Notes and Brief Reports

Relative Importance of Income Sources
of the Aged*

Information on the relative importance of var-
ious sources of income for the aged in 1967 is
available from recent tabulations of the 1968
Survey of the Demographic and Economic Char-
acteristics of the Aged (DECA).! From them
one can answer such questions as how many bene-
ficiaries aged 65 and over had at least half their
income from social security benefits or how many
of the aged had almost all their income from
earnings. In addition, this information is useful
in measuring how important retirement benefits
are for the aged and whether other sources, such
as earnings or public assistance, merely supple-
ment retirement benefits or provide a major por-
tion of their income.

Data on the relative importance of each of the
main sources of income, designated “income
source 'scores” (“scores” for brevity), are pre-
sented in tables 1-6. To measure the relative im-
portance of various sources of income, each aged
unit that reported total money income was given
a score for each source of income. The score is
the proportion of a given source of income to
total income. The difference between these scores
and the “shares” referred to in DECA Report
No. 1 is that shares are computed by adding the
dollar amounts of the particular source for all
members of the group in question (such as non-
married women) and dividing by the sum of the
total incomes of the members of the group. Thus,
the term shares is purely a group measure, not a
unit measure. The relative importance of a source
of income to total income can be a group measure
or a unit measure.

Figures are presented separately for married
couples and nonmarried persons because a couple

* Prepared by Susan Grad, Division of Retirement and
Survivor Studies.

1For a detailed discussion of the income data orig-
inally tabulated from DECA and for technical notes on
the survey methodology, see Lenore E. Bixby, “Income
of People Aged 65 and Older: Overview from the 1968
Survey of the Aged” (DECA Report No. 1), Social Sc-
curity Bulletin, April 1970, and Patience Lauriat, “Bene-
fit Levels and Socio-economie Characteristics: Findings
from the 1968 Survey of the Aged” (DECA Report No.
2}, Social Security Bulletin, August 1970.
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often has more income sources than an individual,
particularly when one of the spouses is younger
than age 65. Figures are also presented separately
for nonmarried men and nonmarried women be-
cause the amount of their income tends to differ
considerably. In general, however, nonmarried
men and nonmarried women differed little with
respect to the relative importance of their sources
of income. :

MARITAL STATUS

The four most prevalent sources of income for
the aged, measured by the percent receiving them,
were retirement benefits, income from assets,
earnings, and public assistance—in that order
(DECA Report No. 1, chart 2). Retirement bene-
fits (including social security benefits, other pub-
lic pensions, and private pensions) were not only
the most prevalent but also the most important
source. Fifty-nine percent of all married couples
and 64 percent of the nonmarried had at least
half their 1967 income from retirement benefits.
Twenty-two percent of the married couples and
34 percent of the nonmarried had most of their
income (at least 90 percent) from that source
(table 1). _

. Old-age, survivors, disability, and health in-
surance benefits (OASDHI) constituted the larg-
est part of retirement benefits—almost three-
fourths for married couples and more than
three-fourths for the nonmarried, as shown by
the percentages given below representing shares
of total money income from selected sources.

Shares of income
Type of income
Married Nonmarried
couples persons
Retirement benefits....ccoeeeeaooae 42 51
OASDHI. 30 40
Other public penglons__......._.... 6 8
Private pensions. . 6 3
Veterans’ benefits._. 3 4
Public assistance.. .. 2 7
Public income-maintenance
payments !, ..o ooiececiecacaaaaa 4] 59
OASDHI as percent of—
Retirement benefits. .. cooooeoo.e 71 78
Public income-maintenance
payment, 73 68

1 Includes categories listed above (pxcept private pensions); excludes un-
employment insurance benefits and workmen’s compensation—minor
components of total ﬁ)ubllc income-maintenance payments.

