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Abstract: This article documents that the amount
of coverage carried by U.S. households is inade-
quate when compared to a human life value and a
Ziﬁ insurance needs calculator. Households with
dependents are particularly underinsured. Several
reasons are suggested as a cause of the underinsur-
ance. Cost is a common reason gz'ven for not own-
ing adequate insurance, but analysis of actual pre-
miums shows that it is a misperception. Lack of
consumer education or inappropriate assumptions

are more likely causes for being underinsured.
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Introduction

eriodic studies by LIMRA International since

1960 track the percentage of households that

own some form of life insurance and the total
amount of coverage they have. These studies show con-
tinuing decline in the ownership of life insurance.! The
findings also show that the households that are insured
are not as well covered, relative to their annual household
income, as they were in the past. The most recent study
concluded that houscholds with heads younger than age
35 are inadequately covered by life insurance. This con-
clusion was based on the fact that the household’s insur-
ance would replace only 2.4 years of annual income.

Years of income might be a convenient rule of thumb
for consumers to estimate how much coverage to pur-
chase, but a rigorous analysis of insurance adequacy must
start with a more objective determination of the needed
amount of life insurance coverage. There are many cal-
culators available that analyze an individual’s financial
situation and determine the appropriate amount of life
insurance. These calculators are based on an economic
analysis of an individual’s financial situation, with the
amount of life insurance needed determined by an
expected present value or expected utility analysis.

The purpose of this paper is to assess the adequacy
of life insurance coverage of 17.S. households by com-
paring the amount owned with the amount the house-
hold should have as determined by life insurance calcu-
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lacors. The paper will also identify groups that are par-
ticularly underinsured and discuss possible reasons for
the underinsurance so that financial advisers can make
sound recommendations to clients about the amount of
life insurance they need.

Insurance Calculators

There are at least three different types of calculators:
1) Human Capitalized Value, 2) Capital Needs Analysis,
and 3) Economic Life Cycle.2 The Human Capitalized
Value approach projects the individual’s future earnings
and then discounts them back to the present. The Capi-
tal Needs Analysis (also known as the Human Life Value
Concept) also projects the income the individual will earn
in the future, and discounts the flow back to the present.
However, this procedure goes further and calculates the net
contribution of the individual to the family’s living stan-
dard. The net contribution of the individual is then com-
pared to the spending needs of the potendal survivors. The
investment capital needed to sustain the living standard is
the amount of life insurance needed. Variations of this
approach are used in wrongful death litigation to deter-
mine the award to the survivors for lost net earnings. The
final method, the Economic Life Cycle approach, is based
on life-cycle consumption and savings. The approach
smoothes the household’s highest sustainable living stan-
dard over the household’s lifecycle and determines the
amount of life insurance needed to guarantee that the
survivors suffer no decline in living standard.

Since the calculators use different approaches, they
can result in different recommendations. For example, one
COmPariSOn O{: fouf Calculators Produccd fCCOmanda.—
tions ranging from $427,500 to $1,800,000 for the pri-
mary wage earner and between $37,778 and $1,000,000
for the secondary wage earner in a sample household.3

Past Research

There have been several research studies that evalu-
ated the life insurance coverage of U.S. households. Ini-
tial studies first examined the economic value of life
insurance.4 After determining that life insurance was
economically justifiable, research examined whether or

not the cost of the needed amount of insurance was jus-
tifiable for various types of households, and looked at the
amount of insurance a household needed. For example,
one study showed that for a percentage of households,
the economic value of life insurance is too low to justify
private life insurance. This was because the Social Secu-
rity survivor benefits replaced a significant amount of the
consumption stream for those households.5 Note that
any group life insurance provided by the employer as an
employee benefit was not considered in this study and
could further reduce the need for private life insurance.

Adequacy of Coverage

More recent research examined the adequacy of life
insurance ownership. The amount of life insurance
owned by households was compared with what should be
owned. Initially the standard was somewhat arbitrary, but
subsequent studies compared ownership to the amounts
determined from calculators like the Economic Life
Cycle calculator. Laurence Kotlikoff of Boston University
and his colleagues conducted much of this research.
Auerbach and Kotlikoff studied the life insurance cover-
age of married households aged 35 to 55 where the hus-
band was working.® They found that 25-30% of wives
were inadequately protected; that is, they would suffer a
loss in the rate of sustainable consumption of at least
30% if their husbands died.

