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SOCIAL SECURITY AND THE CHANGING ROLES OF MEN

N AND WOMEN

(A SUMMARY)

NEA Research Memao

Retirement has become a very active politicat
issue. The Advisory Council on Social Security, the
Nationual Commission on- Social Security. the Presi-
dent’'s Commussion on Pepsion Policy. the Uni
versal Coverage Study Group, and many others are
studving the issues that relate to retirement in
general and to Social Security in particular.

The 1977 amendments to the Social Sccurity
AQLI uv;tn.x,tc'l the U.S. Secretary of Health, Edu-
,,,,,, and Welfare Joseph A, Cualitano. Jr..
const lmtmn with the Task Force on Sex Discrim-
ination and the Social Security *Administration, to
conduct a study of und .make recommendations
with respect to gender-based distinctions in the
Social Security program.

On February 15, 1979, Seeretary Calitano re-
leased the final report, entitled Sociul Secnrity and
the Clhunging Roles of Men and Waomen, together
with a press rel and a summary. NEA has re-
produced the summary becitse it presents a clear
picture of the direction in which Sccretary
Califano and the Social Security Administration
would like to move the Social Security program.

The summary presents the following posi-
rions:

e  Farnings sharing, :md the eventual elimi-

nittion of the spouse’s benefit.

A two-tier benefit svstem. in which a

minimum  benefit. would he paid to

evervone and the second-tier benetfit

~would be tied directly to earnings.

e  Universal coverage is proposed as the
best solution to the offset provision of

Mav 1979

Secretary Califano intends the report to be a
vehicle to spark debate on the issues. pot as pro-
posed legislution. Indeed. the report of the Uni-
versal Coverage Study Group, due December 20,
1979, will need o be studied, and

digested before any meaningful legistation can be

received,

proposed, -

Fhis. therefore, s the appropriate time for
ci ~ toonaise Jquestions and voice objections
abov the Social Security program. Lxamples of

the tyvpes of issues raised by the report are as

follows:

e  What requirements must people meet in
“Tier I of the two-tier benefit system?
A means test? Increased red tape?
Longer ‘lines at Social Security offices?
Will they be made to feel that they are
receiving welfare?

o  Will the familv n» imum (mentioned
under paragraph D on page 14) increase
as the cost of living increases?

e No mention of transitional provisions is

‘ made in the summary report. How e

such transitions proposed? Are they
realistic?

@ In the discussion of the public pension
offset. why is no reference made to the
fact that there is no offset for private
sector employees?

Ploase send any comments or recommenda-
tions on these issues to Byron Spice. Room 510,

the Social Security amendments of NEA, 1291 Sixteenth Street, N.W.. Wushington.
1977, B.C. 20030.
For a copy of the unabridged. ' ‘ sell Benefits Bran. !
446 Altmeyer Building, Sociul ‘ELLum U1 Security b alevar
Baltimore, Md. 21235. B -
Ped
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SUMMARY

Security and thé Changing

o
U

Socia

al
E@lgs f Men and Women

%
INTRODUCTION

Under the Social Security Amendments of 1977 (P.L. 95-
216), the Congress required the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, in consultation with the
Department of Justice Task Force on Sex Discrimination,
.0 study and prepare a report on proposals to elimi-
nate dependency as a factor in entitlement to social
. security spouse's benefits and to eliminate sex dis-
crimination under the social security program.

when the social security program was established in
1935, basic protection was provided for workers in

the jobs that were covered under social securitv. In
1939, before social security benefits were firs_ paid,
supplementary protection was provided for workers'
wives and widows as dependents. This method of pro-
viding protection reflected a pattern of family _
:elatlonshlps in American society--lifelong marriages
in which women were solely homemakers and men pro-=
vided economic support--that was much more common

then than today.

The traditional roles of lifelong homemaker and life-
long paid worker are ‘no longer as typical; rather,
there is a growing diversity of roles. The labor-
force part;clgatlan of married women had grown from
17 percent in 1940 to about 47 percent in 1977 and is
expected to continue to grow. Although more married
women are working, the majority do not work.when
their children are very young. 1In 1977, 39 percent
of married women under age 55 with pressh@aliagé
children who were living with their husbands were

in the paid labor force.

The increase in the divorce rate also-has contributed
to the growing diversity of family roles and work
patterns since many divorced women must work to support
themselves or their families. The ratio of divorces to
marriages increased from one in six in 1940 to one ‘in
two in 1975. The marriages of one in three women age
26 to 40 are expected to end in divorce.

(4



For a variekry of reasons, many more married women are
working but no typical pattern »f lifetime roles is
emerging. Some married women are lifetime homemakers,
some are paid workers throughout their lives, and
others combine these two roles.

general thinks about the role of women and in the way
women view themselves. There is a growing perception
that married women should not be treated as dependents
undar soclal security because so many of them work in
paid jobs and are not financially dependent on their
husbands. Women are increasingly recognized as ecqual
partners in marriage, which is viewed as an inter-
dependent economic relationship where each spouse
renders services of an economic value to the family.
Ard women ggjgfjlly view themselves as having a choice
of careers--working in paid employment, working as
unpaid homemakers, or both.

As a result of these changes in society, interest has
grown in the way women are treated under the social
security program. A central issue is whether the
system of dependent's benefits designed decades ago
adequately serves today's society. The present social
security structure works best in the case of a life-
long married couple where one spcuse is a lifelong
paid worker and the other is a lifelong homemaker.
Many believe that social security shouid be changed
so that it accommodates the diversity of roles and
work patterns of men and women in today's society.

the dependency basis of

o]
e

In addition to the issue’
benefits, a number of other important social seruri'y
issues are discussed in the report, including the fair-
ness of treatment of couplzs when both spouses work,
and the adequacy of protection for divorced people,
disabled homemakers, widows, =tc. Many of these

issues are closely related tc the primary issue of
whether dependency is an appropriate device for pro-
viding benefits for many women.

w

o

‘Congress directed that this study examine ways to
" eliminate dependency as a factcer in determining entitle-
ment to social security spouse's benefits. 1In response,

I




the report explores two comprehensive options for deal-
ing with the issues that arise from the present system
of providing dependent's benefits. The two options

are éarnings sharing and establishment of a ncw double-
decker benefit structure for the social secur_:cy
program.