Source: Lenore E. Bixby, ““Income of People Aged 65 and Older:
Overview From the 1968 Survey of the Aged” (DECA Report No. 1), Social
Security Bulletin, April 1970, table 3.
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Forty-four percent of the married couples and
54 percent of the nonmarried units had more than
half their incomes from OASDHI. Twenty-
seven percent of the nonmarried and 13 percent
of the couples received most of their income
from OASDHI. The two other types of retire-
ment benefits were much less important, with
about 6 percent of the aged reporting more than
half their income from government employee
pensions and only 1-2 percent reporting that
large a proportion from private pensions. Though
private pensions represented a small part of the
income of the aged, they were more important

TapLe 1.—Income scores: Percentage distributions of all
aged units, by source of income, 1967

Nonmarried persons

Married
Proportion of income couples
Total Men Women

Total number of aged units (in )

thousands) - .. ccococcana. 4,363 7,720 1,942 5,778
Earnings
100 100 100 100
61 88 86 88
10 3 5 3
9 4 4 4
8 3 3 3
n 2 3 2
23 7 8 7
7 2 2 2
OASDHI benefits

Total percent—evecneeenaeo 100 100 100 100
[ NN 26 20 18 21
20-39. e 19 16 18 15
40-59. . - 24 19 20 19
B0-T9. e cccmae 14 13 15 12
BOOr MOT. oo ccceccmcnann 17 32 29 33
50 or more_. 44 54 54 55
90 or more.. 13 27 24 28

Public pensions other than OASDHI

100 100 100 100
90 92 90 92
3 2 2 2

3 2 2 2

3 2 2 2

2 3 3 2

6 5 7 5

1 2 3 2

Private pensions

Total percent.............. 100 100 100 100
[ IR 89 95 89 97
20-39. - 7 3 5 2
40-59. - 3 2 5 1
60-79. ... - Q] O] 1 (O]
80 or more. B ) @ ) O]
50 or more. - 2 1 2 (O]
90 or more - O] (O] ) m

See footnotes at end of table,
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TaBLE 1.—Income scores: Percentage distributions of all aged
units, by source of income, 1967—Continued

Nonmarried persons
Married
couples

Proportion of income

Total Men Women

All retirement benefits *

100 100 100 100
18 15 1n 18
14 13 13 13
20 16 ., 16 16
17 14 16 14
30 41 44 40
50 64 68 62
22 34 36 34

Public assistance

Total percent 100 100 100 100

04 85 87 84

2 2 4 2

2 3 2 4

1 3 2 3

1 6 4 7

50 OF INOT€. o ceocieccemcmammnan 3 11 8 12
90 OF MOTe. e erceeecccnncamaan 1 8 4 7

Public Income-maintenance programs 3

100 100 100 100

17 7 6 8

14 8 10 8

18 12 13 12

15 13 15 12

36 59 57 60

50 OF MOTE. .o imeniamnnn 61 78 77 78
90 OF MOTe. e eemccmmcacemnmeen 27 52 50 53

Income from sssets

100 100 100 100
84 83 84 v 82

9 9 8 9

4 4 4 4

2 3 2 3

1 2 1 2

5 6 5 7

O 1 O] 1

1 Less than 0.5 percent.

2 QO ASDHI benefits, other public pensions, and private pensions.

* OASDHI benefits, other public pensions, public assistance, veterans’
benefits, unemployment insurance, and workmen’s compensation.

for married couples than they were for nonmar-
ried persons.

Income from assets was the next most prevalent
source of income, but it was rarely a major source.
More than 80 percent of the married and the non-
married alike received less than one-fifth of their
income from assets and only 5-6 percent received
more than half from such sources.

Twenty-three percent of the aged couples had
as much as half their income in earnings and
only 7 percent of the married couples had most
of their income from this source. Still fewer of
the nonmarried had as much in earnings, with
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88 percent having less than one-fifth their income
from earnings.

