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Perhaps since we have the Commissioner here, we should question him with regard to that—you could take the same argument
with regard to voting proxies. That doesn’t make any sense at all.
Mr. PETERSON. Right.
Chairman SHAW. And, of course, as far as the earnings limit,
that will become history at a very early date, I am hopeful. But I
can tell you that if we can’t get some satisfaction with regard to
that problem, we will certainly look into it, because that is flat
wrong.
As a father, I hope my kids do listen to me, and I have a lot of
advice, as all fathers do. And I think that the ability to tap into
our matured population to get advice as to how to run businesses
and what to do from an economic standpoint is tremendously important and should never be discouraged. Because I have seen so
many instances where kids have taken over businesses and run
them right into the ground, and I think it is very important that
their parents keep tabs on what is going on with the businesses
that they helped to create. So our Committee will look into that.
Mr. PETERSON. Well, that would be great because I can tell you
that this is driving the farmers crazy, and my old partners in my
CPA firm, every time I talk to them, this is the number one thing
they bring up. They do a lot of farm work, and, you know, if the
IRS gets more auditors, this is going to be a bigger problem. The
only thing that is saving them now is that they don’t have enough
people out there to audit enough people to catch them. But it is a
big issue, and as I said, it is not a law that was passed by Congress. This is just an interpretation. They have been after this for
a long time, but since 1996, they have really stepped up the effort
to try to turn all of this rental income into self-employment.
Chairman SHAW. Well, you can tell your farmers that you got the
attention of the Ways and Means Committee.
Mr. PETERSON. Great.
Chairman SHAW. Thank you both for testifying.
Chairman SHAW. Now we are pleased to invite our second witness, who is Hon. Kenneth Apfel, who is the Commissioner of the
Social Security Administration, and, Commissioner, I would ask
that as part of your remarks if you would comment on the point
that Mr. Peterson made if you are prepared to do so. If not, you
could come back to us in writing and make a note of his concern.
STATEMENT OF HON. KENNETH S. APFEL, COMMISSIONER OF
SOCIAL SECURITY, SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION

Mr. APFEL. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Congressman Matsui,
and Members of the Committee.
You indicated the importance of individuals listening to their
parents. Well, I must tell you that my father told me, ‘‘Get rid of
that earnings test.’’ So I do listen to my father, and it is one of the
reasons why I feel so strongly about eliminating the earnings test.
On the issue of the farm situation, I must say I was unaware of
the entire issue, so we will have to respond to that in the record.
I will be talking to the IRS about that because it is brand-new information to me.
To begin with, Mr. Chairman, the President’s budget provides a
framework for locking away the entire Social Security surplus each
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and every year. An estimated $1.7 trillion over the next 10 years,
under Social Security Trustees’ assumptions, would be devoted
solely to improving the balance sheet of the Federal Government
and strengthening Social Security.
The President’s framework provides for transfers in years 2011
through 2050 of the interest savings that would result from setting
aside the Social Security surpluses. Under Social Security actuary
projections, these transfers would total $99 billion in 2011 and
grow to $205 billion by 2016. The transfers would extend the solvency of the trust funds to about 2050.
Also, beginning in 2011, the framework calls for investing a sensible and measured proportion of the transfers in broad equity market indexes by private managers and not the government. This
would further extend trust fund solvency to 2054, compared to the
current projected date of 2034.
Solvency of Social Security is vitally important to the economic
security of everybody, particularly older women.
In this regard, we need to be aware that Social Security reform
proposals can have very different effects on the benefits received by
women compared to men. Women tend to have lower lifetime earnings, work fewer years, and live longer in retirement than men. Elderly women often are more dependent on Social Security because
they are less likely to have pensions and more likely to outlive assets. The specific issues faced by elderly women need to be addressed within the framework of Social Security reform.
Which brings me to the retirement earnings test. Under current
law, for beneficiaries age 65 to 69 in 2000, benefits are reduced $1
for every $3 of earnings above $17,000 a year. For those between
62 and 65, benefits are reduced $1 for every $2 of earnings above
$10,080 annually. Workers are exempt when they reach age 70,
and delayed retirement credits are provided to compensate workers
age 65 to 69 whose benefits are withheld under the RET.
The President has said that we should eliminate the retirement
earnings test. The retirement earnings test is both confusing to
beneficiaries and difficult to administer.