Earnings sharing would provide for the equal division
between the spouses of total annual earnings of a
married couple for each year of the marriage. Thus,
each spouse would have social security protection in
his or her own right that could be added to any pro-
tection acquired as a covered worker while unmarried
or from other marriages. The double-decker rlan would
provide a two-tier benefit structure. The first tier
‘would be a flat-rate benefit payable regardless of-
marital status or work in jobs covered under social
security. The second tier would be an earnings-related
benefit payable to everyone who had worked in a
covered job. e

The report also includes more limited opticons for
dealing with some of the issues that have been
raised, provisions in the law that treat men and
women differently and proposals to ‘eliminate the
differences, and issues concerning the public
nension offset provision enacted as part of the
1977 social security amendments and possible
modifications and alternatives to this provision.
f
This study was conducted by the Social Security Admin-
istration with assistance from a variety of ssources. 1In
planning the study, discussions were held with represen-
tatives of the Department of Justice Task Force on Sex
Discrimination, Congresswomen's Caucus staff, and
terested congressional committee staffs. Drafts of the
1y were circulated for ment. c¢o these persons,
whose sSuggestions were very helpful.
This report is intendedlta focus public debate on

concerns about the way social security relates to
the present complex and diversified structur@ of
American society and on various options to deal with

these concerns. The rernrt contains no recommendations
for legislative changes; su:h recommendations would be
premature at this t£if®. Extensive public debkate of
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The cor \cerns about the social security protection of
women relate to the fundamentdl ‘goals of the system
which are to provide benefits that are adequate tG
meet important social needs-and at the same time
equitably distributed among different c~ rgories Df
bene® i nd contr = ut to the program. 1In
many ises, the Joals or adequacy .nd equity are
inconsi ent; proegram :hanges that improve adequacy
may reduce equity and vice-versa. This tension has
been with the system since its inc

incention, and the
appropriate balance beatwironon gyoals is often
a source of ¢ ntroversy.

‘*Yr‘w’"

.

rl" i

m m

.he issues th oy ntified are fundamentally

.tied to the social security program's twin goals of
adequacy and equity and the conflicts bhetween them.
Reducing inequities for women workars while providing,
adequate protection for women with little naid work
—history wiltl—inrvolve strikinr anew balance betweern
the adequacy and equity.of the social security system.

;

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



L

Adegquacy Con Verns

One area of concern arises from gaps and inadequacies
in the protection provided for homemakers and depend-

. ent spouses. Homemaker or childcare activities may

. preclude or reduce participation of married women in
the paid labor force therefore preventing them from
obtaining primary prote¢tlan as WDIKEES-‘ Also, since
dependent's benefits are based on a proportion of the
worker's benefits and are only payable under certain
conditions, homemakers may have inadequate protection
under social security. These concerns include:

d women workers get substantially lower

its than men workers both because they fre-

y spend time out of the paid labor force (or
k part time) to perform homemaker or childcare
activities and because average wages for women are
lower than for men.

The divorced wife's benefit of 50 percent of the
worker's benefit is often not adeguate to support a
divorced homemaker living, alone. A divorced person
has no social security protection based on the mar-
riage if it lasted less than 10 years. This concern
becomes more important as the divorce rate inc

o

Widowed homemakers under age 60 cannot receive

» fi s unless they are either at least age 50
dlsabled or are caring for children. Many

widows have no social security protection during

a period when they may face difficu -y entering or

reentering the labeor force.

0]

o Women working in the home have gaps in disability
protection. Benefits are not provided for disabled.
homemakers or their children if the homemaker has
no recent attachment to the paid work force. 1/

Widows who become disabled under age 50 do not have

1/ In general, in order to meet t.. recency-of-work

test for disability benefits, . person needs 5
years of coverad werk out of the 10 years precec-
ing onset of disability.

s




disability protection.

© Aged widows fregquently remain on the benefit rolls
for many years; 'they often do not have resources to
supplement their social security benefits, may live
in poverty, and may need additional protection.

"Equity Concerns f

A second area of concern centers on the equity of
benefits between one- and two-earner couples and
married and single workers. These concerns include: . -

cause of the operation of the dual entitlement
vision, married wemen mayv find that the social
urity protectign they earn as workers may
:1icate, rather than add to, .the protection

hey already have as spouses.

Q

L
*F‘HOW

o

[ OV (e Bl e
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ome two-earner couples are concerned that bene-
it% are often higher for couples where one spouse

araned all (or most) of the income than for couples
where both spouses had earnings even though their
tatal famlly earnings are the same.

Since beneflts are pavyable to dependents, married
workers réceive greater protection under social
security than single workers, even t¥hough both pay
* social security taxes at the same rate; single.
workers - may view this situation as inequitable.

O

This section discusses the effects of two broad-scale
options that would deal in a comprehensive way with the
issues; these options are earnings sharing and a double-
decker plan. These options should be viewed as a basis
for discussion rather than as recommendations for leg-
islative action.| : * o

Under earnings sharing, 50 percent of the total annual
earnings of the couple would be credited to each
spouse's individual earnings record. The benefits for
each spouse would be based®*on one- half of the couple's
earnlngs during years of marriage and on individual
earnings while unmarried. The idea underlying earn-
ings sharing is that each spouse is an equal partner

8]



" in marriage and each--whether a worker in paid emplov-
:ﬁgﬁt or an unpaid homemaker~-=should have equal credit
11 family eafnlngs " This idea implies, then,

. should havexequal social security protection
her own right rather than as a dependent of
spduse. : ’ :

.Under a double-decker plan- a new two-tier benefit
system would be established. 2a flat-dollar benefit
(tier I) would bBe payable to everyone, regardless of

~earnings, who met certain requirements. In addition,
an earnings-related benefit {(tier II) would be payable

. on the basis”of earnings from employment. covered under
social security.. Certain features of the earnings

“sharing cption would be incorporated in the provisione -
for tier II to deal more comprehensively with the
issues that have been raised.

Examples of benefits that would be payable to married
couples and surviving spouses under both options are
shown in Table 1 (page 2.) and a comparison of the
specific provisions of the options and present law is
shown in Table 3 {pages 23 and 24). '

In designing the options, arbitrary decisions were
frequently necessary to estimate costs. In general,
the options were designed with the idea that a new
-bériefit system should result in costs that would
approximate long-range costs under present law. Because
of these cost constraints, when benefits were increased
in some areas, reductions were provided in other areas.
Further, to hold down costs, benefits for one- and
two-earner couples were equalized by reducing benefits
for one-earner couples rather than by raising benefits.
for two-earner couples.

The estimated long-range (75-year) cost of the earnings-
sharing option comes very close to approximating long-
range costs under presént law. "~This option is esti-
mated to decrease long-range costs by an average
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0.06 percent of taxable vayroll. 2/ (If applied to
1979 taxable payroll, 0.06 vercent would reoresent
savings of $0.6 billion over present law.)

