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l. Introduction

When Social Security was instituted in 1935, thegoklife expectancy at age 20 for males was
66 and for females 69. Today, 20-year-old male® lzaperiod life expectancy of 76 and females, 80.
This increase in life expectancy has been accompaw a corresponding improvement in health at all
ages. Cutler, Liebman, and Smyth (2005) find timaterms of mortality, men at age 68 in 2000 have
roughly the same mortality risk as men at age 6E9B0. Thus, at a same age, men in the year 2@00 a
roughly six years younger. In terms of self assg¢walth status, they find that the differencevisn
larger, approximately ten years. Their bottom Igy&Our best guess is that people aged 62 in the
1960s are in equivalent health to people aged Tave today.” In related work, Shoven (2004)
suggested that the age of elderly people is mgoeogpiately measured by remaining life expectancy
than by years since birth. In his most recentkwShoven (2007) introduces the concept of “realkag
in contrast to “nominal ages” with real ages depemadn mortality risk rather than years since birth

These improvements in life expectancy and headttustenable individuals to prolong their
careers and delay retirement. However, the leafthtirement has actually grown by more than the
increase in life expectancy at retirement. Fidgushows labor force participation rates by age9@sl
and 2003. Both early retirees and median retiaeesetiring earlier in 2003 than they were in 1965
Figure 2 displays labor force participation ratggdmaining life expectancy rather than age, ammvsh
that the average length of retirement for men haseased almost 50 percent since 1965. In 1965, th
average length of retirement for the median méaleseewas 13 years. By 2003, it was 19 years.
Roughly half of the additional years were due tpriovements in life expectancy and half were due to

earlier retirement.
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Labor Force Participation of Men by Remaining Life Expectancy,
1965 and 2003

100

o

90

\

80 7.0 Years

70

60
/ 5.5 Years

50
7

/

20

40 / //
30 —
//
P—

10 A

oOo+——— 7T T T 71T

8 10 12 14 16

18

20

Remaining Life Expectancy

Figure?2

26

—1965
= 2003




Individuals may choose to use increases in thieirelkpectancy for additional leisure or
additional consumption, and it is possible thatghit towards longer retirements is optimal. Hoesw
there are a number of features of Social Securdydistort incentives towards increased retirement
length by imposing high implicit tax rates on longareers and working at older ages. For example,
Social Security benefits are computed based oavbeage of an individual's highest 35 years of
earnings. An individual with fewer than 35 yeaf®arnings has a relatively strong incentive tokvor
for an additional year as the additional earnifgarty raise the average upon which the benefit is
based. On the other hand, an individual who hasady worked for 35 years has a diminished incentiv
to work an additional year — the earnings from tfestr will, at best, replace one of the previoghhbst-
35 in the benefit computation. Thus, the benefitifula encourages careers of 35 years or lesser&ev
other features of the benefit computation — whiehwill discuss in detail below — contribute to the
disincentives for long careers. Medicare discoesagork for those over age 65 through its “Medicare
as a Secondary Payer” policy. Basically, mostmwtise Medicare eligible people who work are
required to buy health insurance rather than reckigdicare. Naturally, this discourages work for
those over 65.

In this paper, we examine the disincentives fogloareers created by Social Security and
Medicare. Our main finding is that the structuféh@se programs imposes high implicit tax rates on
workers late in their careers. As a result of th&dortion, we believe retirements are suboptiynialhg.
The consequences of this distortion are significamt of the stress on public and private pension
systems is caused by the increased length of metine We also outline ways to reduce or elimirniage
implicit taxes on long careers and working at olages. The potential benefits of a larger workédor

for Social Security and Medicare (and GDP) aredarg

. Work Incentivesin U.S. Social Security
In this section, we investigate the impact of Olgefand Survivors’ Insurance (OASI) on the career-
length incentives of both stylized and actual woskdn each year of their working life, we comptite
workers’ present value of Social Security taxesusibenefits under the assumption that they stop
working after the current year (i.e., they accurteutzo further earnings). Thmplicit Social Security
tax rateis defined as the increase in the net tax burdem fvorking an additional year as a percentage
of the current year’s earnings. In other words iththe additional net tax the worker incurs by

prolonging his or her career by one ye@his variable captures the worker’s incentive totowe