Public assistance, the least prevalent of the
four main income sources, was also a minor
source of income for the aged. Almost 95 percent
of the married couples and 85 percent of the
nonmarried had less than one-fifth of their in-
come from public assistance.

When all the sources of income from the public
sector are combined, it is clear that the public
income-maintenance programs—QASDHI and
railroad retirement, government or military pen-
sions, veterans’ benefits, public assistance, unem-
ployment. insurance, and workmen’s compensa-
tion—played a large role in supporting the aged.
Sixty-one percent of the married couples and 78
percent of the nonmarried received at least half
their income from such programs. T'wenty-seven
percent of the married couples and 52 percent of
the nonmarried received most of their income
from these programs. For the aged, OASDHI
was the major public income-maintenance pro-
gram, contributing almost three-fourths of total
income for both the married and nonmarried.

The main income differences between married
couples and nonmarried persons were that earn-
ings and private pensions were more important
for the married couples and that OASDHI bene-
fits and public assistance were more important
for the nonmarried. There were no significant
differences in receipt of income from assets or
public pensions other than OASDHI.?

BENEFICIARY STATUS

Obviously, the relative importance of certain
income sources is very different for OASDHI
beneficiaries than for nonbeneficiaries.® By defini-
tion, nonbeneficiaries do not receive OASDHI
benefits, the most common type of retirement
benefit, and they rarely receive private pensions.
Instead, between 20 and 25 percent of them had
at least half their income from public pensions
other than OASDHI: about 1 in 10 relied on

2The significance tests were performed at the 95-
percent level of confidence using the DECA table of
standard errors of estimated percentages.

$ Excluded from this analysis is the small group of
people who received their first benefit in February 1967
or later (part.-year beneficiaries), the transitionally in-
sured, and the special age—72 beneficiaries.
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them almost exclusively. IFor 73 percent of the
nonbeneficiaries, however, such public pensions
amounted to less than one-fifth of their income.
Many nonbeneficiaries were still working, or had
never earned insured status under OASDHI or
in government employment (tables 2 and 3).
For the OASDHI beneficiaries, social security
benefits accounted for more than half the total
income of 51 percent of the married couples and
65 percent of the nonmarried. These benefits ac-
counted for most of the income of 15 percent of
the beneficiary couples and 31 percent of the non-
married beneficiaries. Neither private pensions

TaBLe 2—Income scores: Percentage distributions of aged
beneficiary units, by source of income, 1967 *

Nonmarried persons
Married

Proportion of income

couples
Total Men Women
Total number of beneflciary
units (In thousands)......... 3,651 5,945 1,607 4,338
Earnings

100 100 100 100
65 87 86 88
11 4 [} 3
10 5 4 5
8 3 3 3
6 1 1 1
18 7 8 7

2 O] 1 ®

OASDHI beneflts

100 100 100 100
15 5 5 5
21 13 20 17
27 23 24 23
18 16 17 16
20 38 34 39
50 OF IMOT€.ecccacacncasonanasn 51 65 63 66
90 OF IMOTC o cmmmemanmevncnanannn 15 31 28 33

Total percent.ooooeoeoo.oe 100 100 100 100
92 94 94 94
3 2 2 2
2 2 2 2
2 1 2 1
1 ® 1 *
50 OF TNOTE.ureeaccccreicccmannn 4 3 3 3
00 OF TNOTC e e (2) ® ) ®
Private pensions
100 100 100 100
88 94 87 96
8 3 (] 2
3 2 5 1
1 () 1 4]
O} ) * *)
50 OF MOTecmacvecemcmcnnccnan 2 1 3 (%
B0 OF TOTCum e mema e cmamccamcomaen ® () @ (O]
See footnotes at end of table.
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TaBLe 2.—Income scores: Percentage distributions of aged
beneficiary units, by source of income, 1967 *—Coniinued

Tapre 3.—Income scores: Percentage distributions of aged
nonbeneficiary units, by source of income, 1967