The study showed apparent inadequate life insur-
ance coverage. However, the study can be criticized
because the standard was somewhat arbitrary—70-80%
of prior living standard—and did not consider indi-
vidual circumstances. Kodikofl and his colleagues
addressed this criticism when they used the Economic
Life Cydle calculator to evaluate the adequacy of life
insurance coverage in subsequent studies. One study
used the 1992 Health and Retirement Survey database
to study ownership among elderly households.” There
was evidence of both overpurchase and underpurchase
of life insurance. Another study of university employ-
ees participating in financial planning found acute
underinsurance.® Kotlikoff and his associates found
that almost 13% of spouses who were secondary wage
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earners would experience a 40% or more drop in living
standard if their spouse died prematurely. An addi-
tional 13% would experience a 20-40% drop. They
concluded that there is a mismatch between the
amount of life insurance actually held and the under-
lying need of these houscholds. In another study, using
the 1995 Federal Reserve Board’s Survey of Consumer
Finances (SCF), they again found only a weak rela-
tionship between actual and recommended life insur-
ance.” They found that one in five married couples has
a secondary wage earner who is dramatically underin-
sured against the death of the other spouse.
Summarizing their research, Gokhale and Kotlikoff said:
“No one likes to talk about dying. No one likes
to pay premiums for an event, in this case dying
early, that may never occur. And no one likes to
spend time with life insurance agents. ‘Eco-
nomic Man’ thus meets ‘Psychological Man’
head on when it comes to life insurance deci-
sions ... The research on insurance adequacy
produces a single clear and consistent message:
when it comes to buying life insurance, economic
man is making major mistakes.” 10

Research Methodology

The above research is not easily available to financial
service professionals, and the Economic Life Cycle cal-
culator is not as familiar to financial service profession-
als as the other types of calculators. As noted carlier, the
different calculators produce different results. The pres-
ent study extended Kotlikoff’s research on the adequacy
of lifc insurance using calculators more familiar to finan-
cial service professionals and examined some reasons,
primarily cost, for underinsurance.

Insurance Calculators

The Life and Health Insurance Foundation for Edu-
cation (LIFE) is a nonprofit organization designed to
address the public’s growing need for information and
education on life, health, and disability/long-term care
insurance. Its Web site (wwuw. life-line.org) provides two
calculators to assist individuals in determining the
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amount of life insurance they should have. The first cal-
culator is a Life Insurance Needs calculator that deter-
mines how much investment capital is needed to meet
immediate obligations at death and provide a future
income to sustain the household. It is a capital needs type
of calculator. The second calculator is a Human Life
Value calculator that estimates the ner financial contri-
bution an individual makes to his or her family. It is a
human capiralized value type of calculator. More details
on the calculators are provided in the Appendix, includ-
ing required input and assumptions.

Database

Researching the adequacy of life insurance requires
a data source with the detailed financial information
needed by the calculators. Also, it is desirable to have
a large database with a wide variety of different house-
hold types, not just young or elderly households. A
wide variety of demographic groups allows determi-
nation if different segments are overinsured or under-
insured. The SCF is such a database. The study con-
ducted in 1998 contains detailed financial information
on a sample of more than 4,000 households. The data-
base contains all the informartion needed for both cal-
culators as well as the amount of life insurance cover-
age owned by the household. The 1995 SCF was used
for one of the studies of the Economic Life Cycle cal-
culator, and the 1998 SCF was used in a study of

financial preparcdness for retiteutent. !t

Analysis

Rather than compute the amount of life insur-
ance needed for all 4,000 households in the database,
analysis was performed on representative demographic
groups such as young married couples with children.
Most of the 4,000 households were classified into one
of 36 different demographic groups based on marital
status, presence of children, age, and income. The
focus was on the family formation years of ages 25 to
44, where most people believe that life insurance is
most needed. Other studies of financial adequacy have
studied representative demographic groups.!2
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Composition of Demographic Groups

The composition of the 36 demographic groups is
shown in Table 1. Marital status and the presence of
children were the main determinants of the demo-
graphic groups—married with and without children,
and single with and withourt children. Within each of
these groups, several age and income subgroups were
created. Three age breaks were used: 25 to 44, 45 to
54, and 55 to 64. Five income groups were used to
include low, middle, and affluent households: less
than $25,000, $25,000 to $49,999, $50,000 to
$74,999, $75,000 to $99,999, and $100,000 and
over of total household income.