The long-range costs of the double-decke

highly dependerit on how the benefits are ad

keep pace with rising wages or prices. Und
assumptions for adjusting the benefits the

lcngiranué cost of the d@uble—aechér plan w

from a cost of -0.50 percent ol taxable payr

billion if applied to> 1979 taxsble payroll) t@ a
savings of 1.86 percent of taxable payroll (£19 billio
if applied to 1979 taxable payroll). The lonag-range
cost of the double-decker plan could closely approxi-
mate present law costs by changing the wav the tier T
benefit. 1s adjusted for changes in economic condition
or by making other changes in the plan.

Table 2 (page 22) contains long-range cost estimates
for each option. The EStlmatéS are based on the
assumption that each option would apply only to peonlza
becominag elicgible for benefits in Januarv 1980 or
later. Although the options, as designed, woculd not
affect current beneficiaries, transitional provisions
would be needed to avoid reducing potential benefits
for pc¢ople nearing retirement when the new program
went into effect. 1In addition, transitional provi-.
sions could be designed to adjust benefits for those
alread . retired who would otherwise_not benefit from.
Eha increased protection provided under a new pjan;

‘U ]\ 7

uch provisions would increase short-range costs

The estimated costs of the ;DmnghEHELVE options refe

onlv to the cost meact on the 5@@151 security program;

- they do not take account of the cost impact of each

plans's ‘interaction with various other governmental
lncam3“35§1stance programs *such as the Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) and Siupplemental Security

2/ Long-ranae costs are expressed as a wercentage of

o

taxable mayroll. ThHe cost or saving of a provision

‘represents the average amount over a 75--year period

by which the combined emplcyee-employer social 7
security tax rate would have to be raised or lowered
to leave the social secuvlty ‘trust. funds in the

same financial pos;g;@n._ ¢

B =i



Income (5SI) programs, both financed with ‘general
revenues, rather ihan through the social security trust
funds. The cost of these programs may either increase
or decrease depending on the option selected and the
specific features it contains. Additional study will
be needed to determine how changes in social security
will affect these other programs.

Option #1: Earnings Sharing

Under earnings sharing, a couple's annual earnings
would be divided equally between them for the years
they were married for purposes of computing retirement
benefits. The earnings would be divided when the
couple divorced or when one spouse reached age 62.

This would entitle each spouse to a pr;magy benefit
which would replace aged dependent spouse's and sur-
viving spouse's ‘benefits provided under present law.

The basic earnings-sharing idea has been modified in
certain respects in order to pay benefits that are
somewhat comparable to present law benefits. The
modifications are:

1. When one spouse dies, the survivor would be
Ecredlted with 80 percent of the total annual’
earnings.of the couple during the marriage, but
not less than 100 percent of the ea:nlngs aof the'
higher earner.

2. Fgr%purpcses of benefits for young survivors--
children and young surviving s—ouses caring for
children--earnings would not be transferred
between the spouses with regard to a marriage in
effect 'at the .time of death. 'Benefits for young
survivors would be based on any earnings credits
the deceased person had from paid work (while
unmarried or during a current marriage), Qlus any
credits acquired as a result of a prior marriage
terminated by death or 5chrge. ‘ :

. 3. Far Puxgasﬁs of disability benefits, earnings would
not be shared with regard to a marriage still in
effect at the time of disability. Disability bene-
fits would be based on any ea:nings credits the
disabled person had from paid work., (while unmarried
or during the current marriage), plus any credits

acquired from a prior marriage. ) &
4
\ 1"
4. ) B

VT
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Option #1 also includes ééftain features that are not
éSS%ﬁtial to earﬁiﬁgs shariﬁg. These Eeatures are

51vely w1th the concerns that have been ralsed or to
limit the cost of the option to roughly that of pre-
sent law.: For example, benefits” would be payable to
surviving mothers and fathers only untll the youungecst
child reaches age 7, rather than age 18 as under pre-
sent law. To make up partially for this benefit loss,
an adjustment benefit equal to 100 percent of the
.deceased spouse's benefit would be payable for one
year  following the death of the spouse. This benefit
would be paid regyardless of whether there are any
children in the family eligible’ for benefits.

Response to Issues: Following is a 1i et of the ways
earnings sharlng would respond to th issues discussed
prev1cusly : -

1. Low benefits for women workers who zpend time out

of the paid labor force in childcare qndihgmwmaﬁlng
activities. The plan would not reduce the number
of vears used to compute average earnings but
would improve the protection of married women
through sharing of earnings duriné a marriage.

2. Gaps in protection for diVDfCEd wamén. The. sharing,

upon divorce, of earnings during a marriage would
help prevent gaps in protection for divorced
women; each spouse would have protection in his
or her own right.

‘3. Aged widows may_ need additional protection. Inheri-
tance of earnings credits would substantially '
improve protection for many survivors of two-earner
couples with lifelong marriages; benefits for the
survivors of one-earner couples would not vary
Substantially from pzasent law.

4. Benefits are not prov1ded for néndlsabled surviving
spouses under age 60 unless they are caring for
children. Persons widowed before retirement age
would receive an adjustment benefit for one year.
Protection would be reduced for some widowed
persons under age 60 who. do not have children under

. age ,7 in their care. (Under present law widows can
receive benefits if they have a child unﬂer age 18

)
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10.

11.
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in their care.) Under the earnings-sharing option,
only the one-year adjustment benefit would be paid
to surviving spouses who do not have a child under
age 7 in their care. Aged surviving spouses could
not get benefits (other than the adjustment benefit)
until age 62, rather than age 60 as under present
law.

Some married women workers do not meet the recency-

of-work test to qualify for disability _benefits.

Earnings credits acquired due to death of a spouse

or divorce would help some divorced and widowed

.women to meet the recency-of-work test.

Benefits are not provided for disabled homemakers.

This option would not provide "disability protection
for married homemakers.

Benefits are not provided for disabled widows and

widowers under age 50. Surviving spouses would
acquire earnings credits that would ccunt toward
disability protection in their own right at any

age.

Béﬂefits are not provided for survivors of deceased -
hememaker%. ThlS option would not provide protec-
tion for the survivors of married homemakers who
dle, Dlvarcéd and wldQWEd hamemakers wauld acqulfe

for th21r SuerVDrS.

Benefits Df marrled women as paid workers largely

duplicate their benefits as dependents" Each
spouse would get a benefit based on his or her
earnings while single, and earnings credits
acqulzed as'a result of marriage.

Different. beneflt amounts may be' paid to married
couples with the same total average eay nlnési
Retired couples (in"a lifelong marrlage) with the
same total average earnings would receive the same
total benefits.