Married Nonmarried persons Nonmarried persons
Proportion of income couples Proportien of Income lg)::]rpxigg
Tatal Men | Women Total Men | Women
Al retirement benefits * Total number of nonbeneficiary
. units (in thousandsy......... a2l 1,148 244 202
100 100 100 100
10 3 3 4 Enrafngs
13 15 15 15
22 19 17 20 100 100 00 100
19 17 17 17
3 48 18 5 3 ) )
2 1| 1
80 OF TNOT. e vccmccmmrncccnnan 64 72 74 e LY 1 1 1
B0 OF TTLOT - o e e v cmmmemmmem 24 38 Fitt 38 ) (O] L
429 9 12 3
Publlc assistance 55 1) 12 10
43 8 12 7
. 0 0 00
Total peroent 100 10 10 ! Public penslons other than O ASDHI
95 % 91 90
z 3 H : Total percent. ... o.ono--- 100 100 100 100
1 3 2 3
010 coeeeereamnmammmnons 73 b 5 80
o o o) ® g9 3 7 5 ;
oot w? o° S 1
0 o "’ ® 50 or more i 18 23 H
i 50 or more 24 21 32 18
Publie Income-iralntenance programs + 90 or more- - LI 10 12 o 1
100 100 100 100 Private penslons
10 3 3 3
53 12 ‘ié 13 100 100 100 100
18 14 16 14 00
ar 50 56 60 (:)1 ) ® (1) i (t) 100
65 80 78 81 ¥ & o
g & n g 0" I Tl I
[0 4} 1 (O]
A 1 1
Tncome from assets Romoe-m 3§ I8
100 100 100 100 All retirement benefits *
83 82 84 a1
9 10 8 10 Total pereent. e cceavnaaann 100 100 100 190
4 5 5 5
3 3 2 3 2y kil 3 20
80 or more.. ... 1 i i 1 2 2 2 1
5 2 1 2
S0 Or MOTe. e ceecmacemean 5 3 5 [ 7 4 7 3
G0 Or MOTe . e e ceemee {2) (%) {2) [t 14 16 24 14
B0 OF TDOTC. v cmeeicccmcnmecmmaenn 24 21 34 18
1 Excludes beneficlaries who recelved their first benefit in February 1067
or later, the transitlonatly tudared, and Speclal sge-72 beneficiaties, These 90 OF I0OT8. o ooeoeneeeaeneoimeoee u 13 a u
gr:)\ilgs a:g;nc‘ljl}:ied in tables 1 and 4.
88 n reent.
3 See botnote 2,p§a.bke 1 Pablle aslstance
4 8ee footnote 3, table 1.
Total percent ... 100 100 100 100
nor gov ernntent pensions were very important for i 1 1 é 1
thlS g.roup * . 80 OF TTLOTE .o oo oo 1 42 35 44
Retirement bene.ﬁts. were thus much e 12 “ - "
portant for beneficiaries than for nonbeneficiaries.  #00r MOTmmemeoocrcrannccn e I a 8 3
Sixty-four percent of the beneficiary couples and Public Income-maintenance programs 3
72 percent of the nonmarried beneficiaries had
.. . 100 100 100 100
more than half their income from retirement
. 57 n 21 2
benefits, compared with less than 25 percent of 2 2 2 3
. . 4 2 3 2
the nonbeneficiaries. 5 8 ) 5
N . 32 63 65 62
Nonbeneficiaries were much more likely than . .
. . 50 or more. 4 63 5 68
beneficiaries to have earnings account for most  0ermore - 1T 28 5 5 5

of their income. Among the married, 43 percent
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Bee footnotes at end of table.
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TasLe 3.—Income scores: Percentage distributions of aged
nonbeneficiary units, by source of income, 1967—Continued

Marrled ' Nonmarried persons

arrie

Proportion of income couples

Total Men Women
Income from assets
Total percent e ccocaeen-. 100 100 100 100
92 89 87 90