working for an additional year as opposed to mgiri Throughout our analysis, OASI benefits are
computed under 2005 law. That is, we sum eachevakighest 35 years of wage-indexed earnings
that fall below the earnings cap, and divide tmsant by 420 months to get the worker’s average
indexed monthly earnings (AIME). We then compuite worker’s primary insurance amount (PIA): the
PIA is equal to 90 percent of the first $x of AIMEus 32 percent of the amount between $x and $y,
plus 15 percent of the remainder of AIME, wheren® & are the constructed bend points for the
appropriate retirement yearThe worker receives the PIA — indexed for inflati- every month from
retirement until death. A minimum of 10 years afriwis required to qualify for any benefits. In
computing taxes and benefits, we assume an aggregafe growth rate of 3.5 percent, an inflatioe rat
of 2.5 percent, and a discount rate of 4.5 percértie OASI tax rate is assumed to be 10.6 percent
applied to capped earnings using the historicaliegs caps. Benefit streams are discounted for
mortality using the Social Security Administratisnhtermediate scenario mortality rates.

Our analysis is similar to that of Feldstein andh®&ack (1992). Feldstein and Samwick compute
marginal net tax rates for stylized workers whoyMay gender, income, and marital status. They show
that the additional tax paid on an additional daditincome varies significantly across workersj an
over a worker’s lifetime — in particular, margirak rates are significantly higher for single wotke
and for younger workers. Their finding that masggitax rates decline with age comes from the taat t
as a worker approaches retirement, the presen wdline additional benefit received increases.
However, they only compute marginal tax rates forkers between ages 25 and 60, and each year of
earnings over this 35-year period is assumed tatdaauhe benefit computation. This assumption
overlooks a major disincentive for long careerterad worker has accumulated 35 years of earnings,
additional years are likely to have little, if amyppact on benefits. As we will show below, taking
account of this fact implies that older workersefaggnificantly higher implicit tax rates than ygen
workers.

A. A Stylized Computation

To illustrate our argument, we compute implicit takes for a set of four male stylized workers
under current law. Three of our stylized workerseive simulated earnings profiles equal to either
average, 10 percentile, or 90 percentile earnings for his age group. In ordesimulate wage

histories, we use Outgoing Rotation Groups ftm2001 and 2002 Current Population Survey to

! The 2005 bendpoints ($627 and $3779) were mudtigtiy the appropriate wage adjustment factor tim tise with the
year in which the worker retires.



compute the wage for each of the three earningddevithin each age group. We then divide this by
the aggregate average wage across all age grdiyssratio is multiplied by the historical averagage
in each year of the worker’s life to arrive at ag@dor the worker. For example, consider an averag
male 30-year-old worker in 1950. The national agerannual wage in 1950 was $2,763. According to
our computations, a 30-year-old male earns 1.18dgithe national average; therefore, his simulated
wage would be $2,763 x 1.13 = $3,122. A fourthiztg worker earns the historical earnings cap in
each year.

We assume that all stylized workers start workgat 20 and retire at the normal retirement age.
The implicit Social Security tax rate for a givesreer length is calculated as described previouEhe
results of this exercise are shown at the top gfifei 3 and labeled “Current Law.” Note that fade
than 10 years of work, the worker is not yet vestetthe system and therefore faces an implicitréae

of the full 10.6 percent. (These years are notvshio Figure 3.)
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Two points should be clear from the graph. FaBtworkers experience a sharp increase in their
implicit tax rate at 35 years of work. The reasamthis increase is that Social Security benefrts
calculated based on the highest 35 years of indaredal earnings. This means that th& 33", and
35" year of work noticeably improve retirement bergefiecause the earnings of that year replace a zero
in the calculation of average indexed monthly eagsi(AIME). On the other hand, the™3gear of
work may or may not enter the calculation, and daes it will replace a lower year of earnings antl



a zero in the calculation. The marginal incentivevork for the 38 year and beyond is much lower
than for the first 35 years. Part-time work atierareer of 35 years or more will, in particulayaily
have no impact on subsequent benefits and therdfer#0.6 percent OASI payroll tax is simply a tax
and has no component of deferred benefits. Fgplpawho enter the workforce immediately after high
school and who do not leave the labor force foexended period, 35 years of earnings will be
accumulated by the age of 53.

