources relative to 

the size of their retirement-age populations.  
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Summary 

 

The statistics presented in this paper address several common misconceptions related to the aging of 

Americaôs population and the nationôs ability to support future generations in their retirement.. These 

misconceptions and their factual counterparts are summarized in Figure 12. 

 
Figure 12 

               

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1) By the time the last Baby Boomer turns 65 

in 2030, the percentage of people over age 

65 in the U.S. will be abnormally high. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2) The percentage of U.S. residents over age 

65 will start going down after the last Baby 

Boomer turns 65 in 2030. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3) Americaôs coming retirement challenge is 

caused by the large number of people born 

during the Baby Boom.  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

4) Because the U.S. had one of the worldôs 

largest baby booms after World War II, it 

can be expected to have one of the worldôs 

largest imbalances between working-age 

people and people over age 65. 

 

 

1) The percentage of the U.S. population over 

age 65 in 2030 is projected to be slightly 

lower than the level associated withñzero 

population growth.ò  If fertility rates near 

the replacement level are regarded as 

normal, then having about 20% of the 

population over age 65 must be regarded as 

normal.  (See pp. 2-3.) 

 

2) Having a high percentage of the population 

age 65 and over is not a temporary 

challenge associated with the Baby Boom.  

Rather, it is an ongoing challenge caused 

by having fertility rates near or below 

replacement level. The percentage of U.S. 

residents over age 65 is projected to keep 

increasing until at least 2060, even though 

most of the Baby Boom generation will 

have passed away by then.  (See p. 3)  

 

3) Any generationðlarge or smallð will 

have a large number of working-age 

people to support it in retirement if it has 

had a large number of children and 

grandchildren or if the nation has received 

a large number of younger immigrants.   
 

The size of the older generation is 

irrelevantðwhat matters are the 

subsequent rates of fertility and 

immigration.  (See p. 3) 

 

4) The projected percentage of residents over 

age 65 is much lower for the U.S. than for 

countries that have had larger decreases in 

fertility rates, regardless of whether or not 

they had baby booms after World War II.  

(See pp. 3-6) 
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5) The percentage of elderly people in the 

U.S. has increased primarily because 

people are living longer. 

 

 

 

6) The U.S. will have fewer workers per non-

worker than ever before once the Baby 

Boom generation retires. 

 

 

7) Due to aging of its population, the U.S. is 

facing an unprecedented decrease in its 

ratio of workers to non-workers. 

 

 

 

8) Because of a declining ratio of workers to 

non-workers, the U.S. should expect to 

have a hard time meeting the needs and 

expectations of its population once the 

Baby Boom generation and the following 

generations retire. 

 

5) Although there have been significant 

improvements in life expectancy, changes 

in fertility rates have had even more effect 

upon the percentage of people age 65 and 

over.  (See p.7) 

 

6) The number of workers per non-worker 

was actually lower during the Baby Boom 

and during the high-fertilit y period prior to 

1930.  (See p. 10, p. 8) 

 

7) The decrease projected for the 50-year 

period from 2010 to 2060 is smaller than 

the decrease that took place during three 

years of recession from 2007 to 2010.   

(See pp. 10-11) 

 

8) If employment rates for each age-sex 

category return to pre-recession levels, 

then the U.S. will have essentially the 

same ratio of workers to non-workers in 

2030 and 2060 as it had in 2010.  

Moreover, normal improvements in 

productivity should enable the future U.S. 

workforce to provide for its dependents 

more effectively than the recession-

encumbered workforce of 2010.   

(See pp. 11-12) 
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                        Appendix Chart 1 

 

 

 

 
                                                                                                                     Appendix Chart 3 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                        Appendix Chart 2 

Source: 

Notes: 

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Labor Force Statistics from the Current Population 

Survey, 1948-2012 (online resource at www.bls.gov) .  

 

 

 

The employment rates in these 

charts are expressed as a 

percentage of the civilian non-

institutional population. 

 

The maximum and minimum 

employment rates in these charts 

are the highest and lowest annual 

rates by age and sex between 1948 

and 2012. 

Notes: 
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                                                   Appendix Table 1

2000 2010 2012

Males

16-17 33.6% 14.7% 14.3%

18-19 54.1% 35.0% 35.3%

20-24 71.4% 57.8% 60.3%

25-29 84.6% 73.5% 75.9%

30-34 87.1% 78.1% 80.0%

35-39 87.4% 81.0% 81.7%

40-44 86.6% 80.3% 81.9%

45-49 86.6% 79.0% 80.5%

50-54 83.3% 76.6% 77.6%

55-59 74.3% 71.5% 72.2%

60-64 52.9% 54.6% 56.3%

65-69 29.1% 33.2% 34.3%

70-74 17.1% 20.6% 22.3%

75+ 7.4% 9.4% 10.4%

Females

16-17 35.1% 16.8% 17.5%

18-19 53.9% 38.2% 37.8%

20-24 66.9% 58.9% 58.7%

25-29 72.9% 67.6% 67.2%

30-34 72.2% 67.2% 67.5%

35-39 72.8% 68.1% 67.9%

40-44 76.0% 70.0% 70.7%

45-49 76.8% 71.3% 70.7%

50-54 72.2% 69.5% 68.9%

55-59 59.6% 64.0% 63.4%

60-64 39.0% 47.3% 47.4%

65-69 18.9% 25.0% 25.6%

70-74 9.6% 13.6% 14.3%

75+ 3.1% 4.7% 4.5%

Source:  

Notes:

Age and Sex
Percent  of Total Population Employed in Civilian Economy

Employment Rates by Age and Sex 

for the United States: 2000-2012

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Labor Force Statistics from the Current 
Population Survey, 1948-2012 (online resource at www.bls.gov) . 

U.S. Census Bureau, Monthly Postcensal  Estimates of the Civilian 
Noninstitutionalized Population, by single year of age, sex, race, and Hispanic 
origin; Postcensal Estimates of the Total Population by ageand sex.

Employment rates are computed as an annual average of quarterly data for 1948 
through 2012.

The employment rate isthe average percentage of people in the indicated age 
range for whom a job was reported.  The remainder of the population is 
unemployed or outside the labor force.  

The figures in this table  indicate the percentage of the total population that is 
employed in the civilian economy, i.e. they reflect adjustment of published 
employment rates to be applicable to the total population rather than the civilian 
non-institutional population.  Thus, these employment rates are somewhat lower 
than the rates published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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                               Appendix Chart 5

Estimates and projections of 

civilian workers were developed 

by applying employment rates by 

age and sex for 2010 and 2000 

respectively to the Census 

Bureauôs post-censal estimates 

and projections of total 

population by age and sex.   

 

The employment rates used for 

this purpose reflected adjustments 

to make them applicable to the 

total population rather than the 

civilian non-institutional 

population. 

 

 

 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Labor Force Statistics from the Current Population 

Survey, 1948-2012 (online resource at www.bls.gov) .  

 

U.S. Census Bureau, projections of total population by age and sex, postcensal estimates 

of total population by age and sex, and estimates of civilian non-institutional population 

by age and sex (released in 2012) 

Notes: 