£fferent benefit amounts may be paid to the sur-

vivors of married :aupIés with the same total

average earnings. ' The difference in benerits for

SUrvivors of one- and two-earner couples would be
reduced but not eliminated.

w»



12. Married workers have greater SDClal security

b prcte:tlgpfthan 31ngle workers. Elimination of
dependent spause s benefits would decrease the
difference in protection of married workers

compared to single workers under present law.

Major Effects of Earnings Sharing-

Effects on Retired People: Retirement benefits would:
be the same for lifelong married couples with the same
total average earnings. Benefits would be reduced for
one-earner couples; the benefit of the higher-earning
spouse would be less than under present law and the
benefit of the lower-earning spouse would be hlgher. ¢

, For most couples in which no dependent spouse'scbenefit
would be payable under present law, there would be no
change in benefit amounts. Assuming a 11felang marriage,
each spouse would receive the same beneflt amount.

Under the 50-50 sharing of earnings at divorce, the
lower-earning spouse would have greater protection and
the higher-earning spouse would have lower protection
than- under present law. The amount of change would
depend on the duration of the marriage and the level
of earnings, if any, Df each spouse both during and
after the marriage.

Benefits equal to 50 percent of the retired mers@n 's
basic benefit would be paid to children and young
spouses ﬁaflng for children under age 7 (or disabled).
The same maximum limit on family benefits wonld apply’
that applies under present law.

Efféects on Survivors: The surviving spoucz ~nmuld
inherit 80 percent of the total annual earnlngs of the
couple during the marriage, but not less than 100 per-
cent of the earnings of the higher-earning spouse.
Survivors of two-earner couples .(with lifelong marriages)
would generally get higher benefits than under present
law. Benefits for sifrvivors of one- earner couples -
would generally be about the same as under present
law--they could exceed benefits for survivors of two-
earner couples with the game total average earnings,
alth@ugh by less than under Pzesent law.

.

r*tectlaﬁ would be reduced for surviving spouses with
child in their care as follows: (1) No benefits would

VU]
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be paid unless the child were under age 7 (rather than
under age 18 as under present law); and (2) the benefit
amount would be 50 percent of the worker's basic bene-
fit (rather than 75 percent as under present law).

This modification of present law was included to reduce
costs, to reduce the payment of benefits to spouses as
dependents, .and to channel benefits more directly to
children. Since the labor-force participation of women
increases substantially when they do not have preschool-
age children, there may be less need to prDVlﬂe a monthly
benefit for such women.

An adjustment beggfzt equal to 100 percent of the
deceased spouse'€ basic benefit would be provided for
one year for surviving spouses under age 62 to help meet
the special needs of hgmﬁmakers widowed before old age.

Dependent's benefits would not ke paid to widows and
widowers age 60 and 61 or to disabled widows and widow-
ers age 50-60, but they would qualify for an adjustment
benefit; such people might have disability protection
in their own right based on inherited earmnings credits.

The benefit for .a surviving child under age 18 or dis-
-abled would be 100 percent of the deceased person's
basic benefit (rather than 75 percent as under present
law). Where there is more than one surviving child in
a family, the total benefits to the children would be
equal to 100 percent of the worker's basic benefit for
one child plus 50 percent of the worker's basic benefit
for each_additional chlld, Each chlld wguld get an
equal ghare Df the total.

Earnings during a marrlage still in effect at the time
one spouse dies would not be shared (or inherited) for
purposes of paying benefits to young survivors. As a
result, when a lifelong-married homemaker dies, her
surv1v1ﬁq chl;dren wauld nDt réCElVE beneflts HDwever,
benef;ts as a result of ea*n;ngs sharlnq at dlvarce or
iﬁherjtinq Earniﬁgs at death. : .

?ffects _on_ Dlsabled Pecple Benefitsxfcr a disabled

Eéneflts would be based on’ the persan s own earnlngs,_
‘takjing into account earnings shared with a spouse during
a prior marriage or credits acqulred due to the death of

a spouse



Disabled lifelong homemakers could be eligible for disa-
bility protection only on the basis of earnings credits
acquired as a result of divorce or death of a prior
spouse; earnings of a spouse in a current marriage could
not be counted. :

Although the present survivor's benefits for disabled
‘widows and widowers would be euzmlnated widowed home=
makers might quallfy for disability benefits on the
basis of earnings credits inherited when their spouses
died. The disability benefits would be payable at any
age (not only between age 50-60 as under present law).

Disability protection for lower-paid or non-paid di-
vorced spouses would be improved as the result of the
50-50 split of earnings at divorce. Disabkility protec-
.tion for divorced people who were the higher (or sole)
earner would ke reduced due to the 50-50 split of
earnings. _ |
The provisions for Lhildléﬁ and spouszs with ChllSTEﬂ
in their care would ke thg same as for depzndents of
retired earners.

Option #2: ‘Double-Decker BRenefit Structure

Under the double-deck~r cption, each U.S5. resident wéﬁlﬁ
have retirement, survivors, and Jdisability protection.
This universal protectiinn would be the first tier of a
two-tier system. Tier T would be a flat-dollar payment
of 8122 for U.S. vesidents beginning at age 65 (or upon
disability). Feiucnd benefits woulds he paid as early as
age 62. . Tier vould be 2 banefit equal to 30 percent
of a personis #."rage carr .ngs in covared ewployment.

[

Tier II benefire w o34 he weve®?= as early as age 62
{reduced if taken Ls re s §2). The benefit for an

vowlas bee wail to the sum of a
wilt, :

aged or. disabled
tier I and a tier

Under the dgubigzgacke; entiy o U adegquacy and eduity
elements nf the progren wo.id be sgparated--tier I
generally would provide the social adequacy element and
tier II the ~uui=y =2]lement. Dealing with the goals of
‘adequacy and :qy. ity under social security with separate
benefit tiers sLo.ild make it easier for the public
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to understand the underlying pfinciples and faf policy-
makers t.o develop proposals to fulfil specific goals. '

A number of the features of this option are not an
integral part of a basic double-decker system but were
included to improve the protection of specific groups
of persons. Such features include the 50-50 split of
. earnlngs at divorce, the inheritance of earnings by a’
surviving spouse FDr purposes of ccmputlng tier II
benefits, and the provision of an adjustment benefit
to a Surv;ving spousea at any age These fegtures of
the plan are generzslly the same as those 'under earnings
sharin ® although the benefit amounts would be somewhat
different due to the different benefit structire.

Response to Issues: Following is a list of the ways
the double decker Dptan would resgond to the. issues
discussed’ mrev;ouslv :

-

Low benefits for women workers who spend time out

of the Pal§ labor force in chilacare and hémemak;ng
activities. The plan would not reduce the number
of years used to compute avarage earﬁlngs for

tier II benefit purposes, but it would improve
protection for some women workers by providing for
a split of earnings upon divorce and inheritance

of earnings credits fram a dFCﬁaSFd spouse.