Certain households in the SCF database were not
assigned to one of the 36 different demographic
groups. Households under age 25 and over age 65
were excluded since they have limited income protec-
tion needs. Sume combinations are very unlikely, such
as young households with high income, and they were
not included because they contained too few cases.
Some adjacent age or income groups with a limited
number of cases were combined. This helped ensure
the stability of the calculations, which is always
important when financial data are studied.

Calculations

Within each of the 36 different demographic
groups, the median value was computed for all vari-
ables needed hy rthe calculators, e.g., mortgage,
monthly income, age of children, etc. The median val-
ues were entered into the calculators to determine the
recommended amount of lifc insurance the typical
primary wage earner in each demographic group
needed. In most cases the primary wage earner was
the husband in married households. It should be noted
that the value of any Social Security benefits is not
included in the Life Insurance Needs calculator. Social
Security benefits would reduce the needed amount of
life insurance and close a portion of any gap between
the amount owned and the amount needed, particu-
larly for lower income groups. The Human Life Value
calculator will not produce a value unless the individ-
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ual has a dependent—ecither spouse or child. There-
fore, no values are computed for the single groups
with no children. To determine the total life insur-
ance need, any existing life insurance coverage owned
was not included in the calculations. The results from
both calculators are shown in Table 1, as well as the
difference in the results from the two calculators.

Cost of Insurance

One possible reason that a household has inade-
quate coverage might be that the needed coverage would
cost too much. To analyze this possibility, the annual pre-
mium for the recommended amount of coverage was
determined. QuickQuorte’s term life insurance calculator
was used. The premium was calculated for the amount of
coverage and the number of years that protection was
needed (up to 30 years). The annual premium as well as
what percentage of the primary wage earner’s annual
salary it represented was examined. Further details are
included in the Appendix.

Results

The results from the two calculators for the 36
demographic groups are shown in Table 1. It is obvious
that the amount of coverage owned is noticeably lower
than the amounts recommended by the calculators. For
the most part the Life Insurance Needs calcularor pro-
duced larger values than the Human Life Value calcula-
tor cxcept for young warried couples without children.
Contrary to prior results obtained by Kotlikoff, there is
a modest, but significant, correlation berween the
amount of life insurance owned and the recommended
amount.'? Those groups needing more insurance do in
fact own more insurance than groups needing less; they
just do not own enough.

When the recommended amounts of insurance are
compared to the primary wage earner’s income, it is
obvious that simplified recommendations such as “five
times income” are not valid. The recommended amounts
determined by the calculators are in the area of 12 times
income for couples with no children, and around 20
times income for households with children.

Journal of Financial Service Professionals MAY 2003 M 57 | :

Monday, May 05, 2003 (4).max



The Adequacy of Life Insurance
Coverage in U.S. Households

TABLE 1

Composition of Demographic Groups and Life Insurance Needs

Total Life Insurance Need as
Group Composition Determined by Calculators
Life Life Difference
insurance Human insurance (insurance
Marital Children Household owned? life value needb need minus
Group status <18 Age income (000} {000) (000) (000} life value)

1 Married No 25-44 <$25 97 1,001 371 (630)
2 Married No 25-44 $25-49 88 372 452 80
3 Married No 25-44 $50-74 116 801 694 (107)
4 Married No 25-44 $75+ 170 770 1,016 246
5 Married No 45-54 <$50 60 284 310 26
6 Married No 45-54 $50-74 120 441 513 72
7 Married No 45-54 $75-99 100 240 527 287
8 Married No 45-54 $100+ 300 545 918 373
9 Married No 55-64 <$25 18 18 38 20
10 Married No 55-64 $25-49 50 38 55 17
11 Married No 55-64 $50-74 60 145 297 152
12 Married No 55-64 $75-99 250 112 211 99
13 Married No 55-64 $100+ 260 112 4 (108)
4 Married Yes 2544 <$2b /5 464 508 44
15 Married Yes 25-44 $25-49 100 753 865 112
16 Married Yes 25-44 $50-74 150 914 1,172 213
17 Married Yes 25-44 $75-99 190 1,085 1,320 235
18 Married Yes 25-44 $100+ 450 1,418 1,713 295
19 Married Yes 45-54 <$50 50 303 403 100
20 Married Yes 45-54 $50-74 144 406 687 281
21 Married Yes 45-54 $75-99 250 616 1,038 422
22 Married Yes 45-54 $100+ 500 667 1,010 343
23 Married Yes 55-64 $25+ 85 225 541 316
24 Single Yes 25-44 <$25 21 294 331 37
25 Single Yes 25-44 $25-49 85 461 446 (15)
26 Single Yes 25-44 $50+ 160 523 626 103
27 Single Yes 55-64 <$25 20 175 141 (34)
28 Single Yes 55-64 $25+ 45 281 305 24
29 Single No 25-44 <$25 25 NAc 10