Eliminating the retirement earnings test could affect the choice
of older workers regarding whether and how much to work. Although the benefit withholdings under the RET are roughly offset
by higher benefits later on, many people perceive the retirement
earnings test as a tax on their labor income.
Eliminating this perceived disincentive would have two effects:
One, some people would choose to remain in the labor force or continue to work full-time because they would not face the same reduction in their current Social Security benefits; and, two, some
people would choose to work less, making up for lower earnings
with higher current Social Security benefits.
With a limited amount of evidence on the overall effect of the
RET on labor supply, it is impossible to form a definitive conclusion. However, it seems very plausible that eliminating the retirement earnings test would lead to a modest increase in work activity.
And, additionally, widows of workers who retire before full benefit retirement age also get permanently reduced benefits. Thus,
elimination of the retirement earnings test at 62 could negatively
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impact the number of elderly women living in poverty. And my
written statement, which I would ask to be included in the record,
goes into more detail on this point.
The Administration, therefore, believes that we can make a substantial downpayment on Social Security reform with two simple,
clear bipartisan steps.
The first step is to pass a straightforward bill to repeal the retirement earnings test at the normal retirement age. If Congress
sends the President a clean bill to repeal the retirement earnings
test at the normal retirement age, with no extraneous, non-Social
Security matters whatsoever, he will sign it.
The second simple step is for Congress to pass and send a bill
to the President that would extend the solvency of Social Security
to at least 2050 and include significant measures to reduce poverty
among elderly women. The President has given Congress straightforward legislation that would simply assure that we devote the interest savings earned by paying down the publicly held debt to
making Social Security stronger. By agreeing to this simple step,
we can extend the life of Social Security to the middle of the next
century.
Just as the administration and the Congress worked together to
successfully tackle the economic challenges facing this Nation and
put our fiscal house in order, we can also work together to eliminate the retirement earnings test in the right way. And I believe
that we can work together to resolve the long-term Social Security
solvency issues as well.
I will be happy to answer any questions the members may have
at this time.
[The prepared statement and attachment follow:]
Statement of Hon. Kenneth S. Apfel, Commissioner of Social Security,
Social Security Administration
Good morning, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee. Thank you for
inviting me to appear this morning to discuss issues related to the Social Security
retirement earnings test (RET). First, I would like to discuss the President’s framework for Social Security reform. Then, I will discuss another major concern of the
Administration; the importance of Social Security to the economic well-being of elderly women and the need to improve their protection under the program. Finally,
I will explain how the Social Security retirement earnings test has changed over the
years and discuss the implications of eliminating the test.
The President believes that it is important to modernize the system by eliminating the outdated retirement earnings test at normal retirement age (NRA). The
President would also like to work together to use the benefits of debt reduction to
extend the solvency of Social Security to about 2050 and improve the effectiveness
of Social Security in combating poverty among elderly women. He remains committed to working together with Congress on a bipartisan basis to enact reforms
that make Social Security solvent for at least 75 years.
President’s Budget Framework
Let me begin today by discussing the President’s budget proposal as it pertains
to Social Security reform. I strongly support the President’s proposal. Maintaining
fiscal discipline and paying down the debt gives us an historic opportunity to meet
the challenges of the future. The President proposes to devote the Social Security
surpluses to improving the balance sheet of the Federal government, and to transfer
the resulting interest savings to the Social Security trust fund. In addition, his plan
calls for investing a limited amount of the trust fund in equities as a prudent and
workable solution for extending the life of the trust fund yet further into the future.
This budget proposal is an important first step towards crafting a bipartisan agreement between the President and Congress that will keep faith with future generations of Americans.
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As you know, the Social Security program faces a long-range deficit of 2.07 percent of taxable payroll under the intermediate assumptions of the 1999 Trustees Report. Because Social Security is fundamental to the economic well being of our aged
population, ensuring the long-range solvency of the Social Security program must
be one of our highest priorities. That is why the President’s budget framework to
preserve and strengthen Social Security is so very important. The President has
proposed the following specific actions:
First, the President’s framework provides for locking away the entire Social
Security surplus each and every year. All Social Security surpluses, an estimated $1.7 trillion over the next 10 years under Social Security Trustees
assumptions, would be devoted solely to improving the balance sheet of the
Federal government and strengthening Social Security (under Administration assumptions, the Office of Management and Budget projects a $2.2 trillion Social Security surplus over 10 years). This framework will ensure that
we achieve substantial public debt reduction, helping to prepare the government and the Nation for the retirement of the baby boomers.