5 5 8 4
1 1 1 1
1 2 1 2
1 3 3 4
2 6 5 8
1 3 3 3

1 Less than 0.5 percent.
2 See footnote 2, table 1.
3 See footnote 3, table 1.

of the nonbeneficiaries but only 2 percent of the
beneficiaries had most of their income from earn-
ings. Among the nonmarried, earnings accounted
for most of the income of 8 percent of the non-
beneficiaries, compared with less than one-half of
1 percent of the beneficiaries. Earnings were at
least half the income for 18 percent of the bene-
ficiary couples (in many cases because one spouse
had not yet retired) and for 7 percent of the non-
married beneficiaries.

Public assistance was also more important for
nonbeneficiaries than for beneficiaries. Forty-one
percent of the nonmarried nonbeneficiaries and
11 percent of the married nonbeneficiaries had
most of their income from public assistance,
compared with less than one-half of 1 percent of
the beneficiaries, both married and nonmarried.
With respect to asset income, beneficiaries and
nonbeneficiaries did not differ significantly.

As expected, public income-maintenance pro-
grams as a whole were more important for bene-
ficiaries. Among the married, 65 percent of bene-
ficiaries compared with 40 percent of nonbene-
ficiaries had at least half their income from such
sources. Among the nonmarried, the figures were
80 percent for beneficiaries and 69 percent for
nonbeneficiaries. For beneficiaries OASDHI was
the major component, with other sources adding
small amounts. For nonbeneficiaries other public
pensions and public assistance were both large
components. Those two sources alone accounted
for most of the income nonbeneficiaries received
from public income-maintenance programs, as
shown in the following tabulation, which gives
the shares of total money income from selected
sources by beneficiary status.
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Shares of income

Type of income

Beneficiaries Nonbeneficlaries

Percent of total money income:
Public income-maintenance

paympnh 54 30
OASDHI . 42 |onccccaeiaaann
Other public pensions...ccmeaceene [ 18
Veterans’ benefits 4 2
Public assistance 3 12

Percent of all public income-

maintenance payments ' o .ouaaoo 100 100
OASDHIL £ 7 P,
Other public pensions..ccceecaneaaa- 9 53
Veterans’ beneflts...ccveeecocmanannn 7 7
Public assistance 6 40

1 Since other gources included in the public income-maintenance category
but not mentioned here are only minor, these data are approximations of
public income-maintenance payments.

Source: Lenore E., Bixby, “Income of Peogle Aged 65 and Older:
Overview From the 1968 Survey of the Aged” (DECA Report No. 1), Social
Security Bulletin, April 1970, table 6.

ROLE OF SELECTED INCOME SOURCES
FOR RECIPIENTS ONLY .

Predictably, the income scores for aged units
that reported receiving specified sources of in-
come gave a different impression of the impor-
tance of such sources than when they were com-
piled for the entire survey population. Tables 4-6
show distributions of income sources for recipients
only, paralleling the distributions in tables 1-3
that are based on all units, including those that
did not receive the particular type of income
under review. The relative importance of a source
for the total population depends on the number
of recipients as well as the size of the scores. De-
pending on whether there are many or few per-
sons receiving income from the particular sources,
the two measures will be similar or disparate. In
any case, their score for a specified source will
always be larger than that for the total popula-
tion because the latter excludes zero scores.

As expected, scores for the three sources or
combined sources of income (OASDHI, retire-
ment benefits, and public income-maintenance
payments) received by at least 85 percent of the
aged differed only slightly for the total popula-
tion and recipients only. This difference is illus-
trated by the data in the next tabulation, which
compares, for the total aged population and for
recipients only, the proportion with more than
half of their income from the sources specified.

