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SOCIAL SECURITY AN[) THE CHANGING ROLES OF MEN AND WOMEN
(A SUMMARY)

Res-ca 1

Retire_ active political
issue. The Advisory' Council on Social Security, the
National Commission on ,Social Security, the Presi-
dent's Commission on Pension Policy, the Uni-
versal Cover:LI% Study Group, and inan others arc
studs Inc the ISSUOS that relate to retirement Ill

general and to Social Security in particular.
The 1977 amendments to -the_ SOCil Security

Act instructed the U.S. Secretary of Health. Edu-
cation, and Welfzire Joseph A. Califano. Jr., in
consultation'-with the Task Force on Sex Discrim-
ination and the Social Seclirity 'AdilliniStratiOn, to
conduct a study of and ',make recommendations
with respect to gender-based distinctions in the
Social Security program.

On February 15. 1979. Secretary Califa o re-
-leased the final report, entitled Social Security and
the Changoig of :11k-vi and Women, together
with a press release and a summary, NEA has re-
produced the summary because it presents a clear
picture of the direction in which Secretary
Califon° and th:, Social Security Administration
would like to move the Social Security program.

The summary presents the following posi-
tions:

it Earnings sharing, and the eventual elimi-
nation of the spouse's benefit.
A two-tier benefit system. in which
minimum benefit, would he paid to
everyone and the second-tier benefit
would be tied directly to earnings.
Universal coverage is proposed as the
best solution to the offset provision of
the Social Security amendments of
1977.

_liar Q70

_Seeretan, t_alifano intends the report he
vehicle to spark debate on the issues. pro-
posed legislation. Indeed, the report of till Uni-
versal Coverage Study Group. due Decernier 20,
1979. will need to be received, studied, inui
digested before any meaningful legislation can he
proposed.

This. therefore. is the appropriate time for
ci to raise questions and voice objections
ii the Social Security of
the types of issues raised I he report are as

follows=

What retiuiremerlts must people meet in
Tier I' of the t vo-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'?

Will the family n, -imum (mentioned
under paragraph 1) on page 24J increase
as the cost of living increases?

No- mention of transitional provisions is

made in the summary report. Flow are
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'?

Plvase send any comments or recommenda-
tions on these issues- to Byron Spice, Room 510.
NEA, 1201 Sixteenth Street, NAV Washington.
D.C. 20036.

For a copy of the unabridged. 323-page !

446 Altmeyer Building, Social Seeurit:.
Baltimore, Md. 21235.

ef. Benefits Bran -11.
I Security L



SUMMARY

Social Security and the Changing
Roles of Men and Woffien

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,
.o 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 security. In
1939, before social security benefits were firs- paid,
supplementary protection was provided for workers'
wives and widows as dependents. This method of pro-
vidingyrotection reflected a pattern of family
relationships 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 participation 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. In 1977, 39 percent
of married women under age 55 with preschool-age
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 expeeted'to end in divorce.
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For a variety of reasons, many more married women are
working but no typical pattern of lifetime roles is
emerging. Some married women are lifetime homemakers,
some are paid workers throughout their lives, and
others combine these two roles.

There also have been changes in the way society in
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
under social security because so many of them work in
paid jobs and are not financially dependent on their
husbands. Women are increasingly recognized as equal
partners in marriage, which is viewed as an inter-
dependent economic relationship where each spouse
renders services of an economic value to the family.
And women generally 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 spouse is a lifelong
paid worker and the other is a lifelong homemaker.
Many. believe that social security should be changed
so that it accommodates the diversity of roles and
work patterns of men and women in today's society.

In addition to the issue'of the dependency basis of
benefits, a number of other important social ser-nrl'y
issues are discussed in the report, including the fair-
ness of treatment of couples when both spouses work,
and the adequacy of protection for divorced people,
disabled homemakers, widows, etc. Many of these
issues are closely related to the primary issue of
whether dependency is an appropriate device for pro-
viding benefits for many women.

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



the report explores two comprehensive options for deal-
ing with the issues that arise fr)m the present system
of providing dependent's benefits. The two options
are earnings sharing and establishment of a new double-
decker benefit structure for the social securLy
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 plan 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.

The report also includes more limited options
dealing with some of the .sues that have been
raised, provisions in the law that treat men and
women differently and proposals to eliminate the
differences, and is'Sues concerning the public
pension offset provision enacted as part of the
1.977 social security amendments and possible
modifications and alternatives to this provision.

This study was conducted by the Social Security Admin-
istration with assistance from a variety ofEsources. In

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 :tiffs. Drafts of the
iy were circulated for merit.. ap these persons,

whose-Suggestions were very helpful.

