· Jacob Austin
MondayNov 18 at 4:35pmManage Discussion EntryWhen it comes to the population it has been proven that the over time the population is going to reach a sort of equilibrium. It might not feel like it now because of a currently growing population as indicated by the United nations recent report on the overall rise in population on a global scale. “The current world population of 7.6 billion is expected to reach 8.6 billion in 2030, 9.8 billion in 2050 and 11.2 billion in 2100, according to a new United Nations report being launched today” (United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2017). Which is true population is rising but also that population is going to reach an equilibrium in which the population is going to level off. Now it has been shown for instance women’s fertility rates have been decreasing with women all over the world having less children. Now there are many factors that explain this. “Women’s empowerment, the increasing well-being and status of children, technological and economic changes, changing norms, and opportunities for family planning” (Roser, 2014). For instance, more women are getting better opportunities in workforce and education that is changing the way people plan out families compared to back then. One man by the name of DrRosling is a Swedish doctor, academic, statistician and public speaker out of all things that discusses the few reasons why this is occurring. One of those being going back to women empower is that more women are getting an education “DrRosling says that as levels of women's education rise around the world, fertility rates decline and marriages occur later in life” (Winsor,2016). This is a very high impacting factor on population growth. Another thing we must look at is lifespan. Back then women would have around five children cause few of them would die cause of low economic development. Economic development has shown to make an overall population sustainability level has increased which is resulting in birth rate decreasing due to quality of life. “Economic growth in developing countries over the last 50 years now means that the global fertility rate sits at just 2.5, a much more sustainable level” (Winsor, 2016). Finally, there is the factor that things like quality of life like technology and medicine has improved over time. ”As the 2 billion children currently alive today grow older, live longer and reproduce at a stable rate, the total population number is expected to grow to 11 billion, by which time it will have largely leveled off”( Winsor, 2016).Overall it is proven that as time progresses the total population will continue to rise till we get to a point in which we are going to level off and reach an equilibrium of sort in human population cause of changing factors over time.WorksCitedRoser, M. (2014, February 19). Fertility Rate. Retrieved November 18, 2019, from https://ourworldindata.org/fertility-rate (Links to an external site.).United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs. (2017, June 21). World population projected to reach 9.8 billion in 2050, and 11.2 billion in 2100 | UN DESA Department of Economic and Social Affairs. Retrieved November 18, 2019, from https://www.un.org/development/desa/en/news/population/world-population-prospects-2017.html (Links to an external site.).Winsor, B. (2016, July 13). Four reasons global population will level-off soon. Retrieved November 18, 2019, from https://www.sbs.com.au/topics/science/article/2016/07/13/four-reasons-global-population-will-level-soon (Links to an external site.). ReplyReply to Comment
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MondayNov 18 at 7:29pmManage Discussion EntryI chose to debate: should governments in countries with below replacement fertility rates create monetary incentives such as tax breaks, and financial stipends, for adults who have children? I don't think soJapan or other countries should not be paying its citizens to produce babies. There should be a choice to have a child and the parents should be financially and mentally ready for a child. If people are making babies because of the payout that the government will give them, chances are they don't have enough money to support the kid, or there will be an increase of child abuse and neglect, as well as single parenthood. According to the article Why people in Japan are being paid to have babies, it states that a town named Ama in Japan had an increase from 1.66 to 1.80 fertility rate. This town however has a "leveraged scheme to incentivize mating" this means parents get 100,000 yen or $940 for their first kid and 1,000,000 yen or $9,400 for the fourth kid. Ten thousand dollars is a lot of money and I think is a big motivator in having more children. France has a ton of motivators for citizens to have more kids. You kind find all of those in the second article I linked below. My main concern for countries giving incentives to have more kids is that the families are having kids for the wrong reason. Not because they are ready to make a happy and sturdy family with the person they love, but because they are looking for a payout and benefits. This may lead to child neglect and cruelty. Sources:https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2018/01/why-people-in-japan-are-being-paid-to-have-babies (Links to an external site.)https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/france-boosts-birth-rate-with-incentives-for-parents (Links to an external site.) ReplyReply to Comment
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12:02pmNov 24 at 12:02pmManage Discussion EntryHi mark,
You have really good points that we shouldn’t have incentives when it comes to having kids. According to weforum.org, “... parents get one-time cash payouts of up to 180,000 yen — about $1,684 — a birth.” Even though paying people to have kids might be a bad idea, think about parents who want kids and that money just helps them out kind of like food stamps. Getting money for having kids gives them an option because the money helps them support there kid at least for a while. I agree that people who have children just for the cash is wrong, but I think that if we take the incentive away it would prevent people who want a kid from having a kid.
