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[INTRO SCREEN]

Thank you for taking part in this policymaking simulation on Social Security. Social Security is facing
some major challenges that Congress is having serious trouble resolving. So, who better to turn to for
advice than the American people?

You will now go through a process that simulates the process a Member of Congress goes through in
making a policy decision. You will:

--get a background briefing on Social Security
--weigh a range of proposals that Congress is considering, together with pro and con arguments for each
--finally, make a set of recommendations that make the most sense to you

Everything you will see has been reviewed by experts and congressional staffers, both Democrats and
Republicans, so you can be assured that it is factual and balanced.

If at any time you find that you do not want to answer a question feel free to skip it and move on to the
next one.

[SCREEN]
BRIEFING

So let’s get started with your briefing. Here are some basic facts about Social Security.

e All workers are required to pay 6.2% of all of their wages and salaries up to a certain maximum
amount, called a cap, which is currently $117,000 a year. Their employer pays a matching
amount. These are called payroll taxes. Earnings above the cap are not subject to the payroll
tax.

¢ Provided that workers have paid payroll taxes into Social Security for a total of at least 10 years,
when they retire they receive monthly benefits for the rest of their lives.



¢ The level of benefits a person receives is related to his or her average earnings, and thus the
amount of payroll taxes they have paid.

[Q1.] Overall, would you say your view of Social Security is:

VTY POSIEIVE ..ceviieeiiieeeiie et e eieeeeiee et e e e esreeeiveeeereeeaaeeenns 27%
OKA e 25
OK Republicans ........ccceeeviieeriieeeiiieeiieeeiee e evee e 13
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccouvviiiiiiiiiieieiieeniieeeeeeeee e 44
SOMEWNAL POSIEIVE ..conuviieiiiieiiieeiee et 53
OKA4 .. 52
OK Republicans .........cceevveiiniiieiiieiiieeeiieeeeeeeee e 58
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvvieeiiieriieeiiteeiiee et 44
SOomMEWhat NEZALIVE ......eeeiiiiiiiiieiie et 16
OKA4 . 17
OK Republicans .........cceevveieniiiiiiieiiieeeieeeeeeeee e 22
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvvieeiieeniieeiiieeiiee et 10
VEIY NEZALIVE ....vviieiiiieeiieeeiie ettt e eereeesteeeeaeeeteeeeaeeeseeeeaneeenns 4
OKA e e 5
OK Republicans ........cccveeviieeriiieeiieecieeesiee e 7
OK DEMOCTALS ..ccuvveiiiiiiaiieieiieeeiteeee et 1
Don’t KNOW/REfUSEd ......oovuiiriiieiiiiiieieeieiceeeeeeeeee e <1
[SP]
Briefing (cont.)

Currently, the average monthly benefit amount is $1,294 a month. This is the benefit that goes to
someone whose average lifetime earnings were about $2,570 a month (adjusted for inflation). Thus,
such a person receives about 50% of those earnings.

[SPACE]



Average Retiree

Average lifetime earnings

_ 52I5?D"m°.

Monthly benefit

- $1,294/mo.= 50% of earnings

[Q2.] Does the monthly benefit seem:

Higher than you expected ..........ccoooeriiiniiininniiiieniceeeee 11%
OK . e 14
OK Republicans ........ccc.eeveeeiiinieeiieenieeeeneeeeeeeeee e 11
OK DEmOCTALS .....eoveeriiieiieeiieieeeieeie et 12
About the same as you expected..........cceevueeeriieinieennieenniieenineen. 60
OKU .. 55
OK Republicans .........cceevuieeriieiniieeiieeieeeieeeee e 64
OK DEmOCTALS .....eoviieiiieiiieiiiniieeieeite et 55
Lower than you eXpected..........ccccevveviiriiinieniieiienienecienienieerenne 29
OK .t 31
OK Republicans ........ccceeveeeiiinieniiienieeeenieeceeeeeee 25
OK DEemOCTALS .....coveeriiiiiieniienieeeieeee et 33
Don’t KNOW/REfUSEd ......coovviviiiiiiiiiicciieiceeeeceeeeeeee <1
[SP]
Briefing (cont.)

Benefits are progressive. This means that lower-income workers receive a higher benefit relative to
their earnings before they retired than higher-income workers do. Here is an example. If Person A’s
average lifetime earnings were $1,500 a month, Person A’s Social Security monthly benefit would be
$939 or about 63% of prior earnings. For comparison, if Person B’s average lifetime earnings were
$6,000 a month, Person B’s monthly benefit would be $2,168, or about 36% of prior earnings.
[SPACE]



Social Security Benefits are Progressive:
Two Examples

PersonA

Average lifetime earnings

I - o

Monthly Benefit

- $939/mo.=63% of earnings

PersonB

Average lifetime earnings

N 55000wo.

Monthly Benefit

_ $2168/mo.=36% of earnings

[SP]
Briefing (cont.)

We are now going to address three issues about Social Security that are under consideration in Congress.

The first issue we will address is that the Social Security trustees have projected that in 2033 the Social
Security Trust Fund will not have enough funds to pay the level of benefits that are scheduled to be paid
by present law. Benefits would then be financed from current payroll taxes only and would drop by
23%. We will call this the Social Security shortfall. You will be asked to consider approaches for
dealing with this shortfall that include both reducing benefits and increasing revenues.

The second issue is whether Social Security benefits are adequate for certain groups. You will be asked
to consider proposals for increasing benefits for certain groups.

The third issue is how cost of living adjustments (or COLAs) for inflation should be calculated. You
will be asked to consider two different proposals for changing this calculation.

[SP]
BRIEFING: THE SOCIAL SECURITY SHORTFALL

We will first address the Social Security shortfall—the shortage of funds projected for the year 2033.

[Q3.] How much have heard or read about the Social Security shortfall?

ATOU e e 15%
OK .t 19
OK Republicans ........cccveeriieeriieeeiiieeiieeeiee e evee e 15

OK DEIMOCTALS ..vveeieeiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeteeeeee e eeeeeevaeeee e e e eevenaaes 15



O . e e e e 43
OK Republicans .........ccueevvieeriieiniiiieniieeieeeeeeee e 42
OK DEMOCTALS eveeeeiiiiee ettt e et eeevaeeeeenes 43
JUSE @ THEELE <o e e e e e e e 32
OKU ...ttt e e e avaaaaas 27
OK Republicans .........ccceeevvieeriieeeiieeeieeeeiee e evee e 34
OK DEIMOCTALS ..eveeeieiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeteeeeee e eeeeeeeveeeee e e e e evasaaes 31
INORING ..ottt 10
O e e e e e e e e 11
OK Republicans .......c.ccueeeuieeriiiiiniieeiiieeiteeeeeee e 9
OK DEMOCTALS evueeiieiee ettt e et e e evaeeeeeees 10
Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ... <1

[SP]
Briefing: The Social Security Shortfall (cont.)

The Social Security shortfall has several major causes. One of these is that Americans have been
having fewer children. This means that the ratio of workers contributing to Social Security as
compared to the number of retirees receiving Social Security benefits is going down. In the figure
below you can see how this has changed over time and how it is projected for the future.

[SPACE]
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[SP]
Briefing: The Social Security Shortfall (cont.)



Another factor contributing to the shortfall is that Americans are living longer and thus receiving
benefits for more years. Please see the figure below for more detail.
[SPACE]

Americans Living Longer
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[SP]
Briefing: The Social Security Shortfall (cont.)

Another factor contributing to the shortfall is that wages for middle and lower income workers have
not been growing as much as was expected, decreasing the amount of payroll taxes flowing into the
Social Security Trust Fund.

Another factor contributing to the shortfall is that the large baby boom generation is entering retirement
and increasing the percentage of the population that is eligible for Social Security. This will put
more demands on Social Security.

[SPACE]
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[SP]
Briefing: The Social Security Shortfall (cont.)

Finally, contributing to the shortfall is the fact that Congress has not taken action for some decades to
adjust revenues and benefits to keep the program in long-term balance. The last such legislation was
passed in 1986.

The impact of the Social Security shortfall, if no action is taken, would be as follows:

Average monthly benefits, in current dollars, would go down from $1,294 to $1000
[SPACE]

Impact of Shortfall if No Action is Taken:
Seniors’ Monthly Benefit

Average monthly benefitin 2014

Monthly benefit with 23% cut if the Social Security
trust fund is depletedin 2033

The percentage of seniors living under the poverty line would increase. Assuming the same level of
poverty as todays, it is projected that the poverty level for seniors would rise from 9% to 18%.

[SP; DISPLAY Q4 & Q5 ON THE SAME SCREEN; ROTATE AND RECORD ORDER OF Q4 & Q5]
DEALING WITH THE SHORTFALL

We are now going to look at policy options for dealing with the Social Security shortfall. The
government has two possible approaches: it can

--reduce Social Security benefits

or

--increase revenues.

WE WILL FIRST EXPLORE THE APPROACH OF REDUCING SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS, WHICH WOULD

REDUCE THE SHORTFALL BY REDUCING EXPENSES. [SPACE]

[SCREEN]



One option for reducing benefits is to reduce the amount of benefits that people with higher earnings
will receive when they retire in the future.

LOWERING MONTHLY BENEFITS FOR PEOPLE WHO HAD HIGHER EARNINGS

Currently, the more people earned while working (up to $117,000) the more they receive in monthly
benefits. One option --for new retirees only--is to gradually lower benefits for people who had higher
earnings. Their benefits would still be higher than for people who had lower earnings, but their benefits
would be less than people in that income group are currently scheduled to receive.

You are now going to evaluate arguments in favor of and against this option. Later you will assess
some specific proposals. For each argument, please select whether you find the argument convincing or
unconvincing. Here are the arguments in favor of this option.

Arguments in Favor of Policy Option

[Q4.] We have to cover the Social Security shortfall in one way or another. Wealthier retirees have
other ways to fund their retirement, such as pensions and savings. But right now they get benefits that
are higher than other people. This gap should be reduced so that their benefits are more like others. It’s
only fair.

VEry CONVINCING .....vviiiiiieriiteriieeeiee et eiieeesteeeiree et e s 24%
OKA e 17
OK Republicans .......c.ccueevveeiriieeniiieeniieeieeeieeeee e 12
OK DEeMOCTALS ...couvveiriiiiiiieeeiieenieeeeeeesee e 38
Somewhat CONVINCING ....cccuveeeriiieeiieeeiieeeiie e esieeesreeeereeeeree e 34
OKA e 39
OK Republicans ........cccceeeviieeriieeeiieeeiie e esreeevee e 33
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccouvvieriiieiiieeeiieeeite ettt 35
Somewhat UNCONVINCING .....ccovuiieriiiiniiieriieeiee et 21
OKA e 22
OK Republicans .........ccueeivieiriieeniiieeniieeieeeieeeiee e 24
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveeiiiiiiiiiieiieeriieeieeesee e 17
Very UNCONVINCING ....cceiuvieiiiieeiieeeiieenieeesteeesreeeseaeeessveeessneeennneens 20
OKA4 . 22
OK Republicans ........cccceeeriieeriieeniieeeiie e evee e 31
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccouvveeeiiieiiieeeiieeeite ettt 10
Don’t kKnow/Refused ........ccceevviiiiiiiiiniiiiiieeieceieeceeeeeen <1

[QS5.] Social Security was established with the express purpose of ensuring that older or disabled
Americans would not fall into poverty. It really makes no sense that people with higher incomes even
get higher benefits than people with lesser incomes.