The framework provides for the transfer of interest savings based on the
cumulative amount of Social Security surpluses we actually experience over
the next 15 years. The President’s framework provides for transfers in
years 2011 through 2050 to Social Security. The Social Security actuaries
project that the interest savings that would result from setting aside the
Social Security surpluses (assuming all the new resources are invested in
government securities) would total $99 billion in 2011 and grow to $205 billion by 2016. Total transfers between 2011 and 2015 would be $690 billion.
The transfers would extend the solvency of the trust funds until 2050.
Also, beginning in 2011, the framework calls for investing a sensible and
measured proportion of the transfers in the equity market to achieve higher
returns for Social Security. The equity investment would be limited to 50
percent of the cumulative transfer amounts, to the degree that these did
not exceed 15 percent of the trust funds. The Social Security actuaries
project that the Trust Fund’s equity holdings would represent, on average,
about 3 percent of the stock market over the 30-year period 2011–2040.
Funds would be invested in broad market indexes by private managers, not
the government. This would further extend the solvency of the trust funds
to 2054, compared to the current projected exhaustion date of 2034.
Now is the time for action. If we act now, before there is a Social Security financing crisis, and while we enjoy the first budget surpluses in a generation, we can prevent a financing crisis from ever occurring. If we delay action for a generation, the
size of the financing problem will grow. We have an historic window of opportunity
to meet the challenge facing Social Security. . . and we must not let this opportunity slip away.
Importance of Social Security for Women
I now want to talk about the importance of Social Security in the economic security of women and why any comprehensive reform of Social Security must address
the high incidence of poverty among elderly women.
For 60 years, Social Security has provided a solid floor of financial protection in
the event of a worker’s retirement, death, or disability. It has allowed the great majority of Americans to retire with the dignity that comes from financial independence, without fear of poverty or reliance on others.
No government program has had a more positive impact on the lives of older
women than Social Security. There can be no doubt—Social Security is a vitally important element in the retirement income security of our sisters, our mothers, our
grandmothers, and our great grandmothers.
The President is committed to helping elderly women, who typically have higher
poverty rates than other elderly. On numerous occasions, the President has made
it clear that he wants to address their situation as part of the effort to close the
long-range deficit in Social Security. He has stated that ‘‘We should reduce poverty
among elderly women who are nearly twice as likely to be poor as our other seniors.’’
Even though Social Security does a good job of keeping most elderly families
above the poverty threshold, poverty rates vary greatly between different groups.
For example, poverty rates are higher among nonmarried women than married
women beneficiaries.
Only 5 percent of aged married women are poor; in contrast, 22 percent of
divorced, 20 percent of never-married, and 18 percent of widowed women
age 65 and older are poor.
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Widows account for the largest proportion (66 percent) of poor aged beneficiary women. There are 1.2 million aged widows who receive Social Security benefits and have incomes below the poverty line ($7,818 for an aged
individual in 1998).
Social Security Reform and Women
We need to be aware that Social Security reform proposals can have very different
effects on the benefits received by women compared to those received by men. These
differences stem from the fact that, although Social Security program rules are gender neutral, individuals are affected differently because of their lifetime earnings
patterns and life expectancies differ.
Women tend to have lower lifetime earnings and work fewer years in covered employment than men and, because of their longer life expectancies, will spend more
time than men in retirement. Therefore, the possible differential effects of any proposed program changes on women need to be closely reviewed as we discuss the options and trade-offs of ways to ensure the solvency of Social Security.
Income security remains an elusive goal for many elderly women. This is why a
comprehensive Social Security reform package must not only achieve solvency but
include provisions to protect elderly women. Elderly women often are more dependent on Social Security because they are less likely to have pensions and sometimes
outlive their assets. Almost three-quarters of Social Security beneficiaries over age
85 are women. It is essential that we work together in a bipartisan effort to ensure
that they have the best protection that society can provide.
The Retirement Earnings Test
Now, I will discuss the issue of the retirement earnings test (RET). Let me begin
by briefly reviewing the philosophy behind the earnings test and how that philosophy, and the test itself, have changed over the years.