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MondayNov 18 at 7:37pmManage Discussion EntryI think a good solution to the decrease in fertility is to give the families with newly born children coupons for baby and children supplies such as diapers, clothing, baby food, etc. I think this is a better option than just receiving money because the main reason women aren't having as many kids is because of the cost it takes to raise them. If the government can help supply some resources necessary for the child, this would decrease the cost to raise the child for the family and wouldn't cause families to have kids for the sole purpose of getting a pay out by the government. This leads to child abuse and child neglect. ReplyReply to Comment
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WednesdayNov 20 at 9:11pmManage Discussion EntryLow fertility rate is a problem in the United States. The number of births in the United States "fell 1 percent" (Cha 2017) in a year and its starting to worry people. Along with the fertility rate dropping too, the age people begin to have children has extended to about "40 to 44" (Cha 2017). So not only are people having less children but they are also waiting longer to have kids, too. According to Fox Business, "Social Security's reserves are expected to be depleted in 2035" (De Lea 2019). This could explain the concern over low fertility rates because if there isn't enough people paying into the fund, that means less money for seniors when they decide to retire or no money at all. On top of that, this could very well contribute to how people are becoming more individualistic, compared to how society once was. Not that this is a problem, but it is an effect of low fertility rate. [Low] fertility rate is a social problem that may affect society in the long run. While there has not been any policies implemented here in the United States to increase the birth rate, there has been some call to actions and experts are concerned how this will affect the social security fund for future generations. ReferencesCha, A. E. (2017, June 30). The U.S. fertility rate just hit a historic low. Why some demographers are freaking out. Retrieved from https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/to-your-health/wp/2017/06/30/the-u-s-fertility-rate-just-hit-a-historic-low-why-some-demographers-are-freaking-out/ (Links to an external site.).De Lea, B. (2019, May 15). Social Security, Medicare threatened as birth rate hits 32-year low. Retrieved from https://www.foxbusiness.com/economy/social-security-medicare-birth-rate-32-year-low (Links to an external site.). ReplyReply to Comment
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YesterdayNov 23 at 7:43pmManage Discussion EntryHi Shante,

I agree that low fertility rate is a problem in the United States. According to cnn.com, “The report found that the general fertility rate dropped 2% between 2017 and 2018 among girls and women age 15 to 44 nationwide.” If it continues to fall then it won’t be able to replace itself, this causes many issues. Our workforce would not be the same. Also, I think that with women becoming more educated and wanting to go to school and get jobs, it could put a hold on having children. You have really good points in your discussion and if we don’t take these points into account then this could be a real issue.
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WednesdayNov 20 at 10:52pmManage Discussion EntryWould increasing the retirement age to 70 or older be the best way to alleviate the increasing financial burden of the rapidly aging population in the United States?
I disagree, raising the Social Security retirement age and forcing individuals to work longer is unfair and harmful especially to black workers and low-wage workers. Every year policymakers present ideas to secure full funding of Social Security for far in the future. One of the proposals that is constantly repeated is to raise the age at which retirees receive their full benefits. which is currently in plan to be 67 for people born after 1960. But raising the age of retirement for full benefits leaves workers to decide between two bad choices of working longer or living on reduced monthly benefits for the rest of their lives because raising the retirement age cuts benefits. Supporters for raising the age would argue that lifespans are increasing, and Social Security would have to cover more years, so people have to work longer. But raising the Social Security retirement age has little to do with working longer and all about the policy cuts Social Security benefits for all. Sure, for supporters it’s easy for them to justify raising the age of retirement since we are living longer that we should work longer. But that isn’t true for everyone. It has been well established that in modern American the individuals that have the most longevity gains are the individuals at the top. In a recent study published in the Journal of the American Medical Association, between 2001 and 2014, life expectancy increased by 2.34 years for men and 2.91 for women in the top 5 percent of income distribution, but by only 0.32 for men and 0.04 for women in the bottom 5 percent. The authors found a 15-year gap in life expectancy between the richest 1% and poorest 1% of men and the gap was 10 years for women ( Chetty, Stepner, & Abraham 2016). A Brookings economist response to the supporter’s argument justification: This argument would be more convincing if increase in life expectancy were spread evenly across the workforce. They are not. (Burtless, 2015) the reason why raising the full Social Security retirement age disproportionately impacts black workers and low-wage workers regardless of income is they are unlikely to live long enough to make them whole and make up for the reduced benefits by living longer. Black and lower middle-class workers are more likely to have a physical demanding job. So, if they live past claim age years they will be spent with physical limitations.Work Cited