Somewhat CONVINCING ....cc..viiriiiiiiiiiiieeiee ettt 34
OKA e 36
OK Republicans .........cceevveeeniiieiiieiiieeeieeeeeeeee e 30
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveeiiiiiiiieeiiieeeieeee e 37
Somewhat UNCONVINCING ......cccuieiriieeeiiieeiieeeiee e esveeevee e 20
OKA4 ..o 20
OK Republicans ........ccccveeriieeriieeeiiieeieeeeieeeeree e 22
OK DemOCTALS .....covveriiieiieniiiiieerieereesie ettt 16
VEry UNCONVINCING ...cccvuvieiriiieiiiiieiiiteeiiee ettt eiteesiteeeieeesbeeesireeens 21
OKA e 25
OK Republicans .........cceevieeeniiieniieiieeeiieeeeeeeee e 33
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvveeiiiiiiiiiieiieenieeeieeeee e 10
Don’t KNOW/REfUSEd ......cooveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiceeeeeeeceee e 1

[SP; DISPLAY Q6 & Q7 ON THE SAME SCREEN; ROTATE AND RECORD ORDER OF Q6 &Q7]
Dealing With the Shortfall (cont.)

Here are two arguments against lowering monthly benefits for people who had higher earnings. For
each, please select whether you find it convincing or unconvincing:

Arguments Against Policy Option

[Q6.] Many of the proposals for reducing benefits based on income would end up hurting some people
who are part of the middle class, particularly people who live in areas of the country where the cost of

living is high. We should not change Social Security in a way that forces seniors to lower their quality
of life.

VEry CONVINCING ......uviiiiiiiiiiieiiiie ettt ettt 31%
OKA e 37
OK Republicans .........ccceevviieniiieiiieiieeeiiceeieeeeee e 29
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveiiiiiiiiiiieiieeeieeeee e 30
Somewhat CONVINCING .....ccuveieriiieeiiieeiieeeieeeeieeesieeesveeesreeeereeenes 43
OKA .o 42
OK Republicans ........ccceeeriieeriieeniieeeiee e evee e 47
OK DEmOCTALS .....couveeiiieiieniiiiieeniecreesee et 43
Somewhat UNCONVINCING .....ccoveiiriiiiiiiieiieeeiieeereeeiee e 19
OKA e 16
OK Republicans .........ccceeviieiriiiiniieiiieeeiieeeeeeeee e 18
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveeriiiiiiiiieiieeeieeeee e 19
Very UNCONVINCING ....eeeiuiieeiieeeiieeeireeeieeenieeesaeeesereeesereeesreesnaneennns 6



OK Republicans .........cceeviieeriiiiniieiiiieeieeeieecee e 6
OK DEMOCTALS ....evveeeeiiiiieeieiiieeeeiieee ettt e e eieee e e 7

Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ... 1

[Q7.] American workers have been paying Social Security payroll taxes for all their working lives on the
promise that they would be getting this money back in the form of benefits. Reducing expected benefits
to people who make more money is a violation of this understanding and changes Social Security from a
retirement program into a welfare program.

VEry CONVINCING ......viiiiiiieiiiieiiiieeiiee ettt e 30%
OKA e 36
OK Republicans .........cceevviieniiiiniieiiieeeiieeeieeeee e 40
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveeriiiiiiiiieiieeniieee e 21
Somewhat CONVINCING .....ccuveeeriiieeiieeeiieeeieeeeieeesreeesveeereeeereeenes 34
OKA .t 37
OK Republicans .........cceeeviieeriieeeiieeeiee e eree e eaee s 38
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuevieeiieeiiieeiiieeiiee ettt 29
Somewhat UNCONVINCING .....ccoveiiiiiiiiiiieiiie ettt 22
OKA et 18
OK Republicans .........cceevvieeniiieniieiiieeeiiceeeecee e 16
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveeiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeieeeeeeeeeee e 28
Very UNCONVINCING ....ccovuiieiiiieeiieeeiieeeieeenieeenveeeneaeeessreeensneeenneens 13
OKA4 e 8
OK Republicans ........cccveerieeeriiieeiieeeieeesiee e 6
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvvieriiieiiieeiite ettt 20
Don’t KnOW/Refused ........cccueeeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeiceeteeee e 1

[SP]
Dealing With the Shortfall (cont.)

Now that you have considered all these arguments, we would like you to evaluate three proposals for
reducing benefits for people with higher lifetime earnings. All of these proposals would only apply to

the benefits of new retirees. Their benefits would still be higher than people who had lower earnings, but
their benefits would be less than people in that income group currently receive.

Assessing Proposals

[Q8a.] The first proposal is to reduce the monthly benefits for the top 25 percent of earners--that is,
those whose average earnings over their lifetimes are about $65,500 a year and higher. This would
reduce the Social Security shortfall by 7%.

Please select how acceptable or unacceptable this proposal is to you on the scale below.

Not acceptable (0-4)....c..eeeriiiiriieiieeeieeeeeee e 40%



OK Republicans ........ccceeveeeiiiiiieiieenieieeseeeeie e 49
OK DEIMOCTALS ..vvveeeeiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeteeeeee e eeeeeeraeee e e eeeenanns 30
JUSE LO1ETADIE (5).uvvvveiieeieieeeiieeeeee e 20
O .. e e e e e 22
OK Republicans .........ccceevvieeriiiiniieiiieeeieeeieeeee e 18
OK DEMOCTALS cevueeiiiiee ettt e et e e evaeeeeeees 20
Acceptable (6-10)......iiiiieiiiieiiieeeie e 39
OKU ..ot e e e e eanaaas 36
OK Republicans ........ccceeeriieeriiieeiieeeiie e eiee e 32
OK DEIMOCTALS ..vvveieieiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeieeeee e eeeeeeraeeeeeeeeeeenanes 49
Don’t KNOW/REFUSEA ...evveeiiiiiiiiiieeee e <1
IMIEAI ..ottt e e e e e ettt e s e e e e etesaaeeesaeeaans 4.9
O e e e e e 4.6
OK Republicans .........cceeeviiiniieiniieeiiieeieecieeeeeeeiee e 4.2
OK DEMOCTALS veeeiiiieeeeeeeee ettt e et e e e eeaeeeees 5.7

[SP]

[Q8b.] A second proposal is to reduce the monthly benefits for the top 40 percent of earners--that is,
those whose average earnings over their lifetimes are about $47,000 a year and higher. This would
reduce the Social Security shortfall by 25%.

Please select how acceptable or unacceptable this proposal is to you on the scale below.

Not acceptable (0-4).......eeeiiiiiiiiiieeeieeeeeeeee e 64%
OKU ..o 69
OK Republicans .........ccceevvieeniiieniieiieeeieeeieceee e 70
OK DEMOCTALS .....oeeeeeiiiieeeeiiieeeeeiiee et eeearee e 56
JUSE tO1ETADIE (5)uuvvvviiiiiiiieiieeeeeee e 16
OKA ..t 15
OK Republicans ........ccceeeviieeriieeeiieeeiee e evee e 16
OK DEMOCTALS .....vvvieeeiiiieeeeiiiieeeeiieeeeeeiveeeeeiveeeeeeivaeeeeans 17
Acceptable (6-10)......coiiiiiiieiiieeeeeeeeeee e 20
OKU ..o 16
OK Republicans .........ccceevvieeniiiiniieiieeeiieeeeeeee e 14
OK DEMOCTALS .....oeveeeiiiiieeeiiieeeeeiieeeeeee et eear e 25
Don’t know/Refused ..........coooouviiiiiiiiiiieiiieececeee e, <1
AV (5721 RS UUURR PP 3.3
OKA ...t 3.0
OK Republicans .........ccceeevuiieriieeniieeriie et 2.8

OK DEIMOCTALS ...eiveiiiiiiieee et eeeeeeaeeee e e e eeeeaaaaans 3.8



[SP]

[Q8c.] A third proposal is to reduce the monthly benefits for the top 50 percent of earners--that is,
those whose average earnings over their lifetimes are about $39,000 a year and higher. This would
reduce the Social Security shortfall by 34%.

Please select how acceptable or unacceptable this proposal is to you on the scale below.

Not acceptable (0-4).......eeeiiiiiiieiieeeeeeeeeeeee e 77%
OKU ... e 80
OK Republicans .........cceevveeeniiiiiiieiieeeiieeeeeeeee e 84
(0] Q0 DS 1110163 21 - S0P UURRTN 72
JUSE tO1erable (5)....uvviiieiiiiee e e 9
L0 ) S SRR 9
OK Republicans ........cccveevieeeiiiieeiiieeeiieeeiee e 6
OK DEMOCTALS .....vvvieeeiiiieeeeiiiieeeeiieeeeeeiveeeeereeeeeeivaeeeenns 11
Acceptable (6-10)......coiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee e 13
OKU ..o 9
OK Republicans .........ccceevvieeniiieniieiiieeeiceeeeeeee e 10
OK DEMOCTALS .....oeeeeeiiiiieeeiiiee e et eear e 16
Don’t know/Refused ...........ooooviiiiiiiiiiieiiiee e 1
AV (5721 R U UUTRR PP 2.4
OKUG ...ttt e e e e e e 2.1
OK Republicans ........cccceeevvieriiieeniieeniie e e ciee e 2.0
OK DEMOCTALS .....veeeeeiriieeeeiiiieeeciieeeeeeieeeeesiieeeeesvaeeeenaes 2.6

[SP]
Dealing With the Shortfall (cont.)

Another policy option is to reduce benefits by raising the full retirement age, which would reduce the
total amount of benefits people would receive over their lifetime. (Note: This option does NOT change
people’s ability to take early retirement—with correspondingly lower monthly benefits--which would
still start at 62.)

RAISING THE FULL RETIREMENT AGE

Currently, the full retirement age is 66 years. According to current law, it is scheduled to gradually rise
until it reaches 67 by the year 2027 and then will stop rising. This has no effect on those already
receiving Social Security. It does affect those born in 1960 or later. The graph below shows how the
current law increases the full retirement age.

[SPACE]



Current Policy — Starting in 2020, Gradually Raise
Full Retirement Age from 66 to Age 67 in 2027
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[SP; DISPLAY Q9 & Q10 ON THE SAME SCREEN; ROTATE AND RECORD ORDER OF Q9 & Q10]
Dealing With the Shortfall (cont.)

One policy option is to continue to gradually increase the retirement age beyond the age of 67, so that it
eventually reaches a higher age.

Here are two arguments in favor of this option. For each, please select whether you find it convincing
or unconvincing:

Arguments in Favor of Policy Option
[Q9.] With people living longer, the number of retirees receiving benefits is growing. At the same time

birth rates are lower, diminishing the number of workers who contribute revenue to Social Security.
Thus, it is not affordable and simply not realistic to have people retire as early as they have.