.

Caps in grotectlcnffgrrﬁ;varced wgmén. Aged or
disabled divorced persons would get a tier I-
benefit; divorced persons would get earnings
credits for tier II purposes equal to half of the

-couple's-annual-earnings -during their- marriage.

Tl

Aged widows may need additional protection. Aged
or disabled widowed persons would get a tier I

benefit; inheritance of earnings credits for tier
II benefit purposes would improve prctectlon er

many widows.

4. Béneflts are ﬂét provided far nand;sabled ‘surviving
spouses under age 60 unless they. are ~caring for
children. Persons widowed before retirement age
would receive an adjustment benefit fgr one year.

¥

19
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Protection would be reduced for some widowed per-
sons under ag2 60 %ho do not have children under
age 7 in their care. (Under present law widows
can receive benefits if they have a child under
age 18 in their care.) Under the double-decker
option, only the one-year adjustment benefit would
be paid to surviving spouses who do not have
children under age 7 in their care. Aged surviving
spouses could not get benefits (other than the
adjustment benefit) until age 62, rather than age
60 as under present law.

5. Some married women warkers do not meet the recency-

of-work.test to quaii 'y for dlsablllty benefits.
There would be no.insured status requirement to
gualify for dlsab%l;ty benefits under either test.

Dlsabled hgmemakers PDuld IECElVE a tler I bénéglt
If they acquired any earnings credits, they could
also get a tier II benefit.

7. Be....fits are not provided: for disabled widows and

w1dawers under age 50. 6 Disabled widows would
receive full tier I benefits at any age plus

tier II benefits based on earnings credits

acquired as a-résult of thh ' own paid work nr from
.prior marriages. B .

“homemakers. Survivors cf deceased hgmemaEEfg cauld

IECPlVE tlEf I beneflts plus any tler II beneflts

.8. Benefits are nat provided far surv;vc _of deceased

I ar
duplicate their b nefits as dependents. Each aged
- or disabled perscon would get a tier I benefit'in
his or her own right, plus a tier II beneflt if he -

or she had earnlngs redltsi

ried wgmen as paid workers: large;y

10. lefer@nt benefit "amounts may be paid to marrled

gggg}es with the same total average earnings-

. Retired couples with the same total average earn-
ings would receive.the same total benefits.

.
Al
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b
-

Different benefit amounts may be paid ta the

survivors of married couples with the same total

average earnings. The difference in benefits for
survivors of one~- and two-earner couples would be

redu_ed but not eliminated.

12. Married workers have gréater social security pro=

tection than single workers. Elimination of

dependent spouse's benefits would aecrease the
advantage of married workers under present law. ..

MajDrV?ffchs of Double-Decker Plan

Effscts on Retired People: Older people who are not
eligible for any social security benefits under present
law would get a *ier I benefit. If they had any
covered earnings, they would also get a tier II benefit
even if they were not insured for benefits under pre-
sent law. Benefit amounts would be lower than under
present law for one-~earner couples (except at very low
earnings levels where they would be higher). Benefits
for two-earner couples would nat vary significantly
from present law (except at very 1cw earnings levels
where they would be hlgher)

A homemaker soouse would get a tier I benefit in his
.or her own rlght instead of a dependent spouse's bene-
fit as under present law. Tier I benefits would be
higher than dependent spouse's benefits .under present
law in cases where the primary earner was low paid
and lower in all others.

divorce. The effe:ts on p;étectlpn wauld be ‘similar

under both options although the benefit amounts
involved would be different.

Benefits would be paid to children and young spouses

caring for entitled children of retired workers under
the same conditions as under earnings' sharing but the
benefit amounts would be diffetrent. Each would get a
tier I benefit of $122. This wculd be more than pre-
sent law benefits at average earnings levels of about
. $420 and below, and less than present law benef;ts at
“higher 1evels. i
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A relatively small number of children and young spouses
would qualify for benefits that they would not qualify
for under present law because the retired person had
not worked in jobs covered under social security.

‘Family benefits would be subject to a maximum famjly N
benefit of 250 percent of the tier I benefit--$305--
plus a tier IT benefit. The maxlmum fam;ly beneflt

1ﬂgs levels of about $530 or mére, at lower 1evels
there would be an increase.

Effects on Survivors: Surviving spouses would inherit
earnings as described under earnings sharing. Benefits
for the survivur of a one-earner couple with a liiclong
marriage would nnt vary substantially from present law
benefits except tnat benefits would be higher than
under preuent law at very high earnings levels.

Benefits for survivors of a lifelong marriaye where

both spouses had worked would be higher than under

present law; benefits would increase the most where
each spouse had the same amount of earnings.

Eenef;tg would be payable to survivingsspsuses with
children in their care under the same conditions as
under carnings sharing. The amount wauld be a tier I
benefit, which 'rould be payable regardless of whether
the deceased person had ever warked in covered employ-
ment. '

A one-year adiustment benefit would be provided for.a
SuerVlﬂg spDuSé under age 62. The amauﬁt would be

deaeased perSGnr 1ncludlna earnlngs credlts acqulreﬂ
from any prior marrlage——glus the actual earnings of
the ‘pe:son. durlng a marriage that had not terminated
prior to death., 'This benefit would be paid in
addition to any benefit payable because of caring for
an entitled child.

Dependent's beénefits, would not be Paid to widows and
widowers age 60 and 61; they would qualify for a
one=-year adjustment benefit.

) ;;

i
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The benefit for a surviving child would be a tier I
“benefit plus a tier II benefit, computed as described
under the adjustment benefit. Where there is more.
than one surviving child in a -family, the total bene-~
fits to the children would be a tier I benefit for
each child, plus one tier II benefit for the family.

Each child would get an equal share of the total.

The level of dependent's benefits payable to a survi=~
ving family compared to present law would vary :
substantially depending on: (1) the deceased person's
average lifetime earnings level, (2) whether or not an
adjustment benefit is payable, and (3) whether or not
there is an entitled child under age 7, so that
mother*s or father's benefits would be payable.

Fffects on Disabled People: Disability benefits would
be payable to everyone who meets the applicable defi-
nition of disability; there would be no insured status
requirement. 3/ The benefit would be a tier I benefit;
if the disabled person had earnings credits as a result
of his or her own earnings or due to divorce or death
of 'a spcuse, tier II benefits would be payable as well.

Benefits payable to a disabled worker would bear
roughly the same relationship to present law benefits
as would retirement benefits.

Benefits would be payable to disabled homemakers who
had not worked in coveted employment. (THey would also
get Medicare protection if they were entitled to dis-
ability benefits for 24 consecutive monthks.)