This report is intended \to focus public debate on
concerns about the way social security relates to
the present complex and diversified structurM of
American society_ on various options to deal with
these concerns. The reprt contains no recommendations
for legislativi churl su:h recommendations would .be
premature at this t-ilml. Extensive public debate of
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the issues and options is necessary before any con-
sensus can be reached on what changes might be desirable
For this reason the report should be cliven wide dis-
tributionso that it can be used as a basic resource
document for consideration of these issues. in addi-
tion, the options discussed in the report are comple>
and will require further refinement and study before
ther precise effects on the protection of various
groups,and on other public and private i ncome maini
nance programs, are fully knnwn.

ISSUES

Most of the issues that have been r rise d pivot on the
fact that married women generally have social security
protection as dependents of their husbands. Under the
current program, a married woman can receive benefits
as a dependent wife or widow (or ex-wife) of a covered
workerLshe can also receive benefits as a covered
worker in her own right, t.ak she cannot receive both
henefii-s in full If she is entitled to both a er!=

benefit and a dependent's benefit, she receives an
amount equal to the higher of the two benefits--that
is, she receives -her worker's benefit plus the amount,
if -any, by which the soouse's benefit exceeds the
worker's benefit. (This is called the dual entitlement
provision.)

4e concerns about the social security protection of
women relate to the fundamental'qoals of the system
which are to provide benefits that are adequate to
meet important social needs-and at the same time are
equitably distributed among different c-' egories of
bener nd contr at to the program. In
many :Toals oz adequacy end equity are
inconsistent; prc.ram changes-that improve adequacy
may reduce equity and vice-versa. This tension has
been with the system since its incention, and the
appropriate balance bet-4,11 se goals is often
a source of c)ntroversy.

he issues th he.c been identified are fundamentally
tied to the social security program's twin goals of
adequacy and equity and the conflicts between them.
Reducing inequities for women worrs while providing,
adequate protection for women with little 1)aid work

tnvolve-strika-nbalan-c,s-1-.Tetweem--
the adequacy and equity-of the social security system.
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Adequacy

5

92asta!

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 protection as workers. 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:

Married women workers- get substantially lower
benefits than men workers both because they fre-
quently spend time out of the paid labor force (or
work part time) to perform homemaker or childcare
activities and because average wages for women are
lower than for men.

o The divorced wife's benefit of so percent of the
worker's benefit is often not adequate 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 inr-

o Widowed homemakers under age 60 cannot receive
unless they are either at least age 50

disbled or are caring for children. Many
widows have no social security protection during
a period when they may face difficuy entering or
reentering the labor force.

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

In general, in order to meet recency-of-work
test for disability benefits, u person needs 5
years of covered work out of the 10 years prece-
ing onset of disability.
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disability protection.

o Aged widows frequently 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

A second area of concern centers on the equity of
benefits between one-7 and two-earner couples and
married and single workers. 'These concerns include:,

o Because of the operation of the dual entitlement
provision, married women may find that the social
security prote'ctign they earn as workers May
duolicate, rather than add to, .the Protection
they already have as spouses.

o Some two - earner couples are concerned thatbene-
fits are often higher for coupleswhere one spouse
darned all for mast) of the income than for couples
where both spouses had earnings even though their
tonal ,family earnings are the same.

Since benefits are payable to dependents, married
workers receive greater protectiOn under social
security than single workers, even tilough both pay
social security taxes at the same rate; single.
workers may, view this situation as inequitable.

CoMPREHENSIVE OPTIONS

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.;

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 basedon one-half of the couple's
earnings during years bf marriage and'on individual
earnings while unmarried. The idea underlying earn-
ings-sharing is that each spouse is an equal partner
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in mar iage and eachwhether a worker in paid employ-
ment or an unpaid homemaker -- should haye equal credit
for total familY eatnings. This idea implies, then,
that each shoilld haveequal social security protection

. in .his'or her own right rather than as a dependent of
the other spduse.

,Under a double-decker plan-a new two-tier benefit
system would be established. A flat-dollar benefit
(tier I) would be payable to everyone, regardless of-
earnings, who met certain requirements. In addition,
an earnings-related beaefit (tier II),would be payable
on the basiS'of earnings from employment&covered under
social security. Certain features of the earnings

-sharing _,tion would be incorporated in the provisionc:!
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 21) 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

-,b6riefit 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 present law. 'This option is esti--
mated td decrease long-range costs by an average



0.06 percent of taxable Payroll.- 2/ (If applied to
1979 taxable payroll, 0.05 Percent would recresent
savings of 50.5 billion over present law.)

The long-range costs of the double-decker plan are
highly dependent on how the benefits are adjusted to
keep pace with rising wages or prices. Under various
assumptions for adjusting the benefits the estimated
long-range cost of the double-decker plan would range
from a" cost of -0.50 percent of taxable payroll ($5
billion if applied to 1979 taxable payroll) to a
savings of 1.86 percent of taxable payroll ($19 billion
if applied to 1979 taxable payroll). The long-range
cost of the double-decker plan could closely approxi-
mate present law costs by changing the way the tier
Penefit,is 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 estimates are based on the
assumption tha each option would apply only to people,.
becoming eligible for benefits in January 1980 or
later. Although the options, as designed, would not
affect current beneficiaries, transitional provisions
would lo6 needed to avoid reducing potential benefits
for pcople nearing retirement when the new program
went into effect. In addition, transitional proi-.
sions could be designed to adjust benefits for those
alread; retired .who would otherwise. not benefit from.
the increased protection provided under a new plan;
such provisions would increase short-range costs.