30 Single No 25-44 $25-49 61 NA 4

31 Single No 25-44 $50~-74 100 NA 49

32 Single No 25-44 $75+ 60 NA 0

33 Single No 45-64 <$25 10 NA 9

34 Single No 45-64 $25-49 50 NA 0

35 Single No 45-64 $50-74 93 NA 0

36 Single No 45-64 $75+ 110 NA 0

@ Median life insurance owned by household, including individual and group insurance.
b Negative results shown as 0. Negative need results from having financial assets greater than need.
¢ NA, not applicable.
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Life Insurance Needs Calculator

The average life insurance need, across all 36 groups,
as determined by the Life Insurance Needs calculator
was $459,000. The average amount of life insurance
owned across the groups was $126,000. The average
underinsurance was more than $300,000. Singles with
no children and affluent couples with no children are the
only groups that are overinsured. All other groups are
underinsured. Those groups with dependent children
generally have 20% or less of the life insurance coverage
recommended by the calculator. Married couples under
age 54 also have only around 20% of the recommended
coverage. One has to conclude that most segments of the
U.S. population are grossly underinsured.14

Cost of insurance would not seem to be a reason for the
underinsurance. The average cost to insure the total need of
the primary wage earner across the 36 groups is $720. This
represents 2.2% of the primary wage earner’s annual wages.
Compared to how much is spent on other types of insur-
ance, this is not high (see “Discussion” section).

Human Life Value Calculator

The results using the Human Life Value calculator
were not appreciably different. The Human Life Value
calculator resulted in lower amounts of needed life
insurance than did the Life Insurance Needs calculator
for all but five groups. The Life Insurance Needs cal-
culator, on average, estimated a need for life insurance
of $107,000 more than the Human Life Value calcula-
tor. The average need across 28 groups is $481,000
while the amount owned is $143,000.!5 The average
cost to meet the coverage determined by the Human
Life Value calculator is $684, or about 2% of the pri-
mary wage earner’s annual wages.

While the two calculators do produce slightly dif-
ferent recommended amounts, the difference does not
dramatically alter conclusions about the extent of
underinsurance of typical U.S. households. On aver-
age, the demographic groups have about one third of
the needed amount of life insurance. While underin-
surance is clearly present, some demographic groups
are more underinsured than others.

Presence of Dependents

Figure 1 compares the amount of life insurance cov-
erage with the needed amount from Table 1 for various
household groupings with and without children. The
average amount of coverage is compared to the average
amount determined for the groups by the Lifc Insurance
Needs calculator. The primary reason to own life insur-
ance is to protect dependents in the case of premature
death. Auny viher use of life insurance is secondary or
takes advantage of the favorable tax treatment of cash
values. The calculators reflect this and generate higher
recommended amounts of insurance for married house-
holds or single parents. It is somewhar ironic then that the
only groups overinsured are the groups with the lowest
need—single households without children. Married par-
ents and single parents are the most underinsured groups.

Single households without children are overinsured.
mainly because the calculator recommends very low
amounts of coverage, which is usually offset by the finan-
cial assets the individual holds. Couples without children
are the least underinsured of the groups with dependents.

' FIGURE 1

Life Insurance Coverage by Presence of Children
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On average they have 41% of the reccommended amount
of life insurance. Married parents are quite underin-
sured, having on average only around 20% of the rec-
ommended coverage. The most underinsured are single
parents, who only have, on average, 16% of the recom-

mended amount of life insurance.

FIGURE 2

Life Insurance Coverage by
Age and Presence of Children
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Influence of Age

As one gets older, the amount of life insurance
needed decreases because the person’s dependents need
the replacement income for a shorter period. Figure 2

shows that the amount of coverage actually owned only
slightly reflects this declining need.