Disabled widows and widowers of any age cculd get
tier I and tier II disability benefits, not just those
-age 50-60 as under present law. The benefit amount
would generally be higher than present law since there
would be no'reduction based on age at entitlement. ;

3/ 1f the recency-of-work test under present law were
not met without the inclusion of earnings credits
acquired due to death or divorce of a spouse, the
stricter-definition of disability ‘applicable ta.
disabled widows and widowers-under present law
would -apply.

2
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Disabled divorced spouses would gqualify for a tier I
benefit, plus a tier II benefit based on their own
earnings and on earnings,credits acquired at the time

of divorce. If a disabled person who was divorced was
the higher earner, his or her benefits could be much
lower than under present law depending on the level of
earnings of the spouses and the length of the marriage..,
A divorced person who was the lower eagner would
generally det hlgher benefits. .

The prcvisions far children and young spouses carihg
for children of disabled persons would be the same as
those for dependents of retired workers.

LIMITED OPTIONS

A number of options have been suggestc’ over the years
that deal with one or more of the issues that have been

raised about - -the treatment of womeh under social
security.. These options are narrower in scope than the
two broad-scale options that have been discussed. 1In

general, they wculd not make basic changes in the

social gecurlt; system; most of them would not eliminate
the present svstem of dependent's benefits. One (or .
'more) of these limited changes in the social security
system could be adopted either as an alternative to the
more fundamental reforms required by the earnings-—
sharing -or double-decker options or as an interim step
until’ a consensus is reached on what, if any, broad-
scale changes should be made. :

The limited options are d;scussed bel@w they are
gr@ugeé SECGrdgﬂg to the issues with which they would "
deal.

Pfotecti@nA*ér themakarsgﬁﬂ their own right Hamemakérs

an 1mputed dcllar value for th21f unpald services in
the home. Thiis option, like the ‘earnings- sharlng

and double-decker options, would provide protection for
' homemakers in their own right. ' :

This c}tlcn would not make changes in the systém as
and double decker DPtlDDS It 15, however, a more far-.

reaching change thHan the other llmlteddmptlzns
discassed in this section.
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its for iéupl?s‘11d Survivors of iauples under

Monthly Benn

) __One Earner . 2/3 =173 . 1/2 = 1/2
fresent oOpcion Option - Fresent Option  Option Present Option Dpt;an
ARIME Law sl a2 Law 8] k2 Law _ #1 2
- . - — =AM — - — —
Couple's Monthly Benefits
§ 250 5’38 £244 $519 5271 5244 i 319 $244 $244 £319
500 408 384 - 394 368 384 394 384 384 394
750 528 464 469 4164 464 469 464 464 469
1,000 648 544 544 544 544 544 544 544 544,
1,250 3/ 746 - 624 519 624 624 619 624 624 619
1,500 3/ 802 704 694 704 704 694 704 : 704 694
1,750 3/ 858 784 769 784 784 769 784 784 769
2,000 3/ 915 854 844 815 864 B44 864 864 844
Surviver's Monthly Benefits ¢
§ 250 5492 5192 $197 - 149 5176 v §182 §122 5176 51R2
500 272 272 272 218 240 242 152 240 242
750 352 352 3147 272 304 302 232 . 304 - 302
1,000 432 432 422 © 325 368 162 272 368 362
1,250 3/ 497 497 497 378 - 432 422 312 432 7 422
1,500 3/ 515 535 572 432 490 482 352 490 -~ 482
1,750 3/ 572 - 872 647 485 520 542 392 520 542
2,000 3/ 610 610 722 510 550 602 432 550 602
e
1/, AIME is determined by (1) lﬁdéxlﬂg (updating) earnings based on increasesin average
" wage levels and (2) aversaging a given number of years of highest indexed earn;n?s. * All
benefits except tier I of Option #2 represent a proportion of AIME,
2/ This table shows benefits for January 1980 based on wage-indexed earnings for workers
T ,age 62 in 1580. Married couple's benefits are computed on the assumption of & 1;£elang
marriage of two people both age 62 in 1990. The 1978 Trustees' Report alternative II
economic assumptions as to wages and prices were used in computing the ‘benefits (with-
cut regard to any transitional gquarantees-provided under ‘the 1977 amendments). The
- amounts actually paid. in 1930 will depend on changes in the economy between now and then.
*3/ AIME and benefits at these levels are not possible for one worker rgaﬁhing age 62 iﬂ
i 19390,
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7%=Year Averaqe Cost of Present Llav and Additicnal c‘.‘au If
- of optlons by Type of Beneficiary T
‘
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. - Fressnt

Aged Persons and D:nemignn
= Retired Coucles
= * Hen .
Women

Widowed | -
Divorced .
Kingle ..
Dacendent, Children s, f '
hngnaznt Young Fosuzes

Total for Aasd Persons 4 . i
and Dependents - 18.57 =0.3% ) 8.11 =1.61
Young Survlvor: of Deceased 4
Workers: [
Mathers/Fathers - =0.09
Adjustment Renefirs 5/--
. Mo r/Fathers - ) . 0.9} -
He neficiaries a.03.
Children : ] ﬂ;ﬂ; =
Total for Young Survivora R * = )
of Daceassd lorkers . - o.%% " 0.1 .01 - =0,07
Disabled Persons and Dependanta: Lt . - ) .
Married ’ Y 1.81 . =0.01 .. 08.01 '
wWidowad 0.16 8.04 0.04 r
Divorced . R 9.35% _ =0.01 a.0a
Bingle ¢, 9,07 B 9.00 6.0d
€hildren a.2o0 2.03 =0.032
Dependent Spouses 0.09 @0.04° . =0,08
‘. Hew Beneficidries . . 2.80 g.10 ' 4,40
Total far Dzigbleﬂ Pgriang o 5 R
and Dependents i 0.4 9.18 =2.17
Met Cost Effect ] 1336 - -6.%6 égsa '
J Estimates are bazed an Ehi intermediare iet af, ns:umptinns tAlternacive II) in :Fm 1978 Trustae=s'
. = Report, and are the additional cost (nr savings) over the cost of present lav, - Individual coses .
) »may not add ta F. t4ls becaute a‘li figures are rounded ;ﬁ:lgr;anﬂv:ng‘\j.
Tha ar vings of a
EAL pariné \by wmz & combinad employee-
-mplnygr social ve to ba raised or lovered to ‘lsave the social
segurity trusg fund: l.n the same Einim;;al position. :
vy
€ fund, luﬁi(:!- um pamngs, “and the cost af
. ) expenias. The cr;sn‘. of pEBSEﬂE law incliding these items is 13.55 pGEEEnt af
taxable payroll.
: _ 4/ Under wage adjustment it is
wages bath b anﬂ afeer glla;bihtv; E
Be adjusted hy sriced bath bofors and aEEcr Ehmblllé B h bath tanh tier I1 would ba
adjusted as under present law, P
5/ The cost is tha total cost of gﬂ{u::ment bensfits, the figures has not hean adjusted downwarr! to
= take uccount of the fact that sore people whe woyld receive an adjustment bepefit would have
gacelved bencfits undder present law because af having an entitled ch iA tholr care. {lownver,
gh- qufe far "% tnﬁzqir.ﬂngrg has bes=n gdluszeq fiward kG Eak aunt of per 5 wha would
i an adjustment beneflt theoe than ehz “Ho Eriiﬁﬂﬁhcr = Ec:neflﬁ sg that the €oeal cg;t
suevivors represents the additional cost of tho obtiom compared to pressnt law, -
! £
! i"“ * - s % =
= ) 3 : : A‘ 7 = = .
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Table 3