The estimated costs of the comprehensive options refer
only to the cost impact on the social security program;
-they do not take account of tlie cost impact of each
plans'sinteraction with various other governmental
income-assistance programs 'such as the Aid to Families
with Dependent Children(AFDC) and Supplemental Seburity

bong -range costs are expressed as a Percentage of
taxable payroll. The cost or saving of a Provision
represents the avurage amount over a 75- -year period
by which the combined employee-employer social
security tax rate would have to be raised or lowered
to leave the social security-trust,funds in the
same financial posit,ion.
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Income (SST) programs, both financed with'general
revenues, rather ;Alan 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 spouseto a primary benefit
which would replace aged dependent spouse's and sur-
viving. spouse's4benefits 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''
credited with 80 percent of the total annual.'
earningsof the couple during the marriage, but
not less than 100 percent of the earnings of the'.
higher earner.

For purposes .of- benefits -for young survivors--
children and young surviving souses caring for
children -- earnings would not be transferred
between the spouses with regard to a marriage in
effect at the-time of death. ':Renefita for young
survivors.would be, based on any earnings-credits
the deceased person had from paid work .(while
unmarried Or during a current marriage), plus any
credits acquired as a result of a prior marriage
terminated by death or divorce.

. 3. For purposes of disability benefits, earnings would
not be shared with regard ,to a marriage still in
effect at the time of flisabilitY.' Disability bene-
fits would be based on any earnings credits the
disabled person had from paid work. (while unmarried
or during the current marriage), plus any credits
acquired from a prior marriage..
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Option #1 also includes certain features that are not
essential to earnings sharing. These features are
included to illustrate one wayof dealing comprehen-
sively with the concerns that have been raised or to
limit the cost of the option to roughly that of pre-
sent law.- For example, benefitd-Would be payable to
surviving mothers and fathers only until the youngest
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 regardless of whetherthere are any
children in the family eligibie'fer beIefits.

Response to Issues: Following is a litt of the ways
16 respond to the issues discussedearnings sharing

previously:

1. Low benefits for women workers who spend time out
of the paid labor_ force in childcare and homemaxin
activities. The plan would not reduce the number
of years used to compute average earnings but
would improve the protection of married women
through sharing of earnings during a marriage.

Gaps in protection for divorced women. 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. LigelitAddllys may need additional aat!2Li2r24 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 present law.

4. Benefits are not -_rovided,for nondisabled surviving
spouses under age 60 unless they are daring for
children. Persons widowed before retirement ache
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 im4 widows can
receive benefits if they have a child under age 19
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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.

5 Some married women workers do 11.qt meet the recency-
of-work uali or disability benefits.
Barnings'credits acquired due to death of a spouse
or divorce would help some divorced and widowed
,women to meet the recency-of-work test.

6 Benefits are not rovided for disabled homemakers.
This option would not provide disability protection
for married homemakers.

7 Benefits are not provided for disabled widows and
widoera under_d-:e_50. Surviving spouses would
acquire'-earnings credits that would count toward
disability protection in their own right at any
age,

Benefits are net provided for survivors of deceased
homeMakers, This option would not provideprotec-
tion for the survivors of married homemakers who
die. Divorced and widowed homemakers would acquire
earnings credits that would count toward protection
for their survivors.

9. Benefits of married women as aid workers largely
duplicate their benefits as dependents.. Each
spouse would get a benefit based on his or her
earnings while single,-and earnings credits
acquired as'a result of marriage.

10 DifferentbfE211t!TRLntE2mybeLpaid_to married
couples with the same total avera:eearnings.
Retired couples (in'a lifelong marriage-) with the

same total average earnings would receive the same
. total benefits.

11. Different benefit amounts may be paid to the sur-

vivors of marrie coupes wi e same o a

average earnings.' riffE difference 1-h-benents for
survivors o One- and two-earner couples would be
reduced but not eliminated.
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12. Married workers have rater social security
-otection than sinle workers. Elimination of

dependent polise's benefits would decrease the
difference in protection of married workers
compared to single workers under present law.

Ma *or Effects of_EarningsSharing:

Effects on Retired Peo le: Retirement benefits would,
be the same for lifelb_g 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 thanunder present law and the
benefit of the lower;- earning spouse would be higher, ,

For most couples in .which no dependent spouse's,benefit
would be payable under present law, there would be no
change in benefit. amounts. Assuming a lifeleng marriage,
each spouse would receive the same benefit 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, of each spouse both during and
alter the marriage.-.

Benefits equal to 50 percent of the retired person's
basic benefit would be paid to children and Young
spouses caring for children under age 7 (or disabled).
The same maximum limit on family benefits would apply-
that applies under present law.