Very CONVINCING......uviiiiiieeiieeeiieeeieeesreeenreeesreeesereeesareesaneeenns 16%
OK . 17
OK Republicans ........ccceeeviieeriieeniiieeiieesiee e evee e 15
OK DEmOCTALS .....ooveeiiieiiiniieniieeieenie et 15
Somewhat CONVINCING .....c..veiriiiiiiieiiiiieieeeiee et 45
OKA e 42
OK Republicans .........ccueevvieiriieiniieeniieeieeeeeeeee e 49
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveiriiiiiiiiieiieeeieeeeee e 41
Somewhat UNCONVINCING .....cccvvieiiiieeiiieeiieeeieeeeiee e eveeeeree e 22
OKA4 e 23
OK Republicans ........ccc.eeveeriieniinieenieieeneeiceee e 19

OK DEIMOCTALS ..eveeiieiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeeeeeee e e e e evenaaes 25



O .. e e e e e 17
OK Republicans .........cceeviiieniiieniieiiieeeieeeeeeeee e 16
OK DEMOCTALS eveeeeiiiieeeeieeeee ettt e et e e et eeeees 19
Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ..veeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e <1

[Q10.] People at 66 are now much healthier than in the past and most of the work people do is much less
physically demanding, so it is appropriate for people to work a little bit longer before retiring. Raising
the retirement age is a common-sense response to how life has changed in the modern era.

Very CONVINCING......uveiiiiieeiieeeiieeeieeeeieeenteeesveeesireeenereesaneeenns 19%
OKA .o 23
OK Republicans ........ccceeeriieeriieeeiieeeiieeeiee e e 21
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvvieeiiieeiiieeiiieeiiee ettt 20
Somewhat CONVINCING ....cc..viiriiiiiiieiiiieeiiee et 45
OKA e 39
OK Republicans .........ccceevieeeniiieniieiiieeeieeeeeeeee e 44
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveeriiiiiiieieiieenieeeeeesee e 44
Somewhat UNCONVINCING .....cccvuiieriieeeiieeeiieeeiee e esveeerree e 18
OKA .t 18
OK Republicans ........ccceevierieeniiniieeniieeeneeeeeeeee e 19
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvvieeiiieiieeiiieeriiee et 18
VEry UNCONVINCING ....ccvutieeriiieiiiieeiiteeiiee et eiteeeiteeeieeesbeeesireeens 17
OKA e 19
OK Republicans .........cceevvieiniieiiiieiiieeeiceeiieceee e 16
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveeiiiiiiiieeiiieeeiieeeeeeeeeeee e 19
Don’t KNOW/REfUSEd ......covviieiiiiiiiiiieieeieiceeeeeeeeeee e <1

[SP; DISPLAY Q11 & Q12 ON THE SAME SCREEN; ROTATE AND RECORD ORDER OF Q11 & Q12]
Dealing With the Shortfall (cont.)

Here are two arguments against gradually raising the full retirement age beyond 67. For each, please
select whether you find it convincing or unconvincing:

Arguments Against Policy Option
[Q11.] Raising the retirement age is unfair because many workers in their 60s still hold physically

demanding jobs--blue-collar jobs, or retail jobs where they are on their feet all day. For them, it is
already a stretch for the retirement age to rise to 67 as planned; it should not rise any further.



Somewhat CONVINCING ....cc..viiriiiiiiiiiiieeiee ettt 38
OKA e 40
OK Republicans .........cceevveeeniiieiiieiiieeeieeeeeeeee e 35
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveeiiiiiiiieeiiieeeieeee e 40
Somewhat UNCONVINCING ......cccuieiriieeeiiieeiieeeiee e esveeevee e 22
OKA4 ..o 22
OK Republicans ........ccccveeriieeriieeeiiieeieeeeieeeeree e 26
OK DemOCTALS .....covveriiieiieniiiiieerieereesie ettt 16
VEry UNCONVINCING ...ceevuiiieriiieiriiieeiieeeiieeeiteeeiteeeieeesiieeesibee e 7
OKA e e 8
OK Republicans .........cceeviieeniiiiniieiieeeieeeeeeeee e 8
OK DEMOCTALS ..ccuvveeiiiiiaiieieiieeeieeeiee et 7
Don’t KNOW/REfUSEd ......cooveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiceeeeeeeceee e 1

[Q12.] Raising the retirement age is just a benefit cut by another name--in fact each worker will get less
over their lifetime. It is particularly unfair to people with lower incomes and minorities. Because on
average they do not live as long, they get less back in Social Security benefits over their lifetime for the
amount they put in; thus, raising the retirement age will cut a disproportionately large percentage of their
average lifetime benefits.

Very CONVINCING....c.uviiiiiieeiiieeiieeeieeesreeesiteeesreeesereeeereesaneeenns 27%
OKA ..t 24
OK Republicans ........cccceeeviieeriieeeiieeeiie e evee e 22
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvvieeiiiieniiieeiiieeiiee et 33
Somewhat CONVINCING ....cc..viiriiiiniiiiiiieeiiee et 35
O e 35
OK Republicans .........cceevieieriiiiniieiiieeeieeeeeeeeeee e 33
OK DEeMOCTALS ...couvveeiiiiiiiiiieiieeeieeeeeesee e 34
Somewhat UNCONVINCING .....cccvuiieiiiieeiiieeieeeeiee e eneeeeaeeeeree s 22
OKA . 26
OK Republicans ........ccceeeviieeriieeiiieecieeeeiee e evee e 24
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvvieeiiiieiiieeiiie ettt 22
VEry UNCONVINCING ....ccvuiieeriiieiiiieeitteeiieeeiteeeiteesiteeeieeesbeeenireeens 14
OKA e 14
OK Republicans .........cceeviiieniiiiniieiiieeeiieeeeeeee e 20
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveiiiiiiiiieieiieeeieeeeceeeeeee e 10
Don’t KNOW/REfUSEd ......cooveeriiiiiiiiiiiiieniceeeceeeceee e 1

[SP]
Dealing With the Shortfall (cont.)



Now that you have considered all the arguments, here are three proposals for raising the retirement age.
Assessing Proposals
[Q13a.] One proposal is to continue gradually raising the full retirement age until it reaches 68 for

people retiring in 2034. This step would reduce the Social Security shortfall by 15%.
[SPACE]

Proposal 1- Gradually Raise the Retirement
Age to 68 by 2034

1 1 67 68

L]
gs_g : /_ Full Retirement Age

62 Early Retirement Age

CO rrrrrrryr Ty rrrrrrrrrrrrryrr iy T rrTr vy vydrrrrrrrvvrrrrrryrrreom
2012 2020 2027 204 2041 2048 2055 2062 2069
Year

Please select how acceptable or unacceptable this proposal is to you on the scale below.

Not acCeptable (0-4)...cccuuieeiieeeieeeeiee ettt e 39%
OKU ...t e e e e e 40
OK Republicans ........ccceeeviieeriieeeiieeeiie e evee e 33
OK DEemMOCTALS ..vvveeiiiieeeiiiiieeee et eeeerrrre e e e e 44
JUSE L01EIADIE (5).uvveieieieieeiieeeeee e 23
OKU ..o et 18
OK Republicans .........cceevvieiriieeniiiieniieeieeeieeeee e 22
OK DEemOCTatS ....coooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 21
Acceptable (6-10)......iiiiieeiiieeieeeee e 38
OKU ...t e e e e e e e e 41
OK Republicans ........cccceeeviieeriieeeiieeeiee e evee e 45
OK DEemMOCTALS ..vvveeieeeeeeiiiiieeeee e eeeevrree e e 35
Don’t know/Refused .........ccvvveeieiiiiiiiiiieeiecceeeeeeee e <1
IMLEATN .. e et e e e 4.7

OKA4 ..o 4.7



OK Republicans .........cceeevieeniieiniieeiieeieeeeceeeeeeieeeae 5.1
OK DEMOCTALS ....eeeeeeriiiieeeiiiie et eeieee e e eieee e 4.4

[SP]

[Q13b.] Another proposal is to continue to gradually raise the full retirement age until it reaches age 69
for people retiring in 2041. This step would reduce the Social Security shortfall by 21%.

[SPACE]

Proposal 2- Gradually Raise the Retirement
Age to 69 by 2041

71 67 68 69

70

6% e FUll Retiremznt Age
568 - il
T 66 -
£ 65
264
@ 63
o 52 Early Retirement Age

61

6’0 rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrreraTnaTy Trrrrrryrrrvryryyryryryrr vy vy vy vy rearoTeay
2012 2020 2027 2034 2041 2048 2055 2062 2089

Year

[SPACE]

Please select how acceptable or unacceptable this proposal is to you on the scale below.

Not acceptable (0-4)......ueeeiiieriiieiieeiee e 54%
OKZ e 56
OK Republicans .........cceevvieiriieeniiiieiieeiieeieeeeee e 48
(0] Q0 DS 1110163 21 - ST UURUT 59
JUSE LO1ETADIE (5).uvveiiieiiiiiiiiieeee e 17
OKZ e 14
OK Republicans .........cceevvieiriieiniiieniieeieeeieeeeee e 16
OK DEMOCTALS .....oeveeeiiiiieeciiiee e e e eeir e 15
Acceptable (6-10)......iiiiiieeiiieeieeeiee e 28
OKA ..ttt 30
OK Republicans ........cccceeeriieeriieeeiieeeiieeeiee e evee e 35
OK DEemMOCTALS ..vvveiiieieeiiiiiieeeee et eeeeevrree e e e e e 26
Don’t know/Refused .........ccuvveeiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 1
1\ (S | o U RPUPPPSRN 3.8

OKA4 ..o 3.9



OK Republicans .........cceeevieeniieiniieeiieeieeeeceeeeeeieeeae 4.3
OK DEMOCTALS ....eeeeeeriiiieeeiiiie et eeieee e e eieee e 34

[SP]

[Q13c.] Another proposal is to continue to gradually raise the full retirement age two months per year
until it reaches age 69 in 2041 and then slow the pace, raising it just a half a month per year raise until it
reaches age 70 in 2064. This step would reduce the Social Security shortfall by 29%.

[SPACE]

Proposal 3 - Gradually Raise the Retirement
Age to 70 by 2064

7 1 67 68 69 70
70 - —
69 1

/ Full Retirement Age

L

Retirement Age
S2ACBTRESIS

Early Retirement Age

rrrrrrrrrrrrTrrrrrTrrTrrrrrTrTrrrrirrrrrrarrirrrrrrervruarveem

2012 2020 2027 2034 2041 2048 2055 2062 2069
Year

Please select how acceptable or unacceptable this proposal is to you on the scale below.

Not acCeptable (0-4)...cccvvieeiieeeiieeeiie ettt 60%
OKU ...t e e e et e e e 62
OK Republicans ........ccceeeviieeriieeeiiieeieeeeiee e evee e 55
OK DEemMOCTALS ..evveiiieieeiiiiiieeeee e eeeevrree e e e e 62
JUSE L01ETADIE (5).uvveiiieeiiieeiiieeeeee e 14
OKU ... e 13
OK Republicans .........ccueevveeeriieiniiieeniieeieeeieeeee e 16
OK DEemOCTatS ....coooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 12
Acceptable (6-10)......iiiiieiiiieeieeeie e 25
OKU ...ttt e e e e e e e e 25
OK Republicans .........ccceeeviieeriieeniiieeiee e evee e 28
OK DEemMOCTALS ..vvveiiieieeeciiiiieeeee et eeeevrree e e 25
Don’t know/Refused .........ccvvveeeiiiiiiiiieeee e 1
IMLEATI .t e e e e e 3.5

OKA4 ..o 3.3



OK Republicans .........cceeevieeniieiniieeiieeieeeeceeeeeeieeeae 3.9
OK DEMOCTALS ....eeeeeeriiiieeeiiiie et eeieee e e eieee e 3.2

[SP]
Dealing With the Shortfall (cont.)

Now we will explore the approach of increasing revenues that go to the Social Security fund, in order
to deal with the projected Social Security shortfall.