For all other individual sources of income
there were striking differences in scores between
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Percent of units with at least half
thelr income from specified source
Income source and
marital status Total
ota
population Recipients
Public income-maintenance
Mpnyments:
arried couples.... - 61 85
Nonmarried persons . 78 81
Retirement benefits:
Married couples...... - 59 64
Nonmarried persons.....eeccceaau.. 64 72
OASDHI benefits:
Married cOUDIES. e uamramcccaceacennn 44 49
Nonmarried persons. c-ceeeecevancn- 54 64

the recipients only and the total population. The
aged units that had any public assistance, earn-
ings, or public pensions other than OASDHI
were likely to obtain at least half their income
from those sources, but the proportion of the
total population with more than half their in-
come from these same sources was small, as the
following tabulation shows. Thus, these income

Percent of units with at least half
' their income from specified source
Income source and
marital status
Total Recipients
population
Earnings:
Marr%gd couples. ... 23 50
Nonmarried persons 7 46
Public assistance:
Married couples...... 3 45
Nonmarried persons..._........... 1 68
Public pension other than OASDHI:
Married couples. cueeennoeaccnaaca.s [} 51
Nonmarried persons. .. _.cooceenaoe ] 64

sources were quite important for the aged units
who received them, although the number of
recipients was not large.

Private pensions and income from assets, how-
ever, were not important—even for those who
received them. Some 60-70 percent of those with
income from assets had less than one-fifth of
their income from this source. Almost 50 percent
of the married couples that received private pen-
sions had less than one-fifth of their income from
such pensions. Private pensions were somewhat
more important for the nonmarried, but only 16
percent had .more than half their income from
this source. ~

An additional source of income not included in
the tables deserves some discussion. Interest has
been expressed in the amount of contributions
from relatives and friends not living in the
household - as one indication that the aged are
economically dependent on others. Data from
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DECA. show that only 2 percent of the married
couples and 4 percent of the nonmarried persons
received such “outside” contributions. The contri-
butions were fairly important for some of the
aged, with about 20 percent of nonmarried re-
cipients having at least half their income from
this source. In general, however, outside con-
tributions were an insignificant source of income
for the aged.

TanLr 4.—Incomescores: Percentage distributions of recipient
units among all aged units, by source of income, 1967

Nonmartied persons

Married
Proportion of income couples
Total Men Women
Eamings

Total number of aged units
(In thousands).....__.... 2,049 1,199 384 815
Total percent._...ccuecenaan 100 100 100 100
17 21 27 18
21 22 24 20
20 25 21 27
9 18 18 15 19
80 Or MOTe_ oo iuvuncancannn v—— 24 15 13 16
S0ormore. ... cociuiienneenene 50 48 38 50
90 OF MOTe. o coenncmceaacacanconen 15 10 10 10

OASDHI benefits

Total number of aged units
(in thousands)....c.c.... 3,854 6,627 1,685 4,842
100 100 100 100
1-19... 18 5 &
20-3 22 18 20 18
40-59_. - 27 22 23 22
60-79.. 18 16 17 15
80 or more. .. 20 34 40
50 OF MOT@.creracncacercmmannenan . 49 64 82 68
90 OF MNOTE. ciomrcmernacnccuncan .. 14 32 28 34

Public pensions other than OASDHI

Total number of aged units '
in thousands).....eccnu. 508 657 199 450

100 100 100 100
12 7 3
24 18 17 19
28 26 24 27
22 20 22 19
17 30 32 30
51 64 66 82

24 26 23

Private pensions

’fotal number of aged units

-(in thousands).....ceeee 806 473 247 226
Total percent.._...ooocee.. 100 100 100 100
1-19.. 42 21 15 28
20-89. c i i e nm——— 38 43 40 46
40501 e cmmeemenvcciananannan 18 30 36 24
60-79_.. 3 5 7 2
80 OF INOF€_wenerocmonancanannnannn O] O] ® O]
50 or more.. - 9 18 18 12
90 or more an.- m (O] (O] O]