Effects on Burvivor: The surviving spouse ould
inherit-80 percent of the total annual earnings 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,(withlifelong marriages)
would generally get higher benefits thari under present
law. Benefits for sitrvivors of one-earner couples,
would generally-be about the same as under present
law- -they could exceed benefits for survivors of two-
earner couple's with the same total average earnings,
although by less than under present law.-

Protection would be reduced for surviving spouses with
a child in their care as follows: (1).No benefits would
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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

provide
-

age children, there may be less need to rovide a monthly
benefit for such women-

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

Dependent's benefits would not be 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 earnings 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 child. Each child would get an
equal share of the total.

Earnings during a marriage- 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
surviving children would not receive benefits. However,
_divorcedor widowed homemakers 'could becothe insured for
benefits as a result of earnings sharing at divorce or
inheriting earnings at death.

Effects on Disabled People: Benefits for a disabled
earner Would be roughly the same as present law benefits.
Benefits would be based on the person's own earnings,,
taking into account earnings shared with a spouse during
a prior marriage or credits acquired due to the death of
a spouse.
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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 eliminated, widowed home-
makers Might qualify 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. Disability protec-
tion for divorced people who were the higher (or'sole)
earner would. be reduced due to the 50-50 split-of
earnings.

The-provisions for children and spouse with children
in their care would be the same as for depen ents of
retired earners.

option #2: 'Double- Decker L e ref i t -uctu

Under the double-deekr option., each U.S. resident would
have retirement, survivors; and disability protection...
This universal i..,:oteetinn would be the first tier of a
two-tier system, Tier I would be a flat - dollar payment
of S122- for U.S. residents beginning at age .65 (or upon

ic.rld benefits woulkfCbe paid as early as
would be hsnci'i- equal to :30 percent
aae in cowPred eloployment.

as early as age 62
The-benefit for an

, to the sum of a

disability), Ps
age 62: Tier
of a person's
Tier II benefis
(reduced if taken
aged on di- cabled
tier-I and a ties if b17

Under the &Publ. eckei .2a.,quacy and eauity
elements of the _rograal ip.ld be separated--tier I
generally would provide the social adequacy element and
tie/. II the .!',):Iy element, Dealing with. the g_oals of
'adequacy and .2:(.1,.. -fi.y under social security with separate
benefit tiers sn, ld make it easier for the public,
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to understand the underlying principles and for policy-
makers tJ 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
earnings at divoree the inheritance of earnings by a'
surviving spouse, for purposes of computing tier II
benefits, and the provision of an adjustment benefit
to a surviving spouse at any age-., These features of,
the plan are generally the same as thosd'under earnings
sharin although the benefit amounts would be somewhat
different due to the different benefit structure.

Response to Issues: Following is a list of the ways
the double decker option would respond to the. issues
discussed previously,

1. Low benefits for women workers who spend time out
of the paid labor force_ in childcare and homemaking
activities. The plan would not reduce the number
of years used to compute average earnings 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 from a deceased spouse.

Caps in protection for divorced_ women. Aged or
disabled divorced persons would get a tier I
benefit; divorced persons wouleget earnings
credits 'for tier II purposes equal to half of the
couple's-annual-earnings-during -their- marriage.

3, hped widows ma need additional irotection. Aged
or disabled widowed persons would get a tier
benefit; inheritance'of earnings credits for tier
II benefit purposes would improve protection for
many widows.

Benefits_a2LFrovided for nondisabled'surviving
sRouses under a e 60 unless the are carin for
children. Persons widowed before retirement age
would receive an adjustment benefit for one year.
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Protection would be reduced for some .4dowed per-
sons 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 undet
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 workers do not meet the recency-
of-work test to qualify for diabiqLK:Lenefits.
There would be no insured status requirement to
qualify for disability benefits under either test.

6 Benefits are not rovided,for"disabled homemakers.
Disabled homemakers could receive a tier I benefit
If they acquired any earnings credits, they could
also get a tier II benefit.

7 Bc,,2fits are not rovided-for disabled widows and
widowers under a e 50. Disabled widows would
receive full tier I benefits at any age plus
tier II benefits based on earnings credits
acquired as-a-result of th own paid work or om
prior marriages.

Benefits = -e not provided for survive _:s_of deceased
homemakers 9 Survivers-ef- deceased hememake-rs-Icould
receive tier I benefits plus any tier II benefits
based on individual earnings and-earnings credits
acquired due to prior marriages.

Benefits of married women as aid workers. largely_
benefits as dependents. 2adh aged
spn would get a tier I benefit'in
right, plus a tier II benefit if he

earnings credits.

duplicate
or disabled pe
his or her own
or she had

the

10. Different benefit amountsmaz be paid to married
couples with the same total average.earnings,
Retired couples with the same total average earn-
ings would receive-the same total benefits.
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11. Different benefit amounts may be paid to the
survivors of nor- ed cOUPIeSWith the same foltal
average earning. The difference in benefits for
sure vors of one- and two-earner couples would be
redu-ed but not eliminated.