Comparison of Majo

r Provisioans under Present Taw and

Comp-ehensive Optiorns

Provisicn

Present Law

Earnings 3haring

Double Dacker

Eligibility for retire-
ment benefits

Ferson must have worked
ir covered job long
enough to be insured for
seaefits or be a depe..d-
ent of suth a person.

At least cne spous.. aust
be insured as under
present law.

No insured status
requirement for tier I
‘or tier 1I.

Terson gets earnings

credits based only on
ic or her own work in

covered cmployment.

Total earnings of
married couple dividad
cqually bhetween them for
each vear ¢f the mar-
riage and credited to
their individual earn-
ings records. Surviving
spouse credited with 80%
of earnings credits of
couple (or 100% of
nisker carnar's crediia).

Benefits
A. PRotiired worker
(marrvied, separated,
‘ or diverced)

S———

.

'B. Aged homemaker

(rarried, separated,\

or divorced)

O

ERIC '

T

Gets weighted benefit
based on cwn earnings
credits.

ne

fit
courle's
its while
riex and own earnings
-~dits while sinqle,
plus any credits

aciuirad ¢s a result of

A prior marriaage.

)
g
0

"o

o rn s

a~quired
Adivercu
SpoiEe.

Dependent spouse’'s
benefit equal to 50%
of retired worker's
benefit. "%

No cepencdent spouse's
benefits; gets benefits
based on” any earningrs
credits acquired through
work or marriage.

acquired

or as a r
prier marr
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t;ve p:otect;cn for wamen wha a:e hcmemakers fcr part
‘of their lives and paid workeérs for part of their
lives. It would also serve to fill any gaps in their
social security protection resulting from leeving the
paid labor force to perform unpaid homemaker or child-
care services. In addition, protection for divorced

and disabled homemalers would be increased.

This Dptan would requlfe.settlng a specific dollar
value for work performed in the home. To be equitable,
the value would have to be adjusted based on the time
and effort each homemaker spends performing home-
making services. Such individual adjustments might not
be feasible; it would seem necessary to provide a
uniform credit for all homemakers (or perhaps two or
three altEfnative amounts) .

There are at least three alternatives for financing
homemaker credits: ’

o One would be to require homemakers to pay social
security taxes at the combined emplover-employee
rate, at the employee rate, or at the rate for the
self employed (1% times the employee rate) on th
imputed value of their services. Some homemakers
would object to paying the taxes since many, perhaps
most, would get no greater benefits than they would
get under present law as dependents with no
additional cost to the family and since they have
no cash. income from which to pay the taxes. An
alternative would be to make the protection of
homemakers .an optional decision for each family.

Tt should be recognized that voluntary coverage may
result in adverse selection--those who would elect
coverage are likely to be those who could expect to
get the highest return for their taxes. This would
raise the cost of providing homemaker credits to ‘
what might be prohibitive levels.

A second mechanism that would not disadvantage
homemakers in low-income families would be to
finance through general revenues the additional
benefits that would be payable on account of the
homemaker credits,. This approach could be viewed
as unfair to paid workers in covered jobs who ‘
have to pav social security taxes.

O
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o A third alternative wculd be to finance the cost of
the additional benefits through the social security
trust funds by increases in the social security
taxes of paid workers. Paid workers would doubtless
object to this avproach.

Greater Equltv between one- and two-earner couples--

Three options would reduce or eliminate the difference
in benefits for one-~ and two-earner couples with the
same average earnings by modifying or eliminating
dependent spouse's benefits. While these options
would equalize the treatment of one- and two-earner
couples and reduce t' - advantage married workers have
over single workers, they could also adversely impact
onn surviving spouses and on divorced or separated
spouses, or involve substantial costs. In general,
these options, while resolving some of the issues,
would increase concdern about other issues.

.Another option would provide equal treatment of one-
and two-earner couples by b351ng benefits for a retired
couple on the combined earnings of the couple. This
option would be costly and would increase the advantage
married workers have over single workers.

Another approach would be to pay some or all of a
dependent spouse's benefit in addition to any worker's
benefit to which the persen is entitled. (Under the
dual entitlement provision in present law, a person
gets his or her own worker' : benefit plus the amount,
if any, by which the spouse's benefit exceeds the
worker's benefit.) However, this option would be
expensive and would improve the treatment of married

workers compared with single workers.

Reduction in the number of yvears used to compute
benefits-~-Two options would reduce the number of years
of earnings used to compute benefits. These options
would help women who spend part of their lives in paid
employment and part in unpaid homemaker or childcare
activities. They would not help lifetime homemakers.

One option would provide a shorter computation period
_for all workers. However, any substantial reduction in
the computation period (potentially 35 years under -
present law) could raise a question of making specific
provision for recognizing long periods of covered

3
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reduce the effectiveness of such a change in helping

women since many of them are not long-term workers.

employment. The i clusion of such a factor would

uld provide a shorter computation

rarents who spend time out of the paid

1ildcare activities., This approach

adv antage marrled wafkez with chi1=
=re

married as comp ed w1th S;nglé workers. ;t als@ would

raise questlans as to whether 'similar protection should

be provided for others who are out of the paid labor

force for extended periods for other socially desirable

purposes, e.g., care of the elderly.

Additional protection farrdlvorced persans——Twa options
are directed specifically at increasing protection for
divorced persons. The first option would reduce the
10-year duration-of-marriage requirement for divorced
spouses. The second option would divide a couple's
total annual earnings for each year of marriage 50-50
upon divorce.