See footnotes at end of table.
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TaBLE 4.—Income scores: Percentage distributions of recipient
units among all aged units, by source of income, 1967—
Continued

Nonmarried persons

Married
Proportion of income couples
Total Men ‘Women
All retirement benefits *
Total number of aged units
(in thousands)._......... 3,998 6,813 1,776 5,037
Total percent...co.ocemenaae 100 100 100 100
) S b T 1 4 3 4
2039 e n———— 16 15 14 15
40-69. .. 22 18 17 19
60-79. cpemecmrcmcnen - 19 16 17 16
80 Or MOTe. e crmeamccncmenacnan 33 47 48 46
S Or more. .o cocacccceraameanna 64 72 74 71
90 OF MOre.ccunnaacen PR 24 39 40 39
Public assistance
Total number of aged units

(in thousands)....o...... 313 1,248 287 960
Total percent........ 100 100 100 100
1-19. 15 12 4
20-39 22 16 25 13
40-58. 33 21 16 23
60-79 12 17 16 18
80 OF TNOLC. v eernnmvnmmmmomecmnan 18 40 31 42
B0Or more. .. oceiaccancaaaee 45 68 53 73
00 OF MOLC..eecenccmcnccenanane 17 38 29 41

Total numnber of aged units

(in thousands)..eeeeunv.n 4,081 7,306 1,881 5,515
Total percent...c.cocceaanz 100 100 100 100
1-19... 11 3 3
20-39. . cmcvrcmnncemme e ————— 15 9 10 8
40-59. . 19 13 13 12
60-79.... 18 13 15 13
80 or more 38 62 58 63
50 OF MOYE.cocseccmcccaccccnenn- 65 81 80 82
00 OF TNOT€. o e e cecncacmaccaccsann 29 55 52 5

Income from assets

Total number of aged units

(in thousands) 2,279 3,135 753 2,382
Total percent.c.aeueecconan 100 100 100 100
70 57 60 57
16 22 22 22
8 11 10 11
7 5 7
1 4 3 4
S0 0T MO weenoiemcmcnracannn 9 16 13 18
90 OF MO v eceeevmancnen S, O] 2 1 2

1 Less than 0.5 percent.
t See footnote 2, table 1.
$ See footnote 3, table 1.

SUMMARY

These new tabulations of income scores empha-
size that, even in 1967 (before recent social se-
curity benefit increases), retirement income was
the most important source of income for the aged,
largely because of the importance of OASDHI
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TasLe 5.—Income scores: Percentage distributions of
recipient-beneficiary units, by source of income, 1967 !
Married Nonmarried persons
arrie
Proportion of income couples
Total Men ‘Women
Earnings
Total number of aged units
(in thousands)....ccoo.o. 1,506 983 321 661
Total percent.ooeeveeacann. 1060 100 100 100
21 23 29 21
25 24 28 22
22 28 22 31
19 18 15 20
13 (] 6 7
50 OF MOTE.... o e cccecceccamcavannan 42 40 32 44
B0 OF MOTe. e cccccmccereccnan 4 2 3 2
OASDHI benefits
Total number of aged units
(in thousands) 3,626 5,917 1,508 4,319
Total percent.c...cocuuuu-- 100 100 100 100
1-19__ 14 5 4 5
20-39. 21 18 20 17
40-59_.. 28 23 24 23
60-79. 16 16 18 16
80 or more 20 38 34 39
50 OF TNOTE. e e ceeiancecannn 51 65 63 66
90 OF MOTE_ e maccrmmememmcen 15 32 28 33
Public pensions other than OASDHI
Total number of aged units
(in thousands)..ocowemeeo 330 368 108 259
Total percent......cc.caeo- 100 100 100 100
14 8 1 7
32 28 27 30
28 38 29 40
21 26 19
7 5 8 4
B0 O MO e ecmecccacmmcaaan 39 45 47 45
00 OF MOTe. e eccnnmmcmcaamcanna 11 2 4 1
Private pensions
Total number of aged units ,
(in thousands)._......_... 721 445 238 207
Total percent .o.occeveean 100 100 100 100
D O 39 20 18 26
20-39. et ca - 41 44 41 48
40-59. . - 17 32 37 27
[ g R, 3 4 ®
80 or more 1 (O} ® @
50 OF MOTe. e ciimaccccnacnan 9 15 17 12
90 OF MOTE. oo o e eeeommeccemaan ® ® ® ®
All retirement benefits #
Total number of aged units
(in thousands)..o..enee.. 3,630 5,917 1,598 4,319
Total percent........o..... 100 100 100 100
10 3 2 3
16 15 15 15
22 19 18 20
19 17 18 17
34 46 48 45
50 or more, €5 72 74 72
90 OF MOTC.nuacceesnmrcmmcnmanae 25 38 39 38
See footnotes at end of table.
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TaBLe 5.—Income scores: Percentage distributions of
recipient-beneficiary units, by source of income, 1967 '—
Continued