Social Security was designed as a social insurance program under which workers
and their dependents were to be insured against the loss of earnings as a result of
retirement, disability, or death of the worker. Benefits are intended to partially replace the earnings that are actually lost due to these events. In that context, the
retirement earnings test was designed as an objective measure of the extent to
which earnings are lost due to retirement.
The Social Security program has always had an earnings test. However, the ‘‘allor-nothing’’ test in the original 1935 Social Security Act has been modified numerous times to allow retirees to supplement benefits with earnings up to a specified
level. Even before the first benefits were paid in 1940, the test of retirement was
modified so that a beneficiary could earn up to $14.99 in covered earnings before
losing benefits for that month.
Since 1940, many other changes to the retirement earnings test have been made.
The Social Security Amendments of 1950, for example, exempted people age 75 and
over from the earnings test. In 1954, the retirement test was broadened to include
non-covered wages, and the age at which the test no longer applied was lowered
from 75 to 72. The concept of reducing benefits by $1 for each $2 of earnings above
the exempt amount was introduced in the Social Security Amendments of 1960, and
the 1972 Amendments provided for the earnings test exempt amount to be increased
automatically with increases in average wage levels. In 1983, the age at which the
test no longer applies was lowered to 70. In 1990, the withholding rate of $1 of benefits for each $2 of earnings was changed to $1 for $3 for beneficiaries aged 65 to
69.
The most recent change to the retirement earnings test occurred in 1996. With
the strong support and leadership from the President, the annual exempt amounts
for beneficiaries aged 65 to 69 was legislated to rise annually. This year the annual
exempt amount is $17,000; in 2001, it will be $25,000, and by 2002, it will reach
$30,000. This increase gives many older Americans the opportunity to supplement
their Social Security benefits while remaining productive members of the workforce.
The Current Retirement Test
Under current law, for beneficiaries age 65–69 in 2000, benefits are reduced $1
for every $3 of earnings above $17,000 per year. For beneficiaries between the ages
of 62 and 65, benefits are reduced $1 for every $2 of earnings above $10,080 per
year. Unearned income, such as interest income, dividend payments, private pensions and the like, is not counted for purposes of the retirement earnings test.
In addition, workers are exempt from the test when they reach age 70. For a
worker below age 70, his or her earnings above the exempt amount affect not only
his or her own benefits, but also the benefits of family members receiving benefits
on the worker’s earnings record. However, if a dependent or survivor beneficiary has
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earnings above the exempt amount, those earnings can affect only that individual’s
payments.
Delayed retirement credits (DRCs) are provided to compensate workers age 65–
69 whose benefits are withheld under the retirement earnings test. The DRC increases the worker’s retirement benefit for each month that benefits are fully withheld after the full benefit retirement age, now age 65 but scheduled to rise to 67
by 2022. The DRC is currently 6-percent per year for workers age 65 in 2000. The
DRC percentage will increase 0.5 percentage point every two years until it reaches
8 percent per year for workers reaching age 65 in 2008 and later. When the DRC
is 8 percent per year, benefits lost due to the retirement earnings test and/or delayed retirement generally will be offset in an actuarially fair manner by the increase in benefits resulting from DRCs.
The present-law actuarial reduction provisions, in conjunction with the earnings
test for workers aged 62-to 65, are designed to provide the early benefit claimant
who works, on average, with the same total lifetime benefits as would be received
if benefits had started at age 65. A person who files a Social Security claim before
reaching the full benefit retirement age receives a reduced benefit. However, once
the person reaches age 65, the benefit payment is adjusted upward to account for
any benefit amounts withheld due to earnings prior to age 65. The effect of this procedure is that whenever a monthly check, otherwise payable to someone between
62 and 65, is partially or totally withheld under the earnings test, the amount ‘‘lost’’
is repaid, on average, over the course of the beneficiary’s remaining lifetime beginning at 65.
In 1999, an estimated 1.2 million beneficiaries had some or all of their benefits
withheld for some portion of the year under the earnings test due to work at age
62 or above. About 800,000 beneficiaries lost some or all of their benefits under the
test as a result of their work at ages 65–69. The benefits of 150,000 auxiliary beneficiaries are also limited or withheld due to the earnings of the primary beneficiary.