RAISING THE CAP ON TAXABLE EARNINGS

One policy option is to raise the maximum amount of salary and wages subject to the Social Security
payroll tax (also known as raising the cap). Currently, the amount of salary and wages that is subject to
the Social Security payroll tax includes up to $117,000 per year. By this plan, the cap on salary and
wages would rise, thus increasing the amount of taxes paid, but the corresponding benefits would also
rise. This would reduce the Social Security shortfall by 27%.

[SP; DISPLAY Q14 & Q15 ON THE SAME SCREEN]
Dealing With the Shortfall (cont.)

Here are arguments in favor of and against raising the maximum amount of salary and wages subject to
the Social Security payroll tax. Please select whether you find each one convincing or unconvincing:

Argument in Favor of Policy Option
[Q14.] People who are well off have benefited from all the great things about the American economic

system. It is only fair that they should contribute more and they can surely afford it. Remember, with
this change they will also get higher Social Security benefits.

Very CONVINCING....cuviiiiiieeiieeeiieeeieeeeieeesieeesveeesereeeereeeaneeenns 28%
OK .. 27
OK Republicans ........ccceeeviieeriieeeiieeeieeeeiee e evee e 13
OK DEmOCTALS .....coveeiiierieniiieieeniecreesee et 40
Somewhat CONVINCING ....cc..viiriiiiiiiiiiiieeiiee et 41
OKA et 38
OK Republicans .........cceevvieeriiieniieiiieeeiceceeeeee e 44
OK DEeMOCTALS ...couvvieriiiiiiieeeiieerieeeeeeeeeeeee e 41
Somewhat UNCONVINCING ....couveiriieriiiniieiiieniieeieesee e 19
OKA . 22
OK Republicans ........ccceeeriieeriieeeiiieeiie e eeree e 23
OK DEmOCTALS .....eoveeiiieiieniiieieenieereesee et 13
VEry UNCONVINCING ....ccvtieiriiieiiiieeiieeeiiee et eiteesiteeeieeesbeeesireeens 11
OKA et 11
OK Republicans .........cceevvieeriiiiniiiiiieeeieeeeeceee e 19

OK DEIMOCTALS ettt eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenens 6



Don’t KnOW/Refused ........cccueeeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiceiceecee e 1
Argument Against Policy Option

[Q15.] In general, increasing taxes is a serious mistake. It reduces the amount that Americans have to
spend on their family’s food, housing, clothes, education, etc. Over time this would cause a hefty tax
increase for some taxpayers, many of whom are not really wealthy. It would especially hurt the self-
employed and certain smaller business owners.

Very CONVINCING......uviiiiiieeiiieeiieeeieeesteeenteeesveeesereeeeseeeaneeenns 25%
OK .. 25
OK Republicans ........ccceeeriieeriieeeiiieeiie e evee e 30
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvvieeiieeiiieeiieeeiiee ettt 19
Somewhat CONVINCING ....cc..viiriiiiriiiiiiiieeiiee ettt 36
OKA e 35
OK Republicans .........cceevviieniiiiniieiiieeeiieeeeeeeee e 43
OK DEeMOCTALS ...couvveeiiiiiiiiiieiieeeiieeeee e 27
Somewhat UNCONVINCING .....ccccuieiriiieeiiieeieeeeieeerieeesveeeveeeiree s 23
OKA .. 25
OK Republicans ........ccceeevieeeriieeeiieeiiieeeiee e evee e 20
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuevieeiiiieiiieeiieeiiee ettt 28
VEry UNCONVINCING ....ccvtieiriiieiiiieeitteeiieeeiteeeiteesiteeeieeesieeesieeeens 16
OKA e 13
OK Republicans .........cceevvieeriiiiniieeiieeieeeieeeee e 7
OK DEmOCTALS .....oouiiaiiiaiiieiiesiieeieesie et 26
Don’t KNOW/REfUSEd ......covuieiiiiiiiiiieieeieiceeeeeeeeee e <1

[SP; GRID; ACROSS]
Dealing With the Shortfall (cont.)

Now that you have considered these arguments, here is a specific proposal for raising the maximum
amount of salary and wages subject to the Social Security payroll tax.

Assessing the Proposal

[Q16.] Gradually, over a period of 10 years, raise the limit on salary and wages subject to the Social
Security payroll tax from the current $117,000 per year to $215,000.

This would reduce the Social Security shortfall by 27%.
Please select how acceptable or unacceptable this proposal is to you on the scale below:

Not acceptable (0-4).......eeeriiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeee e 21%



OK Republicans .........cceeeviieeriieeniiieeiieesiee e evee e 27
OK DEIMOCTALS ..vvveeeeiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeteeeeee e eeeeeeraeee e e eeeenanns 16
JUSE LO1ETADIE (5).uvvvveiieeieieeeiieeeeee e 20
O .. e e e e e 17
OK Republicans .........ccceevvieeriiiiniieiiieeeieeeieeeee e 25
OK DEIMOCTALS ..ot eeeeeeeeaenens 15
Acceptable (6-10)......iiiiieiiiieiiieeeie e 58
OKU ..ot e e e e eanaaas 57
OK Republicans ........ccceeeriieeriiieeiieeeiie e eiee e 48
OK DEIMOCTALS ..vvveieieiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeieeeee e eeeeeeraeeeeeeeeeeenanes 68
Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ....eeveiiiiiiiiieeeee e 1
IMIEAI ..ottt e e e e e ettt e s e e e e etesaaeeesaeeaans 6.4
O e e e e e 6.0
OK Republicans .........cceeeviiiniieiniieeiiieeieecieeeeeeeiee e 5.6
OK DEMOCTALS veeeiiiieeeeeeeee ettt e et e e e eeaeeeees 7.0

[SP; DISPLAY Q17 & Q18 ON THE SAME SCREEN]
Dealing With the Shortfall (cont.)

Another proposal goes further and eliminates the cap entirely,
ELIMINATING THE CAP ON TAXABLE EARNINGS

This proposal would make ALL salary and wages subject to the Social Security payroll tax. This would
also increase the benefits paid to these people who pay more in Social Security taxes. This would
reduce the Social Security shortfall by 66%.

Here are arguments in favor of and against raising the maximum amount of salary and wages subject to
the Social Security payroll tax. Please select whether you find each one convincing or unconvincing:

Argument in Favor of Policy Option

[Q17.] The incomes of the wealthy have been growing by leaps and bounds, while the incomes of the
middle class have been stagnating. It is time for the wealthy to step up and do their part by helping to
make Social Security secure. Besides, all it means is that they pay the payroll tax all year (like
everybody else), not just the first part of the year.

Very CONVINCING ....c.uviiiiiieeiiieeiieeeieeesieeenieeesreeeeveeesereesaneeenns 47%
OK . 45
OK Republicans ........cccceeeviieeiiieeeiieeeiee e eree e 32
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccueveeeiiieeniiieeiiieeiee ettt 60

Somewhat CONVINCING .....c..eeiriiiiiiiieiiieeriie ettt 29



OK Republicans .........cceeeviieeriieeniiieeiieesiee e evee e 36
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvvieeiiieeiiieeiiieeiiee et 23
Somewhat UNCONVINCING .....ccoviieriiiiiiiieiiieeiieeeeee et 13
OKA e 14
OK Republicans .........ccceevvieeriiiiniieiiieeeieeeieeeee e 19
OK DEMOCTALS ....evveeeeiiiiieeeiiiieeeeiieee et e e eiieee e 8
Very UNCONVINCING ....ccciuiieiiiieeiieeeieeeeieeeeteeesreeeseaeeesaveeeeneeennneens 10
OKA .. 10
OK Republicans ........ccceeeriieeriiieeiieeeiie e eiee e 13
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvvieiiieeiiieeriiieeiee ettt 8
Don’t KnOW/Refused ........cccueeeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiceeieeeeeeee e 1

Argument Against Policy Option

[Q18.] High earners just saw their income taxes, investment taxes and Medicare taxes increased. Higher
taxes will discourage them from working and encourage tax evasion. They will also have less money to
make investments that create jobs and promote economic activity. This will hurt the economy.

VEry CONVINCING ......uviiiiieiiiiieiiieesite ettt 9%
OKA e 11
OK Republicans .........cceevvieeriieeniiieeniieeieecieeeee e 15
OK DEeMOCTALS ...cueveiiiiiiiiieiiiieeeiteeeeeee et 4
Somewhat CONVINCING .....ccuveeeriiieeiieeeiieeeiee e esieeesreeeereeeereeenns 30
OKA e 31
OK Republicans ........ccc.eeveeriieniiniieeniiieenieeceeeeee e 39
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveeeuiiieiiieeeiieeeieeeeite ettt 22
Somewhat UNCONVINCING .....ccovuviiriiiiriiieniieeite et 32
OKA e 33
OK Republicans .........cceevvieeriieeniiieiieeieecieceiee e 31
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvvieriiiiiiieeeiieeeieeeeeeeeee e 32
Very UNCONVINCING ....ccciiieriiieeiieeeiieenieeerteeesteeenereeesaveeessneeenneens 28
OKA4 ..o 24
OK Republicans ........ccceeeviieeriieeeiiieeiieesiee e evee e 15
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveeiniiieiiieeeiieeeiee ettt 40
Don’t KnOW/Refused ........cocuveeviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeteeeeeceeeeeeeee e 1

[SP]
Dealing With the Shortfall (cont.)

Now that you have considered these arguments, here is the specific proposal:



Assessing the Proposal

[Q19.] Eliminate the cap so that ALL salary and wages are subject to the Social Security payroll tax.
This would reduce the Social Security shortfall by 66%.

Please select how acceptable or unacceptable this proposal is to you on the scale below.

Not acCeptable (0-4)...cccuvieeiiieeiieeeiie et e 20%
OKU ...ttt e a e e aae e e 24
OK Republicans ........ccceeeviieeriieeniieeeiieesiee e evee e 26
OK DEemMOCTALS ..eeeeeieeiieiiiiiieeee ettt eeecetrere e e e e 15
JUSE LO1ETADIE (5).evvvveiiieiiieeeiieeeee e 15
OKU ... e 15
OK Republicans .........ccceevueeeniiieiiieiiieeeieeeeeeeee e 19
OK DEemOCTatS ....ccooeviiiiiiiiiiiiii 12
Acceptable (6-10)......iiiiieeiiieeiieeeiee e 65
OKU ...t et e e e 61
OK Republicans .........cceeeiieeeriieeeiieeeieeeeiee e evee e 54
OK DEemMOCTALS ...eeeeieeieeiiiiiieeee et eeeeecetrareee e e eeeans 73
Don’t know/Refused .........ccvvveeeeiiiiiiiiiiiieeiecceeeeeeeee e <1
IMLEAI .. e et e e e 6.7
OKU ... 6.4
OK Republicans .........cccevviieniieiniieiiieeieeeeeeeeeeeieeee 5.9
OK Democrats ........cooovviiiiiiiiiiii 7.4

[SP]
Dealing With the Shortfall (cont.)

Another possible option for increasing revenues is to gradually increase the payroll tax rate paid to
Social Security.

INCREASING THE SOCIAL SECURITY PAYROLL TAX RATE

At present both workers and employers pay a tax of 6.2% on the amount of an employee’s salary and
wages subject to the payroll tax. Self-employed people pay both the employer and employee share.

This option would increase the payroll tax rate very gradually, so that in the first year the rate would go
up from 6.2% to 6.25% for both the employer and the employee. In the second year it would go up to
6.3%--and so on for a number of years.