Second, the median and low earners each experesitarp increase in their implicit tax rate
earlier in their careers — for the middle-incommeag, after 12 years of work and for the low-income
earner, after 22 years of work. This increaselte$tom the fact that the primary insurance amount
(PIA) formula is sharply progressive, combined wtik fact that the AIME calculation does not
distinguish between workers with lower earnings e with higher earners but shorter covered
careers. Atthe beginning of their careers, warkkend to have a low AIME because they have
significantly fewer than 35 years of positive eags. The benefit computation replaces the missing
years of earnings with zeros, and these workersap be in a lower income group than their true
lifetime earnings would imply. The progressivitiytbe PIA formula translates this low AIME into a
disproportionately high monthly benefit. As workexccumulate positive earnings years, the benefit
computation begins to treat them as if they hagédni lifetime incomes. A sharp increase in the
implicit tax rate occurs when a worker accumul&iesugh positive earnings years to cross a PIA bend
point. Thus, the current formula favors workerghwvahort careers by treating them as if they weve |
earners. In some cases, for instance where thiecdreer was necessitated by poor health, thatbeay
appropriate. In most cases, however, the curreatrhent seems inappropriate and blunts the inaenti
to work long careers. This effect is most pronaehfor low-income workers, who face the sharpest
increase in their implicit tax rate.

These distortions lead us to evaluate the followiirge reforms:

1. Use 40 years, rather than 35, in the AIME compotati
If 40 years were used instead of 35, this wouldaessome of the discouragement currently built into
the system for staying in the workforce. An exiva years of work would count towards the
calculation of retirement benefits.

2. Disentangle career length and progressivity.

Average indexed monthly earnings could be calcdlatdy for the months with covered earnings

(eliminating the zeros from the computation andding by the number of months of nonzero earnings



rather than 420). The primary insurance amountiadvbe calculated using this modified AIME

formula. However, a single person would only det full PIA at the NRA if they worked a full career
(currently 35 years, proposed to be 40 years uthgefirst reform). If they worked fewer years, ithe
benefits would be reduced proportionately. Fom@xa, consider how we currently treat someone with
a ten-year high-income career. Their benefitddatermined as if they were a relative low earnéh wi
the 25 years of zeros in the earnings calculatibime alternative would be to give them 10/35ththef

PIA of a high earner. This would result in a refitut of benefits for short career workers. Thi®rsn

is illustrated in Figure 4 below.
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3. Establish a “paid-up” category of workers who havere than 40 years of contributions.
Under the first proposed reform, the number of g@athe benefit calculation is 40. A complemewntar
policy is to only collect 40 years of payroll taxesm workers. After 40 years of covered employmen
the worker would be declared “paid-up” for both Bb&ecurity. This should be relatively easy to
administer — conceivably an indicator would be ablethe individuals Social Security number
reflecting the fact that paid-up status had beémeaed. A related idea was mentioned in Burtless a
Quinn (2002), namely allowing workers who reachMoemal Retirement Age to opt out of additional

Social Security contributions.



There is a theoretical justification for these p@s. The intuition of optimal tax theory would
be to place heavier taxes on more inelastic su@igt demand) and lighter taxes or no taxes onyighl
elastic behavior. Our hypothesis is that th& @d 494 years of work, for instance, are far more
sensitive to incentives than the2ind 23 years of work. The practical significance of thélsree
reforms is to make employment of veteran workersenattractive for both the employee and the
employer.

Taken together, these three proposals resulbemafit cut. In order to compensate for this and
keep the reforms benefit-neutral in aggregate ,neeease retirement benefits proportionately in otde
keep aggregate benefits constant before and ateeforms. Assuming no behavioral changes, the
adjustment needed is a 19.4 percent increase efitenThe proposals also result in redistribufi@m
those with shorter careers to those with longesorégure 5 illustrates this by depicting our iigti
average earner’s PIA, as a function of career kengider both the current and the proposed landetn
the proposed law, a worker’s PIA would rise morarply as he or she accumulated years of work — that
is, benefits are more responsive to a decisiorelaydetirement. Workers with fewer than 31 ye#rs
covered earnings would receive a smaller PIA thaeuthe current system; however, as their career
length extends beyond 31 years, their PIA risesalioe current level. A similar result holds foet

low and high earners.
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On the revenue side, introducing the “paid-up” gatg of workers who have worked 40 years
constitutes a reduction in the amount of tax reesrthe system receives. We estimate that at most
4.35% of OASI revenue comes from income that waseshafter an individual worked 40 years.
Thus, instituting the “paid-up” reform would regeiia payroll tax increase of 0.5%, changing theecurr
OASI tax from 10.6% to 11.1%. All future calculats of the impact of the three proposed reforms
account for the tax and benefit adjustments to renisenefit- and revenue-neutrality.