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YesterdayNov 23 at 10:18pmManage Discussion EntryInstead of cutting Social Security benefits, a solution would be that retirement policy makers should raise more revenue for Social Security and updating the 401(k) and IRA systems to match the future of work.WorkCitedGhilarducci, T. (2019, May 10). Raising The Social Security Retirement Age Hurts Everyone.Retrieved from https://www.forbes.com/sites/teresaghilarducci/2019/05/10/raising-the-social-security-retirement-age-hurts-everyone/#3cb1b4b3c6e9. ReplyReply to Comment
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ThursdayNov 21 at 7:50amManage Discussion EntryI choose to talk about population decline and why is it a bad thing. I think population decline is a bad thing, not saying that women need to have more babies just to make the population more stable. According to the Washington post, “ A country's birthrate is among the most important measures of demographic health. “ because our population is dropping it has some people freaking out, especially because it is important. Thus is somewhat of a cycle, when the woks force retire, we replace them with other people so on and so on. The Washington post states, “ If too low, there's a danger that we wouldn't be able to replace the aging workforce and have enough tax revenue to keep the economy stable.” If we couldn’t replace the aging workforce then who would be taking over? I think that if the population keeps declining we will end up having trouble.
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YesterdayNov 23 at 10:55amManage Discussion EntryI am often shocked at how surprised people are when women say they do not want children. Approximately 16.4 million American children – 22 percent of the population younger than 18 – live in poverty. The rate for people 65 and older is 8.7 percent (Fay, 2019). With high rates of poverty, student loan debt, and high medical costs it’s no wonder why anyone would think twice about having children, even if they so desperately desired to. Although I do not agree in federal stipends to promote child fertility, I do believe that the government should provide more aid and assistance to everyone especially parents. For example, the cost of daycare alone is so expensive that some mothers that I know personally, have decided to just stay home with their children and not work to save money. This of course is mostly ideal with a two-person income, which has become a luxury these days. Surrounding employment, I believe that parents should be offered parental leave. With the option to work from home or have more flexible working hours. Furthermore, may American adults do not have health insurance due to unaffordability. Imagine these costs in addition to a family. Universal healthcare would definitely remedy this issue as many countries have already implemented this concept and therefore have more money to spend on other obligations such as children.
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ThursdayNov 21 at 4:38pmManage Discussion EntryI choose to talk about population decline between 2010 and 2011, the U.S. population increased by 0.7 percent, after averaging 0.9 percent growth each year from 200 through 2010. The United States just added 2.3 million people from 2010 to 2011, compared with 2.9 million from 2005 to 2006, just five years earlier. The decline in the U.S population growth is likely due to a confluence of factors: lower levels of immigration, population aging, and declining fertility rates. A drop in net immigration to the United States is a key factor in the country’s declining population growth rate. Around the turn of the millennium, the Census Bureau was estimating net international migration at about 1.4 million per year. By late decade, that annual number had been adjusted downward to less than 900,000. Between 2010 and 2011, net migration was estimated at around 700,000. The drop in immigration levels means that a smaller share of U.S population growth is directly attributable to immigration, as opposed to natural increase. Because most immigrants to the United States arrive from Latin America or Asia, the decline in net international immigration has contributed to slower growth in the Latino and Asians remain the country’s two fastest-growing minority groups, but their growth rates have dropped below the peaks reported just a few years ago.Social problem when people move away from villages, jobs, schools, shops and other facilities also disappear. The government needs to tackle the causes and effects of population decline, for instance by cutting down on the number of new homes built. When young people move to bigger towns and cities, the average age of the population in the place they leave behind automatically goes up. A community with a higher proportion of older inhabitants may be less attractive to businesses, which may additionally have difficulty finding suitable staff locally. Other effects of population decline include fewer schools, due to there being fewer children.Reference:What's Driving Population Declines in More States? (n.d.).Retrieved from https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/blogs/stateline/2017/02/03/whats-driving-population-declines-in-more-states. ReplyReply to Comment