[DISPLAY Q20 & Q21 ON THE SAME SCREEN]

Here are arguments in favor of and against increasing the Social Security payroll tax rate. Please select
whether you find each one convincing or unconvincing:



Argument in Favor of Policy Option

[Q20.] Social Security is a good investment because it provides a foundation for Americans’ retirement,
as well as protection in the event of worker disability or a spouse’s death. Paying a little more now will
shore up Social Security and make all Americans more secure later. It is also appropriate for employers
to make slightly higher contributions to their employees’ retirement, since fewer and fewer offer any
pensions.

VEry CONVINCING ......uiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiee ettt 21%
OKA e 18
OK Republicans .........cceevvieeriiiiniieiiiieeiceceeceee e 14
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvveeiiiiiniieieiieeeieeeeeeeeee e 24
Somewhat CONVINCING .....ccuvveeiuiieeiieeeiieeeieeeeieeerieeesveeesereeeiree e 45
OKA . 46
OK Republicans ........cccceeeriieeriieeiiiieeiieeeiee e e 46
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuevieeiiiieiiieeiiie ettt 50
Somewhat UNCONVINCING .....ccoveieriiieiiiieiiieeiieeeieeeeee e 21
OKA e 19
OK Republicans .........ccceeviiieniiiiniieiiiieeicecieeeee e 20
OK DEeMOCTALS ...cuvveiiiiiiiiiiieiieeeieeeeee e 20
Very UNCONVINCING ....ccciviieriiieeiieeeiieesieeesieeeseveeeneveeessaeeensneeensneens 12
OKA ..t 15
OK Republicans ........ccccveeviieeriieeeiieeeiieeeiee e evee e 20
OK DEeMOCTALS ...cuvveeiiiieiiieeniie ettt 4
Don’t KnOW/Refused ........cccueeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiceeieeeeeete e 1

Argument Against Policy Option

[Q21.] Raising the tax rate is bad for employees, especially people who are living paycheck to paycheck.
Any increase leaves them with less to spend and less to save for retirement. It is also bad for employers
because it increases their costs, leading them to cut back their employees, and makes it harder to create
new jobs. And it is bad for the self-employed, who pay both the employer’s and employee’s share of the
payroll tax.

VEry CONVINCING ......viiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeeiiee ettt e 31%
OKA e 34
OK Republicans .........ccceevvieeniieiniieiiieeeieeeee e 40
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveeiiiiiiiiiieiieeeieeeeieeeeee e 24
Somewhat CONVINCING ....c.eeriiiriiiiiieiieeiieie e 39
OKA .. 35
OK Republicans ........ccceeeviieeriieeniiieeiieesiee e evee e 38
OK DEmOCTALS .....covveiiieiiiniiiiieenieereesie et 35

Somewhat UNCONVINCING .....ccoveieriiieiiiieiiieeiieeete et 22



OK Republicans .........cceeeviieeriieeniiieeiieesiee e evee e 16
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvvieeiiieeiiieeiiieeiiee et 30
VEry UNCONVINCING ...ceevuviiiriiieeiiieiitteeiieeeiteeeite et sree e sabee e sieee e 7
OKA e 7
OK Republicans .........ccceevviieriiiiniieeiiieeieeeieeeeeeee e 5
OK DEMOCTALS ....evveeeeiiiieeeeiiiieeeeiieee et e e eiree e 8
Don’t KNOW/Refused ........cccuvieeiieieiiieiieeciie et 1

[SP]
Dealing With the Shortfall (cont.)

Now that you have considered all the arguments, please evaluate some proposals for gradually
increasing the payroll tax rate to Social Security.

Assessing the Proposals

As mentioned, in the first year the rate would go up 0.05% from 6.2% to 6.25% for both the employer
and the employee. In the second year it would go up to 6.3%--and so on for a number of years.

Please evaluate the following proposals that appear on the next three screens for gradually increasing the
payroll tax rate:

[Q22a.] The first proposal raises the payroll tax rate 0.05% a year for 8 years so that it would ultimately
rise to 6.6%. For example a median full time worker earning about $39,000 a year would see their
monthly payroll tax go up by $13, from $202 to $215. This would reduce the Social Security shortfall
by 17%.

Please select how acceptable or unacceptable this proposal is to you on the scale below.

Not acceptable (0-4).......eeeriiiiiiieiiieeieeeeeeeeee e 28%
OKU ... e 30
OK Republicans .........cceevveeeniiieniieiiieeeiieeeieeeee e 29
OK DEMOCTALS .....oeeeeeiiiiieeeiiiieeeeiieeeeeeiee e e eeiree e 25
JUSE LO1ETADIE (5)uuvvveiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee e 25
OKU ...ttt e e e e e e 22
OK Republicans ........ccceeeriieeriieeeiiieeiee e eeieeevee e 25
OK DEMOCTALS .....vvveeeeiiiieeeeiiiieeeriieeeeeeiieeeeeveeeeeeevaeeeenns 24
Acceptable (6-10).....cooiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeeeeeeee e 46
OKU ... e 47
OK Republicans .........cceevuieeniiiiniieiieeeieeeeeeee e 45
OK DEeMOCTALS ..evveeieeeeeiiiiiieieeeeeeeeiiireee e e e e eeevvereeeee e 49

Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ... 1



VAN ..ottt e e e e e ettt e s e e e e eteaaaeeeseeeaans 54

OKA e 5.2
OK Republicans .........cceeevuiieniieiniieeiieeieeeeeeeeeeieeeae 5.2
OK DEMOCTALS ....eveveeeiiiieeiiiiieeeiieeeeeiiee et e e eiaee e 5.7

[SP]
Dealing With the Shortfall (cont.)

Now that you have considered all the arguments, please evaluate some proposals for gradually
increasing the payroll tax rate to Social Security.

Assessing the Proposals

[Q22b.] A second proposal raises the payroll tax rate 0.05% a year for 14 years so that it would
ultimately rise to 6.9%. A person earning $39,000 a year would see their monthly payroll tax go up by
$22, from $202 to $224. This would reduce the Social Security shortfall by 33%.

Please select how acceptable or unacceptable this proposal is to you on the scale below.

Not acceptable (0-4)...cccuuveeiiieeiieeeiee ettt 36%
OKA ..t 37
OK Republicans ........cccveeriieeriieeeiieeeiieeeiee e evee e 42
OK DEemMOCTALS ..veveeieeeieiiiirieeee ettt e et e e eeeans 30
JUSE LO1ETADIE (5).uvvvveiiieiiieeeieeeeee e 21
OKU ...t 19
OK Republicans .........cceevvieeniiieniieiiieeeiieeeeeeeee e 21
OK DEemOCTALS ..evveiieeeeeciiiiieieeeeeeeeiirreee e e e e e eeeevrereee e e e 21
Acceptable (6-10)......iiiiiieeiiieeieeeeie e 42
OKA ...t 43
OK Republicans ........ccceeeviieeriieeeiiieeiieeeiee e evee e 37
OK DEemMOCTALS ...eeeeieeiieiiiirieeee et e et e eeaas 48
Don’t know/Refused .........ccvvveeeiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 2
IMLEATI ..t e e e e e 5.0
OKU ..o 49
OK Republicans .........cceeevieeniiiiniieiiieeieeeieeeeeeeeeee 4.5
OK DEMOCTALS .....eoeeeeiiiiieeciiiie et et e e 5.5

[SP]
Dealing With the Shortfall (cont.)

Now that you have considered all the arguments, please evaluate some proposals for gradually
increasing the payroll tax rate to Social Security.

Assessing the Proposals



[Q22c.] A third proposal raises the payroll tax rate 0.05% a year for 20 years so that it would ultimately
rise to 7.2%. A person earning $32,000 a year would see their monthly payroll tax go up by $32, from
$202 to $234. This would reduce the Social Security shortfall by 49%.

Please select how acceptable or unacceptable this proposal is to you on the scale below.

Not acceptable (0-4)...cc.ueeviiieiiiiiiieeieeeeeeeee e 47%
OKU ... e 48
OK Republicans .........cceevvveeriieeniiiieniieeieeeieeeee e 53
OK DEemOCTALS ...vvviieeeeeiiiiiiieieeeeeeeciirreee e e e e e eeevrereeeee e 42
JUSE tO1ETADIE (5).uvvvviiiiiiiieiieeeiee e 16
OKU ...t e e e e e e e e e e 19
OK Republicans ........cccveeviieeriieeeiiieeiieesiee e evee e 16
OK DEMOCTALS .....veveeeiiiieeeeiiieeeeeiieeeeesieeeeesiveeeeseareeeenaene 17
Acceptable (6-10)......coiiiiiiieiiieeeeeee e 35
OKU ... e 31
OK Republicans .........cceevveeeriieeniiiieniieeieeeieeeiee e 30
(0] Q0 DS 111063 21 - 0 UURUR 39
Don’t know/Refused ...........oooovviiiiiiiiiiiciec e 1
AV (5721 R U UUURRPP 4.4
OKU ...ttt e e e e e rae e 4.2
OK Republicans ........ccceevueerieiiieniiiiienieeeeeeeeeeeen 3.9
OK DEMOCTALS .....eeeeeeeiiieeeeiiiieeeciieeeeecieeeeesiveeeeesvaeeeenans 4.8

[SP; DISPLAY Q23 & (Q24 ON THE SAME SCREEN]
MODIFYING BENEFITS

[SPACE]

We will now turn to the second major issue of whether Social Security benefits are adequate for certain
groups. Proposals have been made by people who believe that benefits for certain groups need to be
increased. This, in turn, would increase the Social Security shortfall.

We will now consider two such proposals for raising Social Security benefits for certain groups of
retirees.

RAISING THE MINIMUM BENEFIT
The first proposal is to raise the benefit for those receiving the minimum benefit. Currently, the
minimum Social Security benefit for someone who has worked 30 years or more is $800 a month. The

proposal is to raise this minimum to $1,216 a month. This would be 125% of the poverty line.

This proposal would increase the Social Security shortfall by 7%.



Here are arguments in favor of and against this proposal. Please select whether you find each one
convincing or unconvincing:

Argument in Favor of Policy Option
[Q23.] The current minimum benefit is below the poverty line. It should be a basic principle that if you

work for 30 years and pay your Social Security taxes, your benefits should assure that you can retire
with dignity and not be condemned to live in poverty.

Very CONVINCING......uviiiiiieeiiieeiieeeieeesteeenteeesveeesereeeeseeeaneeenns 38%
OKA ..t 38
OK Republicans ........ccceeeriieeriieeeiiieeiie e evee e 31
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvvieeiieeiiieeiieeeiiee ettt 45
Somewhat CONVINCING ....cc..viiriiiiriiiiiiiieeiiee ettt 37
OKA e 38
OK Republicans .........cceevviieniiiiniieiiieeeiieeeeeeeee e 38
OK DEeMOCTALS ...couvveeiiiiiiiiiieiieeeiieeeee e 37
Somewhat UNCONVINCING .....ccccuieiriiieeiiieeieeeeieeerieeesveeeveeeiree s 15
OKA .t 14
OK Republicans ........ccceeevieeeriieeeiieeiiieeeiee e evee e 15
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuevieeiiiieiiieeiieeiiee ettt 13
VEry UNCONVINCING ...ceevuiiiiriiieaiiieeiteeeiteeeiteeeiteesieeesiteesibeeesieee e 9
OKA e 10
OK Republicans .........cceeviieeniiieniieiiieeeiiceeeeeeee e 16
OK DEMOCTALS ..ccuvveiiiieiiiieeiiiceeiieeee et 4
Don’t KNOW/REfUSEd ......oovveeriiiiiiiiiiiiieniceeeeeeeceeee e 1

Argument Against Policy Option

[Q24.] Given the difficulty of reducing the Social Security shortfall, we should not be considering any
additional benefits. The main problem of covering the shortfall should be solved first and only then
should we consider raising the minimum benefit.