Influence of Income

It is logical that wealthy houscholds need more life
insurance than lower income households do because
they have more income to replace if the primary wage
earner dies prematurely. As can be seen in Figure 3, there
is a steady increase in the recommended amount of life
insurance as household income increases. The actual
amount of life insurance owned also increases. The extent
of underinsurance declines with increased household
income. Affluent households with more than $100,000
of household income own almost 40% of the recom-
mended amount. Middle-income households only have
ahour 15% of the recommended amount.

Discussion

When asked why they do not have more life insur-
ance, a common reason given by consumers is that it is
too expensive. In one study, 63% of consumers men-
tioned cost as either a major or a minor reason why they
have not bought more life insurance.!6 This is the result
of consumer misperception. Consumers seem to overes-
timate the actual cost of adequate life insurance coverage.
The cost to completely cover the recommended amount
of life insurance need with term insurance averaged
around $700. For most groups, the cost was only about
2% of the primary wage earner’s income, although for a
few groups it was as high as 4.2%.

The cost of the insurance was as high as $2,317 for a
married couple, aged 25 to 44 with children, and a house-
hold income over $100,000. The recommended coverage
was $1.7 million and the cost was 2.8% of the primary
wage earner’s income. An older demographic group would
pay a higher premium per thousand, but would have a
smaller total need. For example, a married couple aged 55
to 64 with children would have to pay $1,465 for
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$500,000 of coverage. The cost for this group was 4.2%
of the primary wage earner’s income. This group had one
of the largest relative costs, but it was an exception. For
only eight demographic groups would the cost be more
than 3% of the primary wage earner’s income.

Insurance Expenditures

What do households spend on their current insurance
coverage? The Bureau of Labor Statistics publishes a reg-
ular Consumer Expenditure Survey thar details what
households spend on a wide variety of items. The most
recent survey reports 2000 data.!” In this survey, a married
couple with children spends the following on insurance:

* Health insurance: $1,131
* Vehicle insurance: $1,097
* Life and other personal insurance: $601

The expenditures are actual paid expenses. The cost
of any group insurance the household may receive from
employers as a fringe benefit is not included in the
expenditures.!® By simply increasing what the house-
hald now spends on life insurance by a little less than
$800, the household could completely insure the pri-
mary wage earner’s insurance needs. The average married
household with children has to spend $1,382 on 15- to
30-year term insurance to fully cover its $921,000 life
insurance need on the primary wage earner. That is 3.3%
of the primary wage earner’s income.

What expenditures represent 2-3% of income? Some
expenditures for a married couple with children in that
range include:

* Property taxes: 2.4%

* Houschold operations (excluding utilities) and food: 1.8%
* Cash contributions to charities, etc.: 1.8%

* Education expenses such as lessons or tuition: 1.7%

Protecting the primary wage earner’s income would
‘seem just as important as these expenses, but consumers do
not seem to think that way. There must be other reasons
than cost as to why people are so inadequately insured.

Why Underinsured

Why is it that households do not spend an additional
$800 to carry the full amount of life insurance that calculators
say they should have? There are at least four possible reasons:

L. Households do not tully understand how much life
insurance they need to protect their current lifestyle.
Many households may not have used a calculator to
determine the full extent of their need. If the insur-
ance gap is pointed out to them along with the
modest cost to fully meet the need, they may buy
additional insurance to cover their full need.

2. One would expect that agents and producers are

calculating the full need when they meet with
prospects, yet consumers still do not own sufficient
coverage. Perhaps consumers understand the need,
but feel that the probability of needing life insurance
is so low that they choose to protect only a small
portion of that need. They choose to play the odds
and not cover their full need.

3. The assumptions that the calculators use do not

reflect the thinking of consumers. The calculators
assume that households want to pay off all current
debts and continue the same lifestyle they had when
the primary wage earner was alive. Consumers may
not think that way, given that the probability of pre-
mature death is so small. They may have rationally
assessed their financial situation and chosen to min-
imally protect against an unlikely risk. They assume
premature death is very unlikely, bur if it does occur
they will accept a significant change in lifestyle rather
than pay the cost to fully insure. They may choose
not to pay off debts immediately. They may be will-
ing to look for other ways o pay for their children’s
education. They may be willing to downsize their
home, or make other lifestyle adjustments. They may
assume that the spouse will remarry so that the pri-
mary wage earner’s income needs to be replaced for
only a few years. Some households that appear to be
underinsured may actually be adequately insured
under an assumption of these lifestyle adjustments.