12. Married workers have greater social_secuLityll
tection thansingle workers. Elimination of
dependent spouse's benefits would decrease the
advantage of married workers under present law.

Major Effects of Double - Decker Plan

Effects on Retired People: Older people who are not
Frirrfor any social security benefits under present
law would get a tier 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 net vary significantly
from present law (except at very low earnings levels
where they would be higher).

A homemaker spouse would get a tier I benefit in his
or her own right 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 theprimary 'earner was low paid
and lower in all others,

As under earnings sharing, earnings Credits for each
year of the marriage would be split 50-50 upon
divorce. The effects on protection would 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 diffei-ent. Each would get a
tier I benefit of $122. This would be more than pre-
sent lawbeneftts at average earnings levels of about
$420 and below,..and less than present law benefits at
higher levels.
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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 family
benefit of 250 percent of the tier I benefit- -$305-
plus a tier II benefit. The maximum family benefit
would be lower than under present, law at average earn-
ings levels of about $530 or more; at lower levels
there would be an increase.

Effects on Survivors: Survivin4 spouses could inherit
earnings as described under earnings sharing. Benefits
for the survivor of a one-earner couple with a lifelong
marriage would not vary substantially frompresent law
benefits except teat benefits would be higher than
under pre ent law at very high earnings levels.

Benefits for survivors of a lifelong marriage 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.

Benefits would be payable to surviving spouses with
children in their care under the same conditions as
under earnings sharing. The amount would be a tier -I
benefit, which could be payable regardless of whether
the deceased'Person had ever worked in covered employ-
ment.

A one-year .adjustment benefit. would be provided fora
surviving spouse Under age 62. The amount would be
100 percent, of the tier. II benefit, which would be
computed based on all the earnings credits of the
deceased person -- including earnings credits acquired
from any pr'ior marriage--plus the actual earnings of
thepeson_during 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 benefits:would not be paid to widows and
widowers age 60 and 61; they would qualify for a
one-year adjustment benefit.
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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.

Effects on DisabledPpoEl- 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 spouse, 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. ('"ley would also
got Medicare protection if they were entitled to dis-
ability benefits for 24 consecutive 4ionths.)

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

If the recencyof-work test under present lac were
not met without thr inclusion of earnings credits
acquired-due to death or divorce of a spouse, the
stricter definition of disability'aPplicable to.
disabled widows and widowers-under present law
would apply.
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Disabled divorced Spouses would qualify for a tier
benefit, plus a- tier II benefit based on their own
earnings and on earningso credits acquired at ,the= time-
of divorce. If a disabled person who was divorced was
the higher earner, his or her benefits could be mud-,
lower than under present law depending on the level of
earnings of the spouses and the length of the marriage.
A divorced person mho was the lower ea ;ner would
generally get higher benefits.

The provisions for children and young spouses caring
for children of disabled persons would be the same as
those for dependents of retired workers,

LIMITED OPTIONS

A number of options have been suggested over the years
that deal with one or more of the issues that have been
raised about.the treatment of worm under social
security., These options are narrower in scope than the
two broad-scale options that have been discussed. In
general, they would not make basic changes in the
social security system; most of them would not eliminate
the present seem 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 diScussed below; they are
grouped according to the issues with which they would
deal.

Protection for homemakers in their own right -- Homemakers
would receive social security earnings credits based on
an imputed dollar value for their unpaid services in
the home. This option, like the earnings-sharing
and double-decker options, would provide protection for

'homemakers- in their own right.

This option would net make changes in the system as
comprehensive as those required by the earnings-sharing
and double-decker options. It is, however, a more far-,
reaching change than the other limited ,options
discussed in this section.
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Table I

AIME

Monthly ReneLila
Present Law, Earrings Sharing
by Proportion of Aver,ige

Ilra2LLL2n

for Couplesland Survivors of Couples under
(Option 1) and a Double-Decker plan (Option 42)

Indexed- Monthly Ear,nings 1/ Earned by Each Spouse 2/

AIME E rned_b Each S =o'

2/3 - 1/3 1/2 - 1/2One Earner
Present

Law
Option

NI

Option-
N2

Present
Law

Option
*1

Option
42

Present
Law

ption
41

p ion
2

Couple's Monthly Bone!

280 $258 $244 $319 $271 $244 $319 $244, $244 $319
500 403 334 394 368 384 394 384 384 394

750 528 464 469 464 464 469 464 464 469
1,000 648 544 544 544 544 544 544 544 514,

250 3/ 746 624 619 624 634 619 624 624 619
1,500 3/ 802 704 694 704 704 694 704 , 704 694
1,750 11/ 858 784 769 784 784 769 784 784 769
2,000 3/ 915 864 844 835 864 844 864 864 844

Survivor's Monthly Benefits

$ 250 5192 $192 $197 $149 $176 "$182 $122 $176 $102
500 272 272 272 218 240 242 192 240 242
750 352 352 347 272 304 302 232 - 304 302

1,000 432 432 422 325 368 362 272 368---, 362
1,250 3/ 497 497 497 378 , 432 422 312 432 422
1,500 3/ 535 535 572 432 490 482 352 490 ,,482
1,750 3/ 572 572 647 485 520 542 392 520 542
2,000 31/ 610 610 722 510 550 602 432 550 602

1/. AIME is determined by (1) indexing (updating) earnings based on increases average
wage levels and (2) averaging a given number of years of highest indexed earnin-s,
benefits except tier I of Option 02 represent a proportion of AIME.