We repeat our implicit tax rate computations fa tbur stylized workers under the proposed
reforms. The results are shown in Figure 6 andléb“Proposed Law.” Current Law results are also
shown for comparison purposes. Note that implécitrates remain roughly constant over each

worker’s life, resulting in less distortion of cardength choices. Moreover, implicit tax ratesdt

% The estimate of the fraction of OASI revenue edrineyears 41+ comes from the Social Security Biesiahd Earnings
Public-Use File, 2004 described in more detaihia following section. The beneficiaries’ earningere indexed to 2003
using the historical Social Security average wagex. This estimate is biased upwards becausgatiaset only includes
earnings below the taxable maximum, which has as®d significantly over the period 1951-2003. Timglies the
program has expanded over this time period, anreg in the earlier part of this period are unepresented.

10



income groups are closer to zero. The decreaseng rises from the present value of future benefi
increasing as a worker gets closer to the norntiaéneent age. At 40 years of work, all workerseent

the “paid-up” category and no longer participat¢hi@ system.

Figure6
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The proposed reforms do not affect the overall msgjvity of the Social Security
system as is shown in Table 1. At the 35-yearardemngth, the average income earner’'s
internal rates of return (IRRs) are constant befme after the reforms at 1.17%. The
three policies do not change the relative positibthe low and high income earners.
After an individual has worked 35 years, he orisheways better off under the proposed

reforms.

IRRsfor Workerswith 35-Year Career
Current Law Proposed Law

Low Income Earner 2.47% 2.46%

Average Income Earner 1.17% 1.17%

High Income Earner 0.66% 0.66%
Tablel

B. Data and Results

The drawback of using stylized workers is, of ceytbat they do not reflect the
diversity of actual workers’ labor market experiesc In particular, the stylized workers’
ages and career lengths are perfectly correlafags makes it difficult to capture the
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experience of, for example, a woman who takes toteof the labor force to raise
children. Thus, we repeat our computations ugiegSocial Security Benefits and
Earnings Public-Use File, 2004 which contains bieaefd earnings data on a 1 percent
random, representative sample entitled to receSedaal Security benefit in December
2004. The full sample contains data on 473,36@f&aries. Unfortunately, this data
set provides no way to link couples; therefore jnatude only workers who are
receiving benefits based on their own earningsrdscoWe limit our attention to
beneficiaries receiving retirement benefits whatsthworking in 1951 or latéwhich
leaves 123,552 individuals born between 1910 ad@.1%e continue to use Social
Security intermediate scenario assumptions for alityt

For the actual worker computations under the pregdasw, we introduce an
earnings threshold: years in which earnings aetlesn 5 percent of the earnings cap are
not counted toward the years of work calculatiart,dre subject to payroll taxésThe
rationale for the earnings threshold is that mawjviduals — particularly as they get
older — have years in which they work a small nundféours. Without an earnings
threshold, these individuals’ benefits would inaedisproportionately (given the
modified AIME computation and the progressivityté PIA formula), and they would
accumulate years of credit towards the paid upstathe result is that many older
individuals in the sample would face large negatmplicit tax rates. The earnings
threshold reduces this distortion. Of course, thésns that years where earnings were
under the threshold face the full tax, unless tickvidual had attained ‘paid-up’ status by
working more than 40 years. On balance, howeverfind that distortions are
significantly less with the earnings thresholdhiglissue did not arise with the stylized
workers as our simulated earnings profiles nevéb&ow the 5 percent threshold.)

In order to illustrate the complexity of patterhattactual individuals face, we
plot histograms of the ages at which individuataiat10 years of covered earnings
(vesting age at which individuals become eligildeldenefits), 35 years of covered
earnings (the current number used in the beneafiipemation), and 40 years of covered

% Only aggregate earnings are recorded for yearg-1930.

* This is not unlike the earnings needed to obtajnarter of coverage in the current system, $92DD6.
To receive 4 quarters of coverage, an individualidmeed $3,680 in earnings, approximately 4% ef th
2005 earnings cap of $90,000. Earnings below¢hial are subject to the payroll tax even thoughelfies
are not increased.
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earnings (the proposed number to be used in thefibeomputation). The results are

broken down by gender and appear as Figures 7-9.
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Distribution of 35-Year Career Age
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While workers tend to reach 10 years of work at2@e35 years at age 55, and
40 years at age 60 (like our stylized workers)ehe considerable individual variation,
particularly for females. A sizeable number of &es reach these experience levels
considerably later than assumed in our stylizesrge. These figures illustrate the
importance of using actual workers to study theealength incentives created by the
system, particularly if we are interested in th@awt on women.