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ThursdayNov 21 at 8:25pmManage Discussion EntryShould governments in countries with below-replacement fertility rates create monetary incentives such as increased tax breaks, and financial stipends, for adults who have children? I argue yes, having children is not only a big commitment emotionally but also financially. In today's day and age, many Millennials are for doubting due to the large financial commitment that comes along with them. Children are like a societal investment, if there was some sort of financial incentive to have a child this could be a better chance at ensuring they are raised in a home environment that will give them better opportunities in life. In this article from the World Economics Form, they write ''women who lived in developed economies are dis-incentivized to reproduce precisely because having kids is very expensive" meaning women only see having children as a setback financially. Women also make up $900 billion of the nation’s $1.4 trillion in student loan debt, meaning most women will spend majority of their lives paying off student loan and won't have the financial stability to care for a child without some sort of incentive or gain that can ensure the child could be in good care.WorkCitedDvorak, Petula. “Perspective | The Child-Free Life: Why so Many American Women Are Deciding Not to Have Kids.” The Washington Post, WP Company, 1 June 2018, https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/the-child-free-life-why-so-many-american-women-are-deciding-not-to-have-kids/2018/05/31/89793784-64de-11e8-a768-ed043e33f1dc_story.html (Links to an external site.).Holodny, Elena. “Why People in Japan Are Being Paid to Have Babies.” World Economic Forum, https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2018/01/why-people-in-japan-are-being-paid-to-have-babies. ReplyReply to Comment
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YesterdayNov 23 at 11:23amManage Discussion EntryCaitlyn,I disagree with your theory that the government should create monetary incentives to remedy low fertility rates. Particularly, on an individual scale. The status quo shows examples of how foster parents are only in their positions due to monetary gain, with no real concern for the children they look after. Recently, a study of foster children in Oregon and Washington state found that nearly one third reported being abused by a foster parent or another adult in a foster home. That study didn’t even include cases of foster children abusing each other (Wexler, 2017). Therefore, the monetization of childbirth will only lead to more cases of abuse and neglect. Instead, the solution is that the government should invest in childcare, health insurance, and education for everyone. The average American is struggling to pay off debts and student loans. Adding more responsibility to the current situation only causes stress and tension. Better living conditions for all will inherently affect the conditions of families and children as well. Flexible work hours, parental leave, insurance affordability, and debt elimination are few of the many things the American government should invest in. This will cause more women to want children while having a balanced and fulfilling lifestyle.
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11:34amNov 24 at 11:34amManage Discussion EntryPrestocia,There are natural ways to boost fertility without government incentives. Women can eat foods that are rich in antioxidants, eat a bigger breakfast, avoid trans fats, cut down on carbs, eat less refined carbs, eat more fiber, etc. (Brown,2017) All of these require cleaner eating habits that most Americans don't have. For those who are committed to having a baby, it will solve the solution of how to increase low fertility rates but it doesn't mean it will be successful. A lot of Americans enjoy fattening foods, a lot of carbs and foods that are the total opposite of the list provided because it's more cost-efficient, convenient and it tastes better. It isn't a guarantee that people will stay committed to healthy eating until they have the number of children they desire. Without incentives, people aren't going to be motivated enough and even if they are, will there be enough to improve the situation?Reference:Brown, Mary Jane. 17 Natural Ways to Boost Fertility, 2005-2019 Healthline Media, 15 June 2017, www.healthline.com/nutrition/17-fertility-tips-to-get-pregnant. (Links to an external site.) Accessed 24 Nov. 2019.Edited by Tatiana Walker on Nov 24 at 11:45am ReplyReply to Comment
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ThursdayNov 21 at 8:54pmManage Discussion EntryShould the U.S. step in and control fertility rates in developing countries where women are having and average of six children over their lifetime and there is a high rate of hunger and malnutrition, and babies born with HIV?

The U.S. should not interfere with any outside countries when it comes to this rules and regulation. Doing this will cause necessary problems between the two countries, putting not only the U.S. in danger but our citizens as well. There shouldn’t be any accusation that the U.S. is willing to change for the better of another country, their rules should and will be only for the country itself. Before the U.S. make any changes to another countries fertility rate, we should fix our own. The U.S. fertility rate is slowing increasing and for not the right reasons, some family are doing it for the money not for wanting to have a family. “As the HIV epidemic continues to spread, rising death rates in some African countries will likely bring their population growth to a halt” (Brown). As HIV is rising not only in the U.S. but in other countries, before we as Americans go into another country and make changes we need to change out country and how things are ran first. We have people in the U.S. who are living with HIV and doesn’t even know, we should make rules and regulations to fix our problem. We as a country and as citizens should take HIV more seriously than we already do.