With respect to beneficiaries aged 62–64, about 230,000 working beneficiaries had
all or part of their benefits withheld, and 25,000 auxiliary beneficiaries are affected.
Issues Associated with Eliminating the Retirement Earnings Test
As I indicated earlier, the President has said that we should eliminate the retirement earnings test. However, an important issue is whether the RET should be
eliminated at age 62 or at the normal retirement age, currently age 65, scheduled
to gradually rise to 67. (For example, workers born in 1938 and eligible for early
retirement at age 62 this year, have a normal retirement age of 65 and two months.)
This issue involves important trade-offs. On one hand, the RET is confusing to beneficiaries, and probably reduces their work effort to some degree. It is also difficult
to administer. Eliminating the test would end these problems. On the other hand,
eliminating the RET at age 62, by itself with no other changes, would likely increase
poverty for many older beneficiaries—particularly elderly women—and would increase the long-range program deficit by a small, but measurable amount. Eliminating the test at the normal retirement age would have a negligible impact on poverty for older beneficiaries and would not result in a long-range program cost. Let
me elaborate on these points.
Eliminating the RET could have an effect on the choice of older Americans of
whether and how much to work. Although the benefit witholdings under the RET
are roughly offset by higher benefits later on, many people perceive the RET as a
tax on their labor income. Eliminating this perceived disincentive would have two
effects: (1) some people would choose to remain in the workforce or to continue to
work full-time because they would not face the same reduction in their current Social Security benefits; and (2) some people would choose to work less, making up
for lower earnings with higher current Social Security benefits.
There is only a limited amount of evidence on the overall effect of the RET on
labor supply and it is impossible to form a definitive conclusion. It does, however,
seem plausible that eliminating the RET would lead to a modest increase in work
activity, an assumption that is reflected in the Social Security actuaries’ estimates
of the impact of eliminating the RET on Social Security solvency.
Eliminating the RET below the normal retirement age might also change the
risks that older Americans face down the road. Eliminating the earnings test would
result in more workers electing to receive benefits as soon as they become eligible
(about 60 percent of workers already claim benefits at age 62). The decision to claim
benefits earlier reduces these individuals’ monthly Social Security benefits. The
lower benefit is intended to be actuarially fair so that, over their lifetimes, beneficiaries receive, on average, the same total benefits. However, many people do not
perceive that these benefits are paid back to them over their lifetime. Once bene-
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ficiaries who claimed reduced benefits stop working, they may not have sufficient
outside resources to offset this reduction in Social Security benefits.
And I want to emphasize this point: the widow(er)s of workers who retire before
full benefit retirement age also get permanently reduced benefits due to the worker
decision to retire early. Thus, elimination of the RET at 62 could also have a negative impact on the number of elderly women living in poverty in the future. The
poverty impact of eliminating the RET between age 62 and the NRA is dependent
on changes in filing behavior and changes in work/retirement decisions, and cannot
be predicted exactly.
At present, most women who have ever been married ultimately receive benefits
based on their deceased husband’s earnings record. Age reductions in the deceased
worker’s benefit are generally passed on to the widow(er)’s benefit. Thus the worker’s decision to take benefits at 62 would result in lower, perhaps inadequate, benefits for his survivor many years later. A very likely consequence of eliminating the
earnings test for those below NRA, if no other changes were made, would be an increase in the number of elderly widows who are poor.
The Administration believes that the best policy is to eliminate the earnings test
at NRA. Eliminating the RET at age 62 raises serious concerns about increasing
poverty among elderly women, and we would not want to consider it without at
least making sizeable changes to the program to mitigate these deleterious effects.
Next Steps
The Administration believes that we can make a substantial down payment on
Social Security reform with two simple, clear bipartisan steps:
The first step is to pass a straightforward bill to repeal the RET. If Congress
sends the President a clean bill to repeal the RET at NRA, with no extraneous, nonSocial Security matters whatsoever, he will sign it.
The second simple step is for Congress to pass and send a bill to the President
that would extend the solvency of Social Security to about 2050 and include significant measures to reduce poverty among elderly women. The President has given
Congress straightforward legislation that would simply ensure that we devote the
interest savings earned by paying down the publicly-held debt to making Social Security stronger. By agreeing to this simple step, we can extend the life of Social Security to the middle of the next century.