2/ This table shows beneIits for January 1980 based On wage-indexed earnings for workers
,age 62. in 1980. Married couple's benefits are computed on the assumption of a lifelong
marriage of two people both age 62 in 1980. The 1978 Trustees' Report alternative II
economic assumptions as to wages and prices were used in camruting the 'benefits (with-
out regard to any transitional guarantees - provided under the 1977 amendments). The
amounts actually paid_4n1930 will depend on changes in the economy between now and then.

3/ AIME and benefits at the levels are not possible for one worker reaching age 62 in
1930.
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Table 2,

75 -Tear Average Cost of Present 1.1W and_Additional Cost 1l --

N Of Options by Type of beneficiary

f beneficiary
Present
law 3/

12.1e =Bream

Earning*
Dherin$

-0.27
(-0.461
(0.21)
0.10
0.00
0,n0
0.01

Persons and Dependents:
tired Couoles--
"pen
Women

Widowed.
Divorced .

Single
Dependent, Children

5.94
(1.74)
(2.10)
3.42
0.9T
0.17
0.06

Deoendent Young nooses 0.02 -0.02
New Beneficiaries 0.00 0.01

Total for Aced Persons
and Dependents 10.57 -0.25

Toting Survivors of Deceased
WOrkers:
Mothers/Fathers gal
Adjustment benefits 5/--

Mothere/Fathere 0.00 0.44
New beneficiaries 0.00 0.13

Children 0.47 0.19

Total for Young Survivors
ofDeceased Workers 0.51 0.11

Disabled Persons and DePendentat

Married 1.51 -0.01
Widowed 0.10 0.04
Divorced 0.25 -0.01
Single 0.07 0.00
Children '0.20 0.03_
Dependent Spouses 0.09
New Beneficiaries

tal for Disabled Persons
and Dependent*

0.00 0.10

2.22 0.11

Net Coat Effect 6 -0.36

Deu
page

Ad uatment

0.03
(0.05)

(-0.02)
0.01
0.02
0.00

- 0.01
- 0.02
0.10

0.11

-1.00
(-0.51)
I-0.41)
-0.46
-0.16
-0.02
-0.03-
-0.02
0.07

-0.09
0.01 -
0.02.
0.05

0.01

-0.09

0.03
0.02

-0.03

-0.07

0.03
0.04
0.00
0.00

-0.02
-0.06
0.40

-0.23
0.02
-0.05
-0.01
-0.09
-0.07
0.26

0.34 -0.17'

, 0.50 -1.16

Estimates are based on the intermediate set of assumptions (Alternative ) in the 1919 Trustees'
Report, and are the additional cost'(nr savings) over the cost of present law.. individual costa,
atay not add to.totals because all figures are rounded independerte.

2/ Lone -range costs are expressed as a nercentage of taxable payrol.. The cost or wrings of a
provision reoresents the average anount over & 75-yea* period by which the combined employee-
employer social security tax rate would nave tO be raised or lowered to leave the social
asecurity trust funds in the same-financial position.

2/ Exclude* Parent's benefits, special benefits to pirsons age 72 and overe net benefits paid
through the interchange with the railroad retirement fund, lubp-sum paymente, and the cost of
administrative expenses. The coat of present law inclading these items is 13,55 Oltrcent of
tamable payroll.

y Meier wage adjustment it is assumed that the. tier benefit would he adjusted by increases in
loges both before and after eligibility; under price adJustnient it is assumed that tier.1 would
be adjusted by nricei both before and after eligibility, fh both cases, tier 11 would be
adjusted as under present law.

The cost is the total cent of adjustment benefits, the figure has not teen adjusted downward to
take account of the fact that some people who would receive en adjustment benefit would have
received benefits udder present laW because of hawing an entitled child In their care. however,
the figure for 'motners/rathers' has been adjusted downward to take - account of persons who ,would
be getting an .adJustment benefit rather than thn Wtherd/Fathers' hcnefit so that the total coat
000 young survivors represents the additional cost of the Otitis compared to present law. .
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_

Comparison of Major Provisions under Present raw and
Comp7chensiva Options

Provisicn Present Law Earnings Sharing DQUble Decker

Eligibility for retire-
ment benefits

Ferson must have worked
in covered job long
enough to be insured for
'e.lefits or be a deped-
ent of such a person.

At least one spous.. oust
be insured as under
present law.