4. Households have alternatives for spending the addi-

tional $800 needed to fully insure. A short-term
need, such as a vacation, may be more attractive to
them. It would be interesting to talk to consumers to
see whether other alternatives are more important,
and how they calculate their life insurance needs.
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Other Needs

The present analysis only looked at income replace-
ment of the primary wage earner in the household. Even
if the primary wage carner has the reccommended amount
of coverage, the household could still need more life
insurance {:Or at least WO reasons. First, a Wofl(_ing SPOuSe
could be underinsured. This analysis only dealt with the
primary wage earner, so the household could be under-
insured if there is insullicicnt coverage on a working
spouse. Only three of the 23 married household groups
did not have a working spouse. Research by LIMRA
International shows that spouses are underinsured.!? Sec-
ond, the household may have needs other than income
replacement. The calculators compute only the need for
replacement income. Other needs such as special bequests
or wealth transfer are not addressed by the calculators.

In summary, the present analysis using two common
types of life insurance calculators supports prior research
showing that U.S. households carry inadequate amounts
of life insurance protection. The most underinsured
groups are those with the largest need—married parents
and single parents. These groups have 20% or less of the
needed coverage. Cost should not be an obstacle despite
what consumers say. For most groups, just 2% or 3% of
the primary wage earner’s annual wages would buy cover-
age insuring the full need; however, consumers spend less
than half that amount. One can hope that better consumer
education on the actual needed amount of coverage and
cost can help overcome inadequate insurance coverage. Il

James O. Mitchel, PhD, CEBS, is vice president and director, mar-
kets research, at LIMRA International. He has authored articles in the
Journal of Financial Service Professionals, Best’s Review, GAMA
International Journal, MDRT's Round the Table, and LIMRA's Mar-
ketFacts Quarterly. He can be reached at jmitchel@limra.com.

Appendix

Life Insurance Needs Calculator

Briefly, the Life Insurance Needs calculator deter-
mines how much investment capital, i.e. the amount of life
insurance, a family will need at the time of death to cover

immediate and future needs. The calculation is based on
estimates of final expenses, outstanding debts, outstanding
mortgage, college funding needs, monthly income needed
by the surviving spouse, the years that income is needed,
current investment capital, and any life insurance already
owned. Tmmediate obligations include the estimates of
final expenses, debt, mortgage, and college costs. Future
income needs are determined by calculating the present
value of future needed cash-flow streams. Choices have ta
be made regarding inflation rates and investment yield.
The default 3.5% inflation rate and 7% after-tax invest-
ment yield were used. For final expenses, as recommended,
the greater of $10,000 or 4% of net worth was used.

To use the Life Insurance Needs calculator, two
assumptions have to be made: the size of the college
fund and the amount of monthly income for the sur-
viving spouse. For this analysis, the college fund was
estimated based on the average number of children and
the average age of the children. These were input into
a college cost calculator. The calculator used was
FinAid—The SmartStudent Guide to Financial Aid,
College Cost Projector (wwuw.finaid.org/calculators/).
The income earned by the primary wage earner from
his or her primary job and any other jobs was used as
the amount of monthly income for the surviving
spouse. Since the purpose of life insurance is income
replacement, it was assumed that all of the primary
wage earner’s income would still be needed to maintain
[llC libeLylc Uf lllc llouscllold.

Human Life Value Calculator

The Human Life Value calculator uses current age,
gender, planned retirement age, occupation, annual
wages, whether or not the individual has fringe benefits,
annual nonwage earnings, and ages of children under 23.
If the individual has a spouse, it also uses the spouse’s age,
and if employed, the spouse’s planned retirement age
and annual wages. This information is used to project the
lifetime income for someone with those characteristics,
less taxes and expenditures devoted to his or her own
consumption, plus any fringe benefits the family receives
from the employer, such as health insurance, and the
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services he or she provides around the house.20 Unlike
the Life Insurance Needs calculator, no assumptions are
required to use the Human Life Value calculator.

QuickQuote Term Insurance

When obtaining the quote, the primary wage earner’s
age was used and it was assumed the person was a non-
smoker, had no health issues, and did not engage in a haz-
ardous occupation. For males, 2 height of 6’17 and a weight
of 180 Ibs. were used. For females, a height of 57" and a
weight of 150 Ibs. were used. The calculator does not accept
exact face amounts or years of coverage. The calcularor uses
approximate amounts, such as $500,000 or 10 years of cov-
erage. The categories in the calculator closest to the required
amount of insurance and years of coverage were used.
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