Very CONVINCING....cuviiiiiieeiieeeiieeeieeeeieeenreeesveeeseaeeesereeeaneeenns 22%
OK ... 22
OK Republicans ........cccceeeviieeriieeeiieeeiieeeiee e 30
OK DEemOCTALS .....coveeiiieiieniiiiieenieertesie e 14
Somewhat CONVINCING ....cc..etiriiiiriiiiiiieeiiee ettt 40
OKU .ttt 40
OK Republicans .........ccceevvieeniiiiniieiiieeeiiceeeeceee e 41
OK DEemOCTALS .....ooveiriiieiiiiiieniieeiee et 36
Somewhat UNCONVINCING .....cccvuvieriieeeiieeeieeeeieeerieeenveeeeee e 23



OK Republicans .........cceevviieniiiiniieiieeeiieeeeeeeee e 18

OK DEMOCTALS veeeeiiiiee ettt et eeevaeeeeeees 29
Very UNCONVINCING ....ccciuvieiiiieeiieeeieeeeieeesieeesreeesiveeessveeesneesnnneens 14
OKU ...t e e e eanaaas 14
OK Republicans ........cccceeeviieeriieeniiieeiieesiee e e 10
OK DEIMOCTALS ..vvveieieiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeieeeeee e eeeeeeraereeeseeeeenanns 19
Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ....eeveiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 1

[SP]
Modifying Benefits (cont.)

Now that you have considered all the arguments, here again is the proposal:
Assessing the Proposal

[Q25.] Raise the minimum Social Security benefit to $1,216 a month for those with 30 years of work
history.

This would increase the Social Security shortfall by 7%.

Please select how acceptable or unacceptable this proposal is to you on the scale below.

Not acceptable (0-4).......eeeriieiiiieiieeeieeeeeeeeeeee e 34%
OKU ... 36
OK Republicans .........cceevvieeniiiiniieiieeeiieeeeeeee e 44
(0] Q0 DS 111063 21 - 0P UURRTN 23
JUSE tO1EIADIE (5)uuvvveiiiiiiiieieeeeee e 20
OKU ...ttt a e 18
OK Republicans ........cccceveeeiienieniieeniieeenieeceeeeeee 19
OK DEMOCTALS .....vvveeeeiiiieeeeiiiieeeeiieeeeeeiveeeeerveeeeeevaeeeenns 20
Acceptable (0-10).....cooiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee e 46
OKU ... e 45
OK Republicans .........ccceevvieeniiiiniieiiieeeiieeeeeceee e 36
OK DEMOCTALS .....oeeeeeiiiiieeeiiieeeeeiieeeeeeiee e e eear e 55
Don’t know/Refused ...........oooovviiiiiiiiiiiciiec e 1
AV (5721 R U UURRR PP 5.4
OKUG ...ttt e e e e a e 5.1
OK Republicans ........cccceeevuiierciieeniieeriee e eiee e 4.6
OK DEMOCTALS .....veeeeeeriiieeeiiiieeeciieeeeesireeeesiveeeeesvaeaeennes 6.2

[SP; DISPLAY Q26 & Q27 ON THE SAME SCREEN]
Modifying Benefits (cont.)



Here is another proposal for increasing benefits.
SUPPLEMENTING BENEFITS FOR THE OLDEST

This proposal focuses on Social Security recipients who are in their eighties, sometimes called “the
oldest old.” Benefits would begin to gradually increase at age 81 and by age 85 the increase would be
an extra $61.50 a month.

Here are arguments in favor of and against this proposal. Please select whether you find each one
convincing or unconvincing:

Argument in Favor of Policy Option

[Q26.] People in their 80s are often at the point of exhausting their savings and any other resources they
may have. They are often quite frail and vulnerable, and need special services and assistance to help
them cope with living. Their benefits are modest to begin with, and while people early in retirement can
supplement their income by working part-time, this is unrealistic for people at this age.

VEry CONVINCING ......viiiiiiiaiiieiiiee ettt ettt e 36%
OKA e 36
OK Republicans .........cceevvieeriiieniieiiieeeiieeeeeeeee e 37
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveeiiiiiiiiieeiieeeieeeeeeeeeee e 37
Somewhat CONVINCING .....ccuvveeiuiieeiieeeiieeeiieeeieeesieeesveeeaeeeereeenns 40
OK . 39
OK Republicans .........ccceeeriieeriieeeiiieeiie e evee e 38
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvvieeiieiiieeiiie ettt 39
Somewhat UNCONVINCING .....ccoveiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeiiee et 15
OKA e 16
OK Republicans .........cceeviieeniiiiniieiiieeeiiceeieeeee e 16
OK DEemOCTALS .....oouiiriiieiiiiiieniieeieente ettt 15
Very UNCONVINCING ....eeeiuiieeiieeeiieeeiieeeieeenreeesteeenereeesereesssreesnaneennns 7
OK .t e 8
OK Republicans ........cceeevueerierieiniiiieeieeieeeeeeeee e 9
OK DEMOCTALS ...uvveeiiieiiieeiiieeiiee ettt 6
Don’t KnOW/Refused ........cccueeeviiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeiceeecee e 1

Argument Against Policy Option

[Q27.] This idea is yet one more example of thinking that people should not be considered responsible
for planning for their financial needs. If we go down this path, it will make people more dependent,
discourage them from saving, and contribute to an overly big and unaffordable government.



Somewhat CONVINCING ....cc..viiriiiiiiiiiiieeiee ettt 33
OKA e 27

OK Republicans .........cceevveeeniiieiiieiiieeeieeeeeeeee e 39

OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveeiiiiiiiieeiiieeeieeee e 28
Somewhat UNCONVINCING ......cccuieiriieeeiiieeiieeeiee e esveeevee e 26
OK .. 31

OK Republicans ........ccccveeriieeriieeeiiieeieeeeieeeeree e 23

OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuevieeiieeniieeiiieeiiee ettt 27

VEry UNCONVINCING ...cccvuvieiriiieiiiiieiiiteeiiee ettt eiteesiteeeieeesbeeesireeens 26
OKA e 26

OK Republicans .........cceevieeeniiieniieiieeeiieeeeeeeee e 17

OK DemOCTALS .....ooviiiiieiieiiieniieeieeste e 36

Don’t KNOW/REFUSEA ......oouviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 1

[SP]
Modifying Benefits (cont.)

Now that you have considered all the arguments, here again is the proposal:
Assessing the Proposal

[Q28.] Benefits would begin to gradually increase at age 81 and by age 85 the increase would be an
extra $61.50 a month.

This proposal would increase the Social Security shortfall by 5%.

Please select how acceptable or unacceptable this proposal is to you on the scale below.

Not acCeptable (0-4)...cccvuieecuiieeiieeeiee et et 29%
OKU ...ttt e aaa e e 31
OK Republicans ........cccceeeviieeriieeniiieeieeeeiee e 38
OK DEMOCTALS .....vvveeeeiiiieeeeiiiieeeeiieeeeeeiveeeeevreeeeeevaeeeenns 17
JUSE LO1ETADIE (5).uvvvriiiieiiieeeieeeee e 21
OKU ... et 20
OK Republicans .........cceevvieeriiiiniieiiieeeieeceeeee e 18
(0] Q1 DS 111063 21 1 S0 UURUPN 21
Acceptable (6-10)......iiiiieeiiieeieeeiee e 49
OKU ...ttt e e e e e e 49
OK Republicans .........ccceeeriieeriieeiiieeeiee e evee e 43
OK DEMOCTALS .....vvveeeeiiiieeeeiiiieeeeiieeeeesiveeeeevaeeeeeeaaeeeenns 60

Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ....eeneiiiiiiiiieeeeeee et 1



VLI e e et e et e e e e e e e e 5.7

OK .o 5.5
OK Republicans ........cccceeevuiieeiieeniieesiie e 5.0
OK DEIMOCTALS ..voeiieiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeetteeee e e e eeeesaaaaas 6.5

[SP]
COST OF LIVING ADJUSTMENTS (COLAS)

There is an ongoing debate about how cost of living adjustments should be calculated for Social Security
benefits.

The annual cost of living adjustments (or COLAs) are calculated to keep pace with inflation.

Since 1975, Social Security has based such annual adjustments on the consumer price index, which
measures changes in the prices of a fixed list of consumer goods and services. We will consider two
different proposals that have been made which would change the way cost of living increases are
calculated. These changes use the prices of different sets of goods to measure price inflation.

COLA BASED ON CONSUMERS’ BUYING BEHAVIOR (THE CHAINED CPI)

This proposal is to use a measure based on a set of goods that is selected based on what people in
general actually buy, because these do change, especially in response to changing prices (this method is
known as the chained CPI). Here is an illustration. If benefits are raised based on the prices for the
current fixed set of goods, and average benefits go up about $32 a month (or 2.5%), then if benefits are
raised based on the prices for the goods people actually buy, average benefits would instead go up about
$28 a month (or 2.2%).

The effect of a lower COLA would compound over time. It is estimated that by making this change,
benefits would grow more slowly, so that 10 years after retiring average monthly benefits would be
about $35 less than they would be under the current method. After 30 years average monthly benefits
would be about $107 less than by the current method.

[SP; DISPLAY Q29 & Q30 ON THE SAME SCREEN]
Cost of Living Adjustments (cont.)

Here are arguments in favor of and against the proposal for a COLA based on chained CPI. Please
select whether you find each one convincing or unconvincing:

Argument in Favor of Policy Option

[Q29.] Social Security benefits have been going up at a rate that is faster than the real cost of living.
The reason is that the current inflation measure does not reflect changes in what people actually buy,
which is based in part on what has become more or less expensive. If the adjustments were to reflect
this more accurate measure of the cost of living, it would very slightly slow the rate of growth—thus
saving money, while still maintaining seniors’ purchasing power.

VEry CONVINCING .....vviiiiiieniieeiiie ettt ettt ettt e 11%



OK Republicans .........cceeeviieeriieeniiieeiieesiee e evee e 10

OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvvieeiiieeiiieeiiieeiiee et 13
Somewhat CONVINCING ....cc..viiruiiiiriiiiiiieeiiee ettt 46
OKA e 49

OK Republicans .........ccceevvieeriiiiniieiiieeeieeeieeeee e 48

OK DEmOCTALS .....eoueiriiieiiiiiieniieeieete et 45
Somewhat UNCONVINCING .....ccccvieiiiiieeiiieeieeeeieeeeieeesreeereeeaeee s 26
OK . 25

OK Republicans ........ccceeeriieeriiieeiieeeiie e eiee e 25

OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvvieeiieeiiieeiieeeiiee ettt 28

VEry UNCONVINCING ...ceeiutiieriiieeniiieeriieeeiiteeeitee st et eesbteesbeeesibeessiaeessiseeeas 14
OKA e 13

OK Republicans .........cceevvieeniiiiniieiiieeeieeeiieeeee e 16

OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveeiiiiiiiieeeiieeeieeeeieeeee e 12

Don’t KNOW/REfUSEd ......covveiriiiiiiiiiiiienieeeeeeeeeeee e 3

Argument Against Policy Option

[Q30.] The idea that senior citizens are going to closely monitor the costs of a wide range of goods and
then regularly adjust their established lifestyle and buying patterns is just not realistic. Ultimately, this
is a benefit cut, even if it has a complex economic justification. We need to ensure that Social Security
benefits keep pace with inflation in the real world, not a theoretical one.