No insured status
requirement for tier I
Or tier II.

Earnings Cradits l'erson gets earnings
crcits based only on
hic or her own work in
covered employment.

Teta:. earnings of
married couple divided
equally between them for
each year of the mar-
riage and credited to
their individual earn-
ings records. Surviving
sr.ouse credited with 87%
of earnings credits of
co.,:pie (or 100% of

c.irner's credit ).

For Tier II, earnings
credits based on per-
son's own work in
covered
Earninqs credits of
married counles (while
married) divided ez::lally '

at divorce. -

spouse credited with
CO"; of earnings credits
of couple (or 1001 Of
higher earner's credits).

Eene'fits

A. Retired worker Gets weighted benefit
(married, separated, based on own earnincc
or divorced) credits.

Cr.t, wcilhted benefit
h:Ilf of coarle's

3rn:r credits while
and own earnings

c7-,,iits while single,
plus any credits
ac.luir^?. a result of
a prior marriaae.

Gets tier benefit of
$122 plus tit- II
benefit equal to 30%
of mw;; ave,agP ,s

and ,,are'inna credits
acquired as a result of
divoroe or death of a
spouse.

B. Aged homemaker Dependent spouse's
(married, separated," benefit equal to 50%
or divorced) of retired worker's

benefit. A

J

No dependent spouge's
benefitsgets benefits
based on" any earniligr
credits acquired through
work or marriage.

NO dependent spouse's
benefits; gets tier I.
Gets tier II if has
any earnings credits
acquired throuc vOrk
or as a result of a
prior marriage.
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Pro vision

-lira it
Aged iowierd

D.

E. Young mother's or
father';: benefits

_. Adjustment benefit
ZZ-,_-faa-jr--ytriing widow

Dependeht's now
equal to 1004 of
desearel warkei.s
beneft.:

iral 50% of

Farnings Double necker

No depsndent surviving No dependent surviving
spouse's benefit; gets spouse's benefit: gets
benefit based on earn, tiel I. Also, tier II
ings record dfi described if has any oarnings
above 11m-hiding credits credits an doncr4bed
inherited when gpoage above (including ore-
died), dlr.!, inherited when

spouse C.!)

worket's beuvri t paid to
vhild of retire)
dialed worker (1511 for
child of deceased worker)
until child rea,:hes aqe
18 (or 22, if a student).
Kbere several childten
'eligible family maximum
applies.

S,ITTIO 05 I. for III brnell! payarife
child of tired or to ,hild ol retired, din-
disabled workor. For ablod, or deceased worker
5UfV1Virlq child. first subject to maximum of
child gets 100% of of tier ibonefit.
worker's benefit; 50% In addition, in survivor
for each additional cCISOB: one tier II` bone-
child. Total allocated fit equal,to 100% of
equally among children . wniker's benefit payable;
and subject to family benefit divided equally
maximum. among children.

504 benefit (7',A41-1
death cases) payable
LO ?riling parent caring
for child under age 18
(or disabled).

50% of the worker's_
benefit payable if
'there is an entitled
child under age 7 in
his or her cart. (Na

paid for any month an
,adjustment benefit
payable.)

Tier I benefit payable
:r there is an entitled,
child under age 7 intfil=
or her care.

No isrparable benefit.
Wimp sum of 5355
payable on death of
worker.)

- 1001 of deceased
spouse's benefit
payable for I year.

1001 of deceased spouse's
TX benefit payable

for I year.

Disatil _person Disabled wotker who
meets. recency-of-work
teat gets benefit based
art own 'mornings credits.
Surviving spouse vitro
meets stricter definl-
:ion of disability can
get a reduced depend-
ent's benefit if age
50 or older.

Insured person gets
benefits same as pre-

-sent law bared on
earnings credits as
'described above
e)(cludinveredits
acquired a% a result of
the'prevnt marriage.

Tier I payable. Also
gets tier II if has any
earnings credits acquired
as described above. Where
recency-of-work requkrement
is not met, a more szrict.'
definition of disability
must be met.



25

This approach would eliminate the problem of duplica-
tive protection for Women who are homemakers for part
of their lives and paid workers for part of their
lives. It would also serve to fill any gaps in their
social security protection resulting from leaving the.
paid labor force to perform unpaid hothemaker or child-
care services. In addition, protection for divorced
and disabled homemakers would be increased.

This option would require, setting a specific dollar
value for work performed in the home. To he 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 alternatiVe amounts)

There are at least three alternatives for financing
homemaker credits:

o One would be to reqpire homemakers to pay social
security taxes at the combined employer-employee
rate, at the employee rate, or at the rate for.the
self employed (l times the employee rate) on the
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.
It should be recognized that voluntary coverage may
result in adverse selectionthose 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.

o 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.
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A third alternative would 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 approach.

Greater equity betweOn one- and two - earner couples--
Three OptiOnS would reduce or eliminate t_e di ference
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 advantage married workers have
over single workers, they could also adversely impact
on surviving spouses and on divorced or separated
spouses, or involve substantial costs. In general,
these options, while resolving some of the issues,
would increasecondern about other issues.