Figures 10 and 11 show our calculations of theayermplicit tax rate broken
down by career length (Figure 10), age (Figure 4ag, gender. The current law
computations exhibit the same features as did tfursstylized workers. Workers face
increases in their implicit tax rates under curtamt as they age and increase their career
length. This is a result of moving from one PlAdeoint to the next, and from
accumulating 35 years of earnings. This resuluctor both male and female workers,

and it is present whether we look at means or mediaot shown).

Average Implicit Social Security Tax Rates
By Career Length
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Average Implicit Social Security Tax Rates
By Age
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Under the proposed law, male workers’ implicit tates move closer to zero for
all age and experience groups. There is also &mmmaller association between implicit
tax rate and age. Most of the large, positive iaifgiax rates — which occur late in their
careers — are eliminated. Those that remain aeglfby individuals who earn less than
the earnings threshold and therefore are beingesuty the full OASI tax rate of 10.6
percent. Individuals with earnings below the thdd drive up the average implicit tax
rates faced under the proposed reforms at oldex; hgavever, the average annual
income earned by people who face the full OASIrtd® is only $1,115. One of the main
differences between the treatment under the cula@nand the proposed law is the sharp
decrease in the number of peogafelthe amount of income facing the full tax rate unde
the three reforms.

The changes redistribute from short-careered werteelong-careered workers as
shown in Figure 12. Individuals who work more tlnyears and are thus subject to the
“paid-up” policy reform no longer see earlier eags years being replaced by later,
potentially higher earning years. While this colgldd to a decrease in their calculated
PIA, the IRR would be higher under the proposedrmas$ since the added benefit from

16



replacing a year of earnings in the current catautas small relative to the amount of

taxes paid.

Percentage Change in PIA by Career Length
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Females tend to experience a larger subsidy uratardourrent law and the
proposed policies due to the fact that the systepnagressive and females in the sample
have lower earnings, and also because their mgrtatbabilities are more favorable,
making the expected future additional benefitsdargWe define the Gender Gap to be
the difference between average male and femaladingbcial Security tax rates. Table
2 summarizes calculations of the Gender Gap unffereht mortality assumptions, and
shows that approximately 40% of the difference leetwmale and female implicit tax
rates is due to more favorable female mortalitg; rgmaining is attributed to differences

in underlying earnings levels.

Average Implicit Social Security Tax Rates Under Different Mortality Assumptions

Current Law Average ISST Gender Gap
Males 0.90%

Females using Female Mortality -3.99% 4.89%
Females using Male Mortality -2.18% 3.08%
Portion of Gender Gap Explained by Mortality Diffeces 37%

17



Proposed Law Average ISST Gender Gap

Males -0.93%

Females using Female Mortality -5.33% 4.40%

Females using Male Mortality -3.34% 2.41%

Portion of Gender Gap Explained by Mortality Diffecces 45%
Table2

The reforms may disproportionately penalize womdm are more likely to take
time out of the labor force for child and/or elgechre and experience shorter careers.
Benefit levels are 0.89 percent higher for malaslbb percent lower for females under
the three reforms. One possible policy to allevihis effect would be to give women an
across-the-board credit for working of one, twothwee years. This policy is similar to
the treatment of individuals who take time outled tabor force to raise children in
countries such as Germany. In the German systemm|caraising parent is treated as
though he or she earned the average wage unthilis third birthday. The differences
between the PIA in the current system and the Pideuthe proposed reforms along
with a credit for women are given in Table 3. Nthtat offering a credit to women of
even one year has a substantial effect on the td\mnefits.