VEry CONVINCING ......viiiiiiiiaiiieiiiieeiiee ettt e 28%
OKA e 32
OK Republicans .........ccceevieeniiiiniieiiieeeiieeceeeeee e 30
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveeiiiiiiiieieiieeeiieeeeeesee e 29
Somewhat CONVINCING .....ccuvieeiiiieeiieeeiieeeieeeeieeeeieeesveeeereeeereeenns 43
OKA .t 38
OK Republicans .........ccceeeviieeriieeeiiieeiieesiee e evee e 41
OK DEmOCTALS .....oouveeiiierieniiiiieenieertesiie et 45
Somewhat UNCONVINCING .....ccoveiiriiiiiiiieiieeeiieeeee et 19
OKA e 22
OK Republicans .........cceevvieeriiiiniieiiieeeiieeeeeceee e 22
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveiriiiiiiiieeiieeeieeeeeesee et 17
Very UNCONVINCING ....eeeiuiieriiiieeiieeeiieeeieeesieeesreeenreeesereesssreesnaneennns 8
OKA4 e 6
OK Republicans ........ccceeevieeriiiieeiieeciie e 7
OK DEmOCTALS .....eoveeiiiiiiiiiieniieeieeeie et 8

Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ....eeveiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 1



[SP]
Cost of Living Adjustments (cont.)

Now that you have considered all the arguments, here again is the proposal:
Assessing the Proposal

[Q31.] Basing the annual cost of living increases for benefits (COLAs) on the inflation rate for a
changing set of goods that reflects what people buy, rather than a fixed set of goods, —a method known
as the chained CPI.
This proposal would reduce the Social Security shortfall by 19%.

Please select how acceptable or unacceptable this proposal is to you on the scale below.

Not acceptable (0-4)....c..eeeviiiiiiiiiieeiieeeeeeeee e 29%
OKU ..o 33
OK Republicans .........cceevvieeniiiiniieiiieeeiiceeeeeeee e 28
OK DEemOCTALS ...vvveieeeeeiiiiiieieeeeeeeeiirreee e e e e eevrereeee e e 32
JUSE tO1erable (5)....uvviieieiiiieeeeiee e 29
OKU ..ot e e e e 28
OK Republicans ........ccceeveeeiienieniieeniieieeneeeeeeeee e 29
OK DEMOCTALS .....vvveeeeiiiieeeeiiiieeeeiieeeeeeiveeeeerreeeeevaeeeeans 27
Acceptable (0-10)......ooiiiiiiiiiiiieceeeeeeeee e 42
OKU ..o 37
OK Republicans .........cceevviieniiiiniieiieeeiieeeeeeee e 43
OK DEeMOCTALS ...vvveieeeeeiiiiiieieeeeeeeeiirreee e e e e e eevreeeeee e e 40
Don’t know/Refused ...........oooouiiiiiiiiiiiiciee e 1
AV (5721 R U UURRR PP 5.1
OKUG ...ttt e e e e e 4.9
OK Republicans ........cccceeevuiieeiieeniieeiiie e e 5.2
OK DEMOCTALS .....oeeeeeiiiieeeeiiieeeeeiieeeeeeieeeeesireeeeesvaeeeenes 5.0

[SP]
Cost of Living Adjustments (cont.)

Here is another proposal for recalculating the cost of living adjustment.

COLA BASED ON GOODS THE ELDERLY TEND TO BUY

The second proposal for changing the COLA is to use a measure for inflation based on a set of goods
that reflects what ELDERLY people tend to buy. Because they spend more than other Americans for

out-of-pocket health care costs and those costs rise faster than average inflation, this method would
make the cost of living adjustments go up faster than the present method.



As an illustration, it is estimated that if prices for the current fixed set of goods goes up 2.5% a year, the
amount that prices go up for the goods ELDERLY people buy would be 2.7%.

The effect of a higher COLA would compound over time. It is estimated that by making this change,
benefits would grow faster, so that 10 years from now they would be 2% more than they would be
according to the current method. After 30 years they would be 5.7% more than by the current method.

[SP; DISPLAY Q32 & Q33 ON THE SAME SCREEN]
Cost of Living Adjustments (cont.)

Here are arguments in favor of and against the proposal for a COLA based on what the elderly tend to
buy. Please select whether you find each one convincing or unconvincing:

Argument in Favor of Policy Option

[Q32.] The whole idea of making cost of living adjustments is that Social Security recipients should not
be hurt by inflation. The current system for calculating inflation does not really keep up with inflation
for what seniors actually buy, thus reducing their purchasing power. The only fair thing to do is to
change the method to reflect reality.

Very CONVINCING....cuviieiiieeiieeeiieeeieeeeieeesieeesveeesereeesereeseneeenns 26%
OK .ot 26
OK Republicans ........ccccveeviieeriieeeiiieeiieesiee e evee e 25
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvvieeniiieiiieeeieeeeiee ettt 30
Somewhat CONVINCING .....c..ueiriiiiiiiieeiieenieeeiee et 50
OKA e 55
OK Republicans .........ccueevvieeriieeniieeniieeieeeieeeee e 48
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveeiiiiiiiieieiieeeieeeee e 49
Somewhat UNCONVINCING ...cccuveeruiiriiiniieniieniie ettt 19
OK .. 14
OK Republicans ........ccceeeviieeriiieniiieeeiieeeiee e evee e 20
OK DEeMOCTALS ...ccuvveeeiiieiiiieeiieeeite ettt 15
VEry UNCONVINCING ...ceeriiieiiieeniieenieeeniiteesieeeiteeeitee et e sireesieee e 4
OKA e 4
OK Republicans .......c.ccueeeiieeriiiieniieeniieeieeeieeeee e 5
OK DEmOCTALS .....oouvieiiiiiieiieeieeiieeeeee et 5
Don’t KNOW/REfUSEd ......cooueeriiieiiiiiiiiieniceeeceeesceeee e 1

Argument Against Policy Option

[Q33.] People can come up with all kinds of arguments for why this group or that group needs to get
higher benefit payments. The reality we have to face is that Social Security is in trouble because it will
not have the means to meet its obligations. We should be thinking of ways to reduce the shortfall, not
make it worse by increasing the cost of living adjustment.



OK . 20
OK Republicans ........cccceeeviieeiiieeniieeeiie e evee e 20
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvvieeiieeniiieeiiieeiiee ettt 14
Somewhat CONVINCING ....cc..viiriiiiiiiiiiieeiiee ettt 41
OKA e 38
OK Republicans .........ccceevvieeniiiiiiieiieeeieeeeeeeee e 44
OK DEmOCTALS .....oouiiaiiiaiiieiiieniieeieeste et 35
Somewhat UNCONVINCING ......ccouieiiiieeiieeeiieeeieeerieeesveeeveeeiree s 25
OK ..ot 26
OK Republicans ........cccceeeviieeriieeniieeeiie e eiee e 24
OK DEeMOCTALS ..ccuvvieeiieeiiieeiiie ettt 27
VEry UNCONVINCING ...cccvuviiiriiieiriiieiitieeiiee et eiteesiteeeieeesieeesireeens 16
OKA e 16
OK Republicans .........cceevvieeniieiniieiiieeeiceceeeeee e 10
OK DEeMOCTALS ...couvveiiiiiiiiiiieiieeeieeeee e 22
Don’t KNOW/REfUSEd ......cooveeriiieiiiiiiieiceeeceeee e 1

[SP]
Cost of Living Adjustments (cont.)

Now that you have considered all the arguments, here again is the proposal:
Assessing the Proposal

[Q34.] Basing the annual cost of living increases for benefits (COLAs) on the inflation rate for a set of
goods that reflect what elderly people tend to buy.

This proposal would increase the Social Security shortfall by 13%.

Please select how acceptable or unacceptable this proposal is to you on the scale below.

Not acCeptable (0-4)...cccuuieeeuiieeiieeeiee ettt e 39%
OKU ...ttt e e 39
OK Republicans ........ccceeeriieeriieeeiieeeiie e evee e 43
OK DEMOCTALS .....vvveeeeiiiieeeeiiiieeeeiieeeeeeiveeeeevreeeeeevaeeeenns 33
JUSE LO1ETADIE (5).evvvreiieeiiieeeiieeeeee e 28
OKU ...t 28
OK Republicans .........ccceevveeeniiiiniieiiieeeieeeieeeee e 27
(0] Q1 DS 1110163 21 1 SO PUPR 28
Acceptable (6-10)......iiiiieiiiieeieeeeiee e 33



OK Republicans .........cceevvieeriieiniieeriieeieeeieeeee e 30

OK DEMOCTALS veeeeiiiiee ettt et eeevaeeeeeees 37
Don’t KNOW/RETUSEA ... 1
IVLEAI oottt e e et e e e e e e e 4.9
OKU ..ottt e e e 4.8
OK Republicans ........cccceeeviieriieeniieeriie e 4.5
OK DEIMOCTALS ...voeieiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeteeeeee e e e eeeeaaaaans 54

[SP]
FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS

Congratulations, you have completed evaluating the series of proposals for reforming Social Security.
You’re almost done.

We would now like you to complete the most important part of this exercise. On the next screen you will
see all of the proposals you just evaluated, including the impact each proposal has on the Social Security
shortfall. You will then select your own preferred final recommendations.

As you will see, some proposals are mutually exclusive. Thus, in these cases, you will only be able to
choose one of them.

In the box on the next screen you will see the amount of the Social Security shortfall you have
eliminated. When you make selections that increase the amount of the shortfall, this amount will
increase.

Ideally, at the end, your final recommendations will eliminate the Social Security shortfall, as well as
covering the cost of any changes that increase the shortfall.



[SP; GRID; DISPLAY GRIDS FOR Q35 THROUGH Q41] ]
Final Recommendations (cont.)