AnOther option would provide equal treatment of one-
and two-earner couples by basing 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 person is entitled. (Under the
dual entitlement provision in present law, a person
gets his or her own worker's 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 tears used to compute
benefitsTwo 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
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employment. The inclusion of such a factor would
reduce the effectiveness of such a change in helping
women since many of them are not long- ter workers.

The other option would provide a shorter computation
period only for parents who spend time out of the paid
labor force inchildcare activities. This approach
would primarily advantage married workers with chil-
dren and thus increase the difference in benefits for
married as compared with single workers. it also would
raise questions as to whether 'similar protection, should
be provided for others wh6 are out of the paid labor
force for extended periods for other socially desirable
purposes, e.g., care of the elderly.

Additidnalpection for divorced persons--Two 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.

Additional protection for_ aged surviving spouses--Four
optionS improVe protection fOr eurViVing7iPouses
age 60 and over. Three-of the options (providing 's
benefit increase for very aged widows and widowers,
eliminating the reduction in widow's and widower's
benefits due toreceipt before age 65, and basing bene-
fits for a surviving spouse on total benefits of the
married couple) would accomplish this objective by
increasing benefit protection as dependents, thus
increasing protection married workers have compared
to single workers.

The fourth would eliminate dependent's benefits for
surviving spouses and permit the surviving spouse to
inherit the earnings credits of the deceased spouse.
This would ?rovide surviving spouses with protection
in their own right.

Additional protection for surviving spouses under ale
60 -One option would reduce the age at whiChWidow's
end widower's benefits are payable below age 60, which
would increase the protection married workers have over
single workers. Another option would provide adjust-
ment benefits for the surviving spouse for a period
following the death of the worker. This might
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tate entry or rvreentry of survivin(7 spouses into paid
employment and would provide a short-term benefit to
aid adjustment to the loss of a spouse.

Additional disability protection for women--Two options
in addition to the homemaker credit approach 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 not
help disabled-lifelong hamemakers. The other option
would permit employed persons to purchase disability
protection for their spouses. Reaching a consensus
regarding cost an& level of protection under this
option would be difficult.

GENDER-BASED DISTINCTIONS

The issues discussed previously related primarily to
the fact that most married women have social security
protection as dependents; such issues do not result
from different treatment of men and women under the
law. There are, however, nine relatively minor pro-
visions of the statute that treat men and women dif-
ferently solely on the basis of sex. In 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 omittedthe proposals and stated in its
report:

It is the understanding of the managers that the
entire question of such gender -based distinctions
will be included in the 6-month study of prpposals
to eliminate dependency and.sex discrimination
provided by this legislation.

Most of the gender-based distinctions are very tech-
nical and have limited applicability. All but two
would have negligible program costs and would affect
a very small number of people.
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The'twd distinctions which would affect several
thousand people and involve 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, althou7h
benefits are payable to similarly situated women.

The Administratic-1 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 million in FY-1980,
$3 million in FY 1981, and $4 million in each FY 1983
and 1984.

OFFSET PROVISION

The public pension offset provision was provided under
the Social Security Amendments of 1977. In general,
the provision requires the reduction of social
security spouse'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), deciaFti unconsti
tional the dependency requirements 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
governmental employment 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
Congress that both men and women be required to me
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a dependency test to qualify for spouse's or surviving
spouse's benefits. However, the Congress adopted the
public pension 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 hereare: eliminating
the - offset and providing an alternative, or modifying
the offset. These two approaches are relativgly
narrow and would deal with the issues within the
structure of present law.

The modificationsaredesignedtorespond to specific
concerns about the provision. One concern is that the
offset applies to the entire public pension frot 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 under 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 exception
to the effective date of the provision includes a
gender-based distinction.

Also of concern are the workloads involved in adminis-
tering the provision, particularly the difficulty of
verifying pension amounts with the numerous public
plans, especially since 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. In general, universal coverage would be the
most satisfactory alternative to the offset provision;
this approach is the -subject of a Departmental study
to be completed by December 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 comdlex and controverial
issue. Eliminating the offset would have an estimated
long-range cost of 0.04 percent of taxable payroll.
Providing a dependency test would have'a greater impact
on women particularly widows) since they are more
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likely than mento be entitled to a higher benefit
as a dependent than as a worker.

One modification would be to delay the application 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 legislation. This might be preferable
to repealing the offset.

CONCLUSION

Issues related to social security benefits for women
have arisen primarily because of changes in American
society, particularly the increased labor -force
participation of women and increased divorce and
remarriage rates.

This report analyzes various OptiOns to show how they
would deal with the issues, how they would change the
present system, what assumptions 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 basil 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
is designed to provide a framework for future con-
sideration'and debate.

The debate needs to focus first on the future role of
social 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
be made as to the appropriate ways of mod?` the
changes.