Addltlanal protectlaﬁ for aged surv1v1ng sp@uses——Féur
options would improve protection for surviving spouses
age 60 and over. Three of the options (providing a
benefit increase for very aged widows and widowers,
eliminating the reduction in widow's and widower's
benefits due to. rec21pt before age 65, and basing bene-
flts for a surv1v1ng sgcuse on tctal benef;ts of the

tD 51ngle workers.
The faurth wauld eliminate ﬂepéndent's benéfits far

lnherlt ‘the ea;nlngs ‘credits of the deceased SPQEEE.
This would provide surviving spouses with protection
in their own right.

Additional protection for surviving spouses under age
€0~-One apt;@n would reduce the age at which widow's
and widower's benefits are payable below age 60, which
would increase the protection married workers have over
single workers. Another Dpti@ﬂ would provide adjust-
ment benefits for the surviving spouse for a period
following the death of the worker. Thls might facili=




tate entry or reentry of survivins
employment and would provide a sho rt- term beneflt tag-;m
aid adjustment to the loss of a spcuse.

'LM\
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in adﬂltlan t@ the Hamemake; credlt apﬁraach would
improve disability protection for women. One would
liberalize the recent work requirement for insured
status for disability benefits. This would help some
women who cannot now meet the recent work test because
they alternate between homemaker activities and paid
employment. However, it would be costly and would noct
help disabled lifelong homemakers. The other option
would permit employed persons to purchase disability
protection for their spouses. Reaching a consensus
regarding cost and level of protection under this
option would be difficult.

The issues discussed previously related primarily to
the fact that most itarried women have social security
protection as dependents; such issues do not result
from different treatment of men and women under the
law. Theré are, however, nine relatively minor pro-
visions of the statute that treat men and women Jdif-
ferently solely on the basis of sex. 1In 1977 the
Carter Administration recommended proposals to make
these provisions the same for men and women. The
House of Representatives passed the recommended
proposals as part of the bill that was to become the
Social Security Amendments of 1977, but they were not
included in the Senate-passed bill. The conference
committee omitted the proposals and stated in its
report:

entlre questlan of such gender based,dlstlnctlans
will be included in the 6-month study of proposals
to eliminate dependency and sex discrimination
provided by this legislation.

Most of the gender-based distinctions are very tech-
nical and have 1imitei appiicability All but twg

a very Qmall numbér of Deople.

")i‘j
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The ‘two distinctions which would affect several
thousand people and invelve somewhat broader issues
than the others are: :

o Benefits are not payable to aged or disabled.
divorced men based on the earnings of their deceased
former wives, although benefits are payable to
similarly situated women; and

o Benefits are not payable to men with entitled
‘children (under age 18 or disabled) in their care
based on the earnings of their aged or disabled
wives cr their deceased former wives, although
benefits are payable to similarly situated weomen.

The Administraticn recommended payment of benefits to
men in these situations. Payment of benefits to
divorced men would affect about 500 men and result in
additional benefits of $1 million in each of the first
5 fiscal years (assuming a January 1980 effective
date). Payment of benefits to men caring for entitled
children would affect about 2,000 men and would result
in additional benefits of $2 mlll;Dn in FY 1980,

$3 million in FY 1981, and $4 million in each FY 1983
and 1984. :

Lo

FFSET PROVIEION

The public pension offset provision was provided under
the Social Secur;ty Amendments of 1977. In general,
the provision requlres the reduction of social
security spcuse s or surviving spouse's benefits of a
person who is receiving a public pension based on his
or her own work in governmental employment that is not

covered under social security.

In March 1977, the Supreme Court, in Califano v.
Goldfarb (and companion cases), declared unconstitu-
tional the dependency requlrements in the law for
social security husband's and widower's benefits.

The major effect of the Court decision was that men
entitled to public pensions based on careers in
qgvernmental emplayment could get social security
husband's and widower's benefits even though they
were not economically dependent on their wives.

In May 1977, the Carter Administration recommended to
Congress that bath men and women be regquired té meet



a dependency test to qualify for spouse's or surviving
spouse's benefits. However, the Congress adopted the
public p ension offset provision in lieu of the
dependency test.

There are a number of questions with regard to the
pension offset provision which can be dealt with on

. three levels. The broadest approach would be to elim-
inate dependent spouse's and surviving spouse's bene-
fits; such an approach has already been discussed. The
two other approaches discussed here are: eliminating
the.offset and providing an alternative, or modifying
the offset. These two approaches are relatively
narrow and would deal with the issues within the
structure of present law,

The modifications are designed to respond to specific
concerns about the provision. One concern is that the
offset applies to the entire public pension from non-
covered employment even though the pension may be
analogous to a combination of social security plus a
supplemental pension. (Present law provides no offset
of pensions based on work covered undér social
security.) Two other concerns are that the offset
does not apply to pensions based on noncovered employ-
ment for nonprofit organizations and that an axception
to the effective date of the provision includes a
gender-based distinction.

Also of concern are the workloads involved in adminis-
tering the prVlSlDﬂ, particularly the difficulty of
verifying pension amounts with the numerous public
plans, especially sln:e State and local plans are

not obligated to furnish the information.

Three alternatives are also discussed: universal
coverage, a dependency test, and elimination of the
offset. 1In general, universal coverage would be the
most satlsfactafy alternative to the offset provision;
this approach is the subject of a Departmental study
to be completed by Decemker 20, 1979. However, enact-
ment and implementation of any universal coverage
proposal could not be expected to occur for several
years because this is a comglex and controvergial
issue. Eliminating the offset would have an estimated
long-range cost of 0.04 percent of taxable payroll.
Providing a dependericy test would have a greater impact
on women (particularly widows) since they are more




likely than men to be EﬂﬁltLéﬁ to a hlqher benefit
as a dependent than as a worker.

One modification would be to delay the applicaticn of
the offset for 5 years (until December 1982). Then,

if universal coverage were enacted, the offset would
not have to be applied; if not, it would go into effect
without further lecislation. This might be preferable
to repealing the offset.

CONCLUSION

Issues rela Pd to social security benef;ts for women °
have arisen primarilv because of changes in American
society, partlcularly the increased labcr-force
participation of women and 1ncreased divorce and

remarrlage rates.

‘L

This report analyzes various optidns to show how they
would deal with the issues, how they would change the
present system, what acsumptions they are based on, and
how much they would cost. No specific recommendations
are made. The broad-scale options represent signifi-
cant changes in the basic social security system and
changes of this magnitude would require careful con-
sideration and extensive public debate before they
could be put forward as recommendations. This report
ie designed to provide a framework for future con-
sideration and debate.

The debate needs to focus first on the future role of
isocial security and on what issues can and should be
dealt with under the program. It is only after judg-
ments are made as to what issues should be resolved
through the social security program that decisions can
he made as to the appropriate ways of making the
changes.