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ThursdayNov 21 at 10:06pmManage Discussion EntryDebate 3) Should governments in countries with below-replacement fertility rates create monetary incentives such as increased tax breaks, and financial stipends, for adults who have children?Financial incentives provided by the government would help create a family-friendly environment and help families with the financial burden while also increasing the fertility rates. Due to low fertility rates in certain countries, the government supplies incentives to help families with children. For those who feel as if this is morally wrong of course would not be participating but this is perfect for families who would love extra children but need the financial help. "In Australia, you can get a baby bonus — payments of about $6,000 over the baby's first year. In Germany, it's paid childcare leave — up to $35,000 over the course of a year." This helps parents take care of their children and the incentives differ depending on the country. Some countries have monthly payments per child, some offer packages with baby products to help first-time mothers, etc. With new baby booms, government incentives and ensure that the population is what they want and that the new parents can afford a bigger household.References:When Governments Pay People To Have Babies, 2019 npr, 3 Nov. 2011, www.npr.org/sections/money/2011/11/03/141943008/when-governments-pay-people-to-have-babies (Links to an external site.).Edited by Tatiana Walker on Nov 21 at 10:11pm ReplyReply to Comment
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ThursdayNov 21 at 10:54pmManage Discussion EntryShould governments in countries with below replacement fertility rates create monetary incentives such as increased tax breaks, and financial stipends, for adults who have children? I chose to discuss why governments in countries with below replacement fertility rates should not have incentives for adults who have children. I feel like this is a very dangerous and unfair way to increase fertility rate. Parents shouldn’t be given incentives to have kids. If you need an incentive to get you to want to have a child then you shouldn’t be having children at all. If we were to start giving incentives to those adults having children, it would probably just create more problems in our society. Children would be raised in unstable homes and could be more likely to experience neglect.Many countries in the world like Germany and Japan have tried to get fertility rates by giving out incentives, but that still hasn’t fixed the problem. “Germany's very generous paid maternity leave hasn't produced a baby boom. Japan is shrinking even after the government has tried to ramp up baby benefits. Same with Southern Europe.” (Smith,2011). Just because there are incentives doesn’t mean it will make people suddenly want to have children. I feel people want to have kids when they are ready. “Essentially, people will have children if they feel they have job security, a stable economy, and feel supported in starting a family.“ (Wilt,2019). If we really want to increase fertility rates I don’t think we should do it by offering incentives instead I feel we should be trying to improve our economy. So much is wrong in our society and because of it less and less people want to have children. Smith, R. (2011). When Governments Pay People To Have Babies.Retrieved by https://www.npr.org/sections/money/2011/11/03/141943008/when-governments-pay-people-to-have-babies (Links to an external site.)Wilt, C.(2019). The Government Will Pay You to Have Babies in These Countries. Retrieved by http://money.com/money/5661092/government-pays-have-a-baby-low-birth-rate/ (Links to an external site.) ReplyReply to Comment
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ThursdayNov 21 at 11:12pmManage Discussion EntryThe high population can be termed as a social problem following its impact on everyone in society. The human pollution has been increasing at an increasing rate in most of the regions. The problem with the population growth is that it is not evenly growing, but rather, the increase is mostly witnessed in the cities (Davis, 2015). The problem with the population growth is that it leads to exhaustion of natural resources like land, water, minerals, fossil fuel, among others. In the next few centuries, it is estimated that some of the natural resources like oil will be exhausted. The other impact of the high population is the increased cases of pollution. Industries are working hard to meet the demands of the growing human population. This leads to increased instances of land, water, air pollution. the increased industrialization, many vehicles, and other agricultural activities are among the consequences of a high population. In general, a high population is linked to the augmented need for resources like food and water, malnutrition, and starvation. Besides, since the natural resources are being consumed at a high rate than the regeneration rate, they are likely to be exhausted.