Conclusion
The President has shown strong leadership in providing a framework for preserving the financial well-being of the Social Security program. If adopted, this
framework would take us a long way towards closing the long-range actuarial gap
of 2.07 percent of taxable payroll. It gives us a solid foundation on which to preserve
our social insurance program throughout this century. And it does much more:
President Clinton’s approach would pay down the publicly held debt, thereby increasing national savings and promoting economic growth, which will reduce burdens on future generations.
Just as the Administration and the Congress worked together successfully to tackle the economic challenges facing this nation and put our fiscal house in order, we
can also work together to eliminate the RET in the right way. And I believe that
we can work together to resolve the long-term Social Security solvency issues as
well. We have an opportunity that we could not have imagined just a few years ago.
We can begin to deal with the future, and address long-term generational challenges. We must seize this moment and focus on strengthening and protecting the
Social Security system for future generations of Americans.
I will be happy to answer any questions the Members may have.
TREATMENT

OF

SELF-EMPLOYMENT INCOME

FOR

FARMER LANDLORDS

Present Law:
The Internal Revenue Code and the Social Security Act provide that rental income
from real estate shall be excluded from net earnings from self employment (NESE)
unless it is income (1) derived under an ‘‘arrangement’’ (between the owner and another individual) that provides that such other individual shall produce agricultural
or horticultural products on the land AND (2) that there be material participation
by the owner in the production of these products, and that such participation actually occurs.
Background:
• In 1954, the Social Security Act first covered self-employed farmers but rental
income from crop shares was excluded. In 1956, Congress included the ‘‘material
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participation’’ exception to the exclusion of real estate rental income, so that such
rental income would become NESE if the owner participated in a substantial way
in the farm activities.
• The elements for material participation were set forth in the 1956 Senate report
and are still used in making determinations as to the landowner’s participation. Material participation is met only if the owner performs at least 3 of the following:
Periodically advises and consults with his/her tenants;
Periodically inspects the production activities;
Furnishes a substantial portion of the machinery, equipment and livestock;
or
Assumes responsibility for a substantial portion of the production expenses.
Issue:
• Representative Peterson’s earlier remarks reference a bill, which he supports,
that was introduced by Representative Nussle (H.R. 1044). This bill would exclude
certain farm rental income from NESE if the taxpayer enters into a ‘‘lease agreement’’ relating to such income that is silent on the question of material participation.
In the statement Representative Nussle made when he introduced H.R.
1044, he expressed concern that ‘‘IRS is using a 1995 Tax Court Ruling and
one of its own nonbinding memorandums to make a farmer liable for SE
tax on income derived from an arrangement between the tenant farmer and
his landlord. That means that IRS is levying the SE tax not only on the
cash rental income from the land, but also on any partnership or corporation a farmer has established to manage the farm with their spouse, children or other relatives.’’
• The treatment of rental income in these cases is consistent with its treatment
in other cases—that is, income is subject to SECA tax only if it is derived in the
course of a person’s trade or business. That is why rental income is generally not
subject to Social Security tax. However, if the person does more than merely rent
the land—if the person materially participates in the farming activity—then the income is subject to SECA tax.
• Representative Nussle’s bill would reduce the amount of NESE that certain
farmers would report—provided they have a lease agreement that is silent regarding material participation of the farmer. From a Social Security coverage standpoint, the effect would be lower taxable earnings, which in turn would decrease the
amount of Social Security benefits payable to the farmer and his/her dependents.

f

Chairman SHAW. Mr. Johnson, do you have any questions?
Mr. JOHNSON. Maybe one. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Good morning. Thanks for being here.
Mr. APFEL. Good morning.
Mr. JOHNSON. We are glad you support this. I know you have a
relative that was affected by this from what we read from last
year.
Mr. APFEL. That is correct.
Mr. JOHNSON. And I think that this is an important step in making the Social Security Administration easier for you to operate,
maybe. Would you care to comment on that?
Mr. APFEL. Yes. I think that repeal of the retirement earnings
test would simplify the program administratively for the Social Security Administration and also simplify the program for individuals
who are already receiving benefits.
There is a lot of misunderstanding about the Social Security retirement earnings test and its implications over the long term for
individuals. So eliminating the retirement earnings test would
make it simpler for beneficiaries to be able to continue to work.
Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, but you have had some overpayments as a result of that, haven’t you?
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