PROPOSALS FOR REFORMING SOCIAL SECURITY

REDUCING BENEFITS

Lowering the Monthly Benefits of Those with Higher Lifetime Earnings

[Q35 a-c.] You may select ONLY ONE (or NONE) of the following three proposals:

OK DEIMOCTALS...ccevveeeeiiieeeeieeee et et e e eeteeeeeeaeeseeees

Option 9% Reduction in Social
Security Shortfall
[Q35a.] Reducing benefits for the upper 25 percent of earners 7%
[Q35b.] Reducing benefits for the upper 40 percent of earners 25%
[Q35c.] Reducing benefits for the upper 50 percent of earners 34%
PERCENT SELECTING
PROPOSAL+ PERCENT
SELECTING REDUCTIONS
FOR LARGER POPULATION
) SeleCted . ...oooiiiiiiiieee e 81%
OKA e 79
OK Republicans ........ccovueeirieiiiiiiiieeeieeeeeeeeee e 72
OK DemOCTALS. ....ccorvieiiiiiiieiiiieeeeeeteeeee e 88
o) RN Y= (= 1< E USRS 34
OKA ..ottt 26
OK Republicans .........coecveeeriieiriieeiee et 26
OK DEMOCTALS....c.eeerieiiiieieeiieeieeieeeeeiee e 39
C) SelECted ...ooiiiiiiiieieee e
OKA e
OK Republicans .........coocueeirieiiiiieiieeeieeieeeeeeeee e




[SPACE]
Raising the Full Retirement Age
[Q36 a-c]. You many select ONLY ONE (or NONE) of the following three proposals:

Option % Reduction
[Q36a.] Gradually raise to age 68 by 2034, and stop there 15%
[Q36b.] Gradually raise to age 69 by 2041, and stop there 21%
[Q36¢.] Gradually raise to age 70 by 2064, and stop there 29%
PERCENT SELECTING
PROPOSAL + PERCENT
SELECTING RAISING
AGE HIGHER
) SeleCted . ...cooiiiiiiiiieee e 38% | 81
OKA e 41| 80
OK RepubliCans ........ccovueiiniiiiiiiiiieeeicceeeee e 36 | 81
OK DemOCTALS. .....eorvieiiiiiiiieiiiieceteeeteeeee e 391 80
D) SEIECLEA covveiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 21 | 43
OKA4 e 17 | 39
OK Republicans .........coecveeiriieiiiieeiiee et 23 | 45
OK DemMOCTALS. ....ceevuvieiiiieiiieeiiee ettt 21 | 41
C) SelECted ...coeiiiiiiieeeee e 22
OKA e 22
OK Republicans ........ccooueeirieiiiiieiieeeieeieeeeeeee e 22
OK DemOCTALS. ....ceorviiiiiiiiiiieiiieceeeetceee e 20

[SPACE]
INCREASING REVENUES
[SPACE]

Raising the Cap on Taxable Earnings
[SPACE]
Raising the maximum amount of salary and wages (the cap) subject to the Social Security payroll tax

[Q37 a-b]. You may select ONLY ONE (or NONE) of the following two proposals:

Option % Reduction
[Q37a.] Raising the cap from the current $113,700 to $215,000
27%
gradually over 10 years
[Q37b.] Eliminating the cap so that all salary and wages are subject 66%

to the payroll tax




PERCENT SELECTING

PROPOSAL + PERCENT
SELECTING
ELIMINATING
) SeleCted ....oooiiiiiiieiiee e 30% | 90
OK ..o 33| 89
OK Republicans .........coecueeirieiiiiiiiieeeieeieeeee e 35185
OK DEMOCTALS......cuvviiieeiiiieeecieee et e e e e e e e 26 | 93
D) SEIECLEA cvvviiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 60
OKA .o e 56
OK Republicans .........coecveeirieeiiiieeiiee et 50
OK DEMOCTALS.....ccuvvieeeeiiiieeeeiiieeeeeiteeeeereeeeesaraeeeeerreeeennnns 67
[SPACE]

Increasing the Payroll Tax Rate

[SPACE]

These proposals raise the Social Security payroll tax rate from 6.2% for both employees and employers.
[SPACE]

[Q38 a-c.] You may select ONLY ONE (or NONE) of the following three proposals:

Option % Reduction
[Q38a.] Increase by 0.05 per year for 8 years up to 6.6% 17%
[Q38Db.] Increase by 0.05 per year for 14 years up to 6.9% 33%
[Q38c.] Increase by 0.05 per year for 20 years up to 7.2% 49%
PERCENT
SELECTING
PROPOSAL +
PERCENT RAISING
RATE HIGHER
Q) SEIECLEA ..uvviriiiiieiiiiiitieit e aareaaaaaraa———————————— 37% | 73
OKA4 et 40 | 77
OK RepUDIICANS ....ccovvieeiiieeiiieciieciee e 39 | 67
OK DEeMOCTALS......eeeirieeiiieeiiieeieeeeieee ettt 36 | 80
D) SEIECLEA ..vveiiiiiiieeeeeee e e 21 | 36
OKA et 23 | 37
OK RepUDBIICANS ...ccouviiiiiieiiiieeiicecceeeeeccee e 16 | 28
OK DEMOCTALS....c..eeeiuieiiiieiieeiie ettt et 26 |44
o) BN 151 (101 1T OO UUUPPPUPRPRPPRRRt 15
OKA et 14
OK RepUDIICANS ....ccvviieiiieeiiieeiiiecee e 12
OK DEmMOCTALS......eeeiiieeiiieeiiieeieeeeieee ettt 18




MODIFYING BENEFITS

[SPACE]

Increasing Benefits

[Q39 a-b.] You may select BOTH proposals, ONLY ONE proposal, or NONE of these proposals.

Option 9% Reduction
[Q39a.] Raising the minimum monthly benefit for those who have worked

30 years or more from $800 to $1,216 1%
[Q39b.] Supplementing benefits of those 85 and over by $61.50 a month -5%
) N 1<) (1 e1 = NPT 58%
OK .ttt et 56
OK RePUDIICANS .....veeeiiieeiiieeiieeeiieeeee ettt e 47
OK DEIMOCTALS ..ccouvveeiniiieiiiieeiieeeiie ettt ettt 69
o) BN Y=3 (el 1T« S 52
OK .ttt 50
OK RepUDIICANS .....veeeiiieeiiieeiice et e 46
OK DEMOCTALS ..ccouvvieiniiieiiiieeiieeeiie ettt et ireesire e 57
[SPACE]
Recalculating Cost Of Living Adjustments (COLASs)
[SPACE]

[Q41 a-c.] Please note that the first proposal reduces the shortfall, while the second increases it. The
third option does not increase or reduce the shortfall. You may select ONLY ONE (or NONE) of the
following three proposals:

Option % Reduction
[Q41a.] Basing annual COLAs on a measure that reflects changes in what 19%
people buy, rather than a fixed set of goods (known as ‘Chained CPI).
[Q41b.] Basing annual COLAs on the inflation rate for a set of goods that -13%
reflect what elderly people tend to buy.
[Q41c.] Continuing to base annual COLAs on the consumer price index 0%
) N 1<) (1 ¢1 = NP 34%
OK .ttt et 32
OK RePUDIICANS ...couveiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieete e 39
OK DEMOCTALS .....eouveeiiieiiiiieeiieeteesiee ettt 25
o) BN Y=3 (el 1T« RN 26
O A ettt 28
OK RepUDIICANS ....eeeeiiiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeetcet e 24
OK DEMOCTALS ..ccouvviiiiiiiiiieieiieeeiie ettt ettt 30
C) SElECLEA ... e 30
OK .t 27



OK DEIMOCTALS ..eveeieeiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee ettt e e e e eeertaaarseeseeeeenanns 33

A LIVE NUMBER BOX THAT IS UPDATED AS EACH SELECTION IS MADE: % of shortfall
solved|EL1]

[Q43:Q44] Here are some of the other ways that the government can deal with the shortfall. Which of
the following do you think the government should do? Please select all that apply.

BOrrow the fUndS.........o.eeiiiiii e s 1%
OKU ettt ettt ettt et b et e e n e b et eaeeneeens <1
Reduce defense SPending.........c.coccuvieeuiiiiiieeiiie et 2
OKU ettt ettt sttt ettt et st naeea 2
Reduce non-defense spending (such as transportation, veterans’
affairs, homeland security, the environment, and other areas) ..........c.ccccceeerveeennenn. 5
OKU ettt ettt ettt sttt st naeea 6
Raise other taxes, such as income and COrpOTate taXes........cocveerrueeerieeeneeenrieeennunenns 2
OKU ettt ettt et sttt ettt et et e bt et enaeens 3
Let Social Security benefits decrease when the trust fund can no
longer pay them in full.........coooiiiiiiiii e 2
OKU .ttt ettt ettt ettt et e n e b et eaeenteens 1
DEMOGRAPHICS
OKLAHOMA

D1. Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a:

ReEPUDIICAN ...ooieiiiiiiiieceeceee e e 33%
INdependent.........coooueeiiiiiiiiieeieeee e 14
DEMOCTAL.c....iiiiiiiiiiie e 37
OThET et 7
INO PIEIEIENCE ... .vieeiieeeiieecee et e e 6

[IF D1 =2,4, 5, OR SKIPPED/REFUSED]
D1la. You indicated previously that you are either independent, affiliated with another party, or have no
political party preference. Do you think of yourself as closer to the:

Republican Party.........cccoeviieiiiieiiieeie e 10%

Democratic Party ........cccooviieiiiiiiiieiieeececteeeeee e 6

INEIENOT . ...ttt 11
Dl1:Dla.

Republican Party..........cccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 44%

DemocratiC Party ........cccueevcieeiiieeniieeciie e 44

INAEPENAENLS ......eeeiiiiiiiieeieeee e 13



Gender

IMLALE .ottt 46%
FEMAlE.....ooooiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 54
Race
White, Non-HiSpanic ..........ccceevvueeiiiieeiiieeieeeiee e 88%
Black/ African American, Non-Hispanic..........cccocceeevieiniiieinieennnnen. 7
HISPANIC ettt e e e e 3
Asian, NON-HiSpanicC.........ccceevuiiiiiiiniiieniiieiiieeeeceee e 1
Age
18-24 oo 7%
D5-A4 oo 32
R R 40
OS5-TA oo 13
A SRR 8
Income
Under $25,000.........uiiiiieiieeeeeeeeeeeeeee et 20%
25,000-29,999 ... 7
30,000-39,999 ... 9
40,000-49,999 ....oooiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeee s 12
50,000-59,999 ... 13
60,000-74,999 ... 10
T5,000-99,999 ....ooooiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 13
100,000 OF hIZNET ....ooiiiiieiiieeiie e e e 16

OKLAHOMA (CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 4)

D1. Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a:

ReEPUDIICAN ...ooiiiiiiiciieeceeceee e 40%
INAEPendent.........coouiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee e 12
DEMOCTAL.....iiiiiiiiiieeee e 30
OThET .o 9
INO PIEIEIENCE ... .eeeeiieeeiieeeiee ettt e e 8

[IF D1 =2,4, 5, OR SKIPPED/REFUSED]
D1la. You indicated previously that you are either independent, affiliated with another party, or have no
political party preference. Do you think of yourself as closer to the:

Republican Party.........cccoeviieiiiiiiieeiie e 10%
Democratic Party ........ccceoviieiiiieiiieiieeececeeeeee e 7



INEINET ..ottt e e e e ettt e e e e e eeesaaaaas 11

D1:Dla.
Republican Party.........cccoeviieiiiiiiiieeiieeee e 50%
Democratic Party .........ccooviiiiriiiiiiieiieeeeeeeeeeeete e 38
INAEPENAENLS .....eeiiiiieeiieeeeeeee e e 13
Gender
Y 1 (SISO PP R SRUUOPRRPROPPRPRRPIN 46%
| 2053 00 b1 (R 54
Race
White, Non-HiSPanic ..........ccceeeueririieeiiieeieeciieeeiee e 88%
Black/ African American, Non-Hispanic..........cccocceeeviiieiniieinieennnen. 7
HISPANIC ..ottt e e e 3
Asian, NON-HiSpanicC..........cceeeviieiiiiiiiiiiniiieiieeeeeeite e <1
Age
18-24 o 8%
D5-A4 oo 33
R R 39
OS5-TA oo 13
S e et e e e et a e e e e e e atraraaaaans 7
Income
Under $25,000.........uiiiiiieeeeeeiee et 18%
25,000-29,999 ... 3
30,000-39,999 ... 10
40,000-49,999 ....oooiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeee s 13
50,000-59,999 ... 14
60,000-74,999 ... 11
T5,000-99,999 ....ooooiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 14

100,000 OF higher.......coveviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciccececee e 18