On the other hand, the proponents of the high population argue that some parts of the world are experiencing a low population due to reduced fertility. The reducing population could be attributed to many factors, and among them is the increased contraceptives (Nargund, 2009). The problem with the low population is that the labor department in the country is likely to face a crisis in the future. Moreover, the low population may hinder the continuation of various aspects of culture to the future generation. However, this cannot be termed as a global problem as it mostly impacts people in western countries like Britain and the US. On the other hand, the impact of the high population is felt in every part of the world. This depicts it as the actual world’s problem.
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ThursdayNov 21 at 11:33pmManage Discussion EntryDebate 2: Would increasing the retirement age to 70 or older be the best way to alleviate the increasing financial burden of the rapidly aging population in the United States.Increasing the retirement age would help grow the economy, create higher income tax revenues, and improve labor market incentives but it would negatively effect the population that has to continue working instead of enjoying life in retirement. The idea to raise the retirement age is the most efficient way because you will still have the part of the population that has ability to save money in abundance and will still be able to retire early even without their retirement money. This will mainly effect the lower working class who lives paycheck to paycheck and does not have the ability to save enough money to stop working until they reach the increased retirement age (Pettinger 2016). Alleviating the financial burden is the best way as long as it is a gradual retirement plan, instead of not until they turn 70. This way the aging population can still receive some benefits of retirement like healthcare, some social security and other benefits. Also even though they will still be working they would have a lot fewer hours, it will be a, "gradual retirement or Phased-in retirement"(Nikolova 2016). This would cause productivity to decline at a slower rate and income taxes will continue being paid at a later age which helps the economy and everyone in the long run. References:Pettinger, T. (2016, July 20). The impact of an ageing population on the economy.Retrieved from https://www.economicshelp.org/blog/8950/society/impact-ageing-population-economy/ (Links to an external site.).Nikolova, M. (2016, July 29). Two solutions to the challenges of population aging.Retrieved from https://www.brookings.edu/blog/up-front/2016/05/02/two-solutions-to-the-challenges-of-population-aging/ (Links to an external site.).Edited by Darlicia Jones on Nov 23 at 1:07pm ReplyReply to Comment
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[bookmark: _ftnref1][bookmark: _ftnref2][bookmark: _ftnref3][bookmark: _ftnref4][bookmark: _ftn1][bookmark: _ftn2][bookmark: _ftn3][bookmark: _ftn4]ThursdayNov 21 at 11:50pmManage Discussion EntryPro: Retirement should be raised to 70 to alleviate the increasing finical burden of the aging populationIn a recent Gallup Poll 63% of working adults plan on working past 65 part time. 11%, stated they would continue to work full time[1]. That means out of the tested group only 26% of working adults plan to retire at the “official” age of 65. That is interesting if you think about it. Take away all the debates about funding social security, and just think about what this poll means. These are people who have been paying the payroll tax, and will receive social security in full but are still planning on working.As of right now social security is estimated to be depleted sometime between 2030 and 2034[2]. When social security was established the life expectancy was 58 for men and 62 for women[3]. Now remember that is an average, and the payroll tax is a tax. This is a risk-reward for the government. They get to take a large piece of the pie upfront and throw it all in a fund. The idea must have been that X-amount of people would put in and only X-amount of people would then be able to take out. Based on the life expectancy the government is on the winning side of things. The problem is life expectancy today is 78.6 years old[4]. This means more people, for longer, are collecting benefits but the well is drying up.Another reason that the age should be lifted is because we now have ageism to deal with. If you worked for your entire life, it should be your choice when you decide to stop working. If you are contributing to society, paying taxes, and able/willing to work; why should you have some fictional goal where you have to stop? The current system is not going to last forever, it can barely support itself now. Let’s let the working American decide when they want to stop working, and raise the retirement age to collect more for social security.[1] Konish, Lorie (Jan 8, 2018) What you need to do if you want to put off retirement like Warren Buffet; https://www.cnbc.com/2018/01/17/warren-buffett-is-delaying-retirement-heres-how-you-can-too.html (Links to an external site.)[2] Burtless, Gary (June 2, 2016) Should Congress raise the full retirement age to 70?; https://www.brookings.edu/articles/should-congress-raise-the-full-retirement-age-to-70/ (Links to an external site.)[3] Socual Security History: https://www.ssa.gov/history/lifeexpect.html (Links to an external site.)[4] Saiidi, Uptin (July 9, 2019) US life expectancy has been declining. Hers why; https://www.cnbc.com/2019/07/09/us-life-expectancy-has-been-declining-heres-why.html (Links to an external site.) ReplyReply to Comment
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