Percentage Changein PIA by Gender and Years of Credit Given for Women

No Credit 1-Year Credit 2-Year Credit 3-Year Credit
Male Benefits 0.89% 0.89% 0.89% 0.89%
Female Benefits -1.45% 1.69% 4.73% 7.67%
Total -0.02% 1.20% 2.39% 3.53%
Table3

Our calculations of mean implicit tax rates masioasiderable amount of
variation across workers. To illustrate this vaoia, we plot individual implicit tax rates
as a function of age for a small subsample of idials under both current law and the
proposed reforms. These are shown in Figuresur8efat law) and 14 (proposed law).
Most individuals experience features similar to $hgized workers: under current law,
there are sharp increases in implicit tax ratdag tross PIA bend points and another
sharp increase when they accumulate 35 years & widtere is considerable variation
across workers in the timing of these increasdse proposed law eliminates most of the

18



large positive tax rates for older workers. lpalsduces the association between age and
tax rate, and moves tax rates closer to zero fa@tavorkers in most years of their lives.
However, many of the workers experience singles/eath large negative implicit tax
rates. These are years in which earnings are Ithese years disproportionately increase
PIA (due to the progressivity of the formula) amhtribute towards “paid up” status.
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Proposed Law
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I[Il1.  Replacing Medicare as a Secondary Payer

Social Security isn’t alone in having benefit featithat discourage long careers and
older workers. Medicare also features a policygwwn as Medicare as a Secondary
Payer (MSP), that greatly discourages work by tl&&sand over who would otherwise
be eligible for Medicare. Medicare adopted its M&Hcy in 1982, effective January 1,
1983. This legislation states that for individualsrking at firms with 20 or more
employees, and otherwise eligible for Medicare fenévedicare serves as a secondary
payer for health care expenses. The employeriheaurance is the first payer.
Because employer-sponsored health plans tendnwobe comprehensive than Medicare,

these workers are effectively foregoing their Madécbenefits by working. If these
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same individuals were not working, they would rgedledicare as their primary health
insurance.

The incidence of the MSP policy would be a wortagaarch topic in its own right.
While many people would argue that the policy makesg workers over the age of 65
more expensive, this is not necessarily the cdéleat is clear is that the policy creates a
gap between the cost of employing 65+ workers hat after-health-benefits salary for
firms with employer-sponsored health insurance glaWhat is not clear is whether this
policy increases the cost of older workers or deses their take-home pay. Goda,
Shoven and Slavov (2007) assume that the incideinesployer-sponsored health
insurance falls on workers. That means that weraesghat MSP depresses the net
wages of working at sizable firms with health ireswe plans for those otherwise eligible
for Medicare. Effectively, workers who are 65 aner and employed by the relevant
employers need to buy the associated employer-spathfiealth insurance plan even
though they would otherwise be eligible for Mede&ar

Goda, Shoven and Slavov(2007) examine a changaicypvhereby Medicare
would be the primary insurance provider for all-&fjgible people whether they work or
not, which they call Medicare as a Primary PayeMBP). With the shift from MSP to
MPP, wages for individuals 65 and older would (seeast for those working for large
employers with health insurance), causing themnt¢ceiase both labor force participation
and hours worked. We estimate the wage increasevbuld arise from an MPP policy.
Using estimates of labor supply elasticities by, ageethen estimate the impact of an

MPP policy on labor supply, both alone and in canjion with the reforms to Social
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Security just discussed that reduce the penaltie®hg careers. We also estimate the
net cost of switching from MSP to MPP.

The Goda, Shoven and Slavov paper makes Medicaré&asondary Payer look
like an unattractive policy. The reason is thablasupply elasticities vary with age. 65
and 66 year olds can either work or not work dependn net wages. Their labor supply
elasticities are very high compared with peopleveen 45 and 50, and even
substantially higher than for 60 year olds. MSieatively puts a tax on working for
those with the highest labor elasticity, exactly dpposite of what would minimize
distortions. GSS find that switching from MSP t&RF would cost Medicare money but
would cost little if anything to the federal goverant overall, due to the personal income
tax payments on the increased labor income. WMitsls would clearly increase the
incentive to remain in the labor force for thosea®sl over and would cost the
government little or zero net revenue. It seemsstthat it should be added to the three
Social Security benefit changes to form a comprsiverpackage of policies to remove
the current discouragement of work amongst oldeeAcans.

IV.  Conclusion

The U.S. labor market has proved to be very flexiblabsorbing new workers as
evidenced by its ability to accommodate large nubéworkers as women entered the
labor force in the past several decades, and theoety has benefited greatly as a result
of the larger work force. By eliminating the diseamtives against working longer careers,
we can capitalize on the good fortunes of increpkfa expectancy and favorable health
status by paving the way for more capable indivisita stay in the labor force.
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