Nonmarried persons

Married
Proportion of income couples
. Total Men ‘Women
Public assistance
Total number of aged units
in thousands)........... 232 661 181 480
Total pereent.ccaccemoeeeeo 100 100 100 100
1-19_. 19 12 20 8
20-39... 25 28 36 22
40-59. _ - 41 36 24 40
60-79. . - 12 26 19 28
80 OF TNOTE . e eeme e 1 @ * 1
50 or more. 32 46 30 62
90 OF INOXE . o eeecccecccmmmcmmmee e ®) ® ® ®

Public income-maintenance programs ¢

Total number of aged units

(in thousands)...caee.... 3,626 5,921 1,598 4,323

Total percent.....cceeeenn 100 100 100 100
1-19... 10 3 2 3
20-39... 16 9 11 8
40-59._. 20 14 15 14
60-79.. 18 14 18 14
80 OF TNOTO. cemceeccccmcmcmecanan 37 59 56 60
50 OF TNOL@.ccvmencnnmcnammmccenan 66 81 78 81
90 OF MOTe.ccceenceamennmanaaan 28 52 50 52

Income from assets

Total number of aged units

(in thousands) . 1,024 2,561 635 1,926

Total percent...ccceemeennn 100 100 100 100
1-19._. 68 58 60 58
2039 - e ciemonammmcn————— 18 22 21 23
40-50... 8 1 12 10
60-79_ . oo cecmenemccacemaans 5 6 (] 7
80 OF INOMC. ceecoccccmvcvccannnes 1 2 2 2
50 OF TOTO. e ceveencncnnnmmnann 9 14 14 14
90 or more ) 1 ()] 1

1L Excludes beneficiarles who recelved thelr first benefit in February 1967
or later, the transitionally insured, and special age-72 beneficiaries. These
groups are included in tables 1 and 4.

1 Lesgs than 0.5 percent,

1 8ee footnote 2, table 1.

4 Bee footnote 3, table 1.

Although earnings were not very important to
the nonmarried, they made up at least half the
income of about 23 percent of married couples.
All other sources—public assistance, asset income,
public pensions other than OASDHI, and private
pensions—were comparatively minor for both the
married and nonmarried. Comparisons by bene-
ficiary status showed that beneficiaries depended
heavily on OASDHI and nonbeneficiaries de-
pended on earnings, other public pensions, and
public assistance.

The picture changed somewhat when only
those who received particular sources rather than
the total population were considered. Public
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TABLE 6.—Income scores:

BL 8 Percentage distributions of
recipient-nonbeneficiaries, by source of income, 1967 1

Nonmarried persons

: Marrled
Proportion of income couples
Men ‘Women
Earnings
Total number of nonbenefici

ary units (in thousands). * . 106
100 100
(] 7
(% 7
(% 8
(% ]
® 76
50 OF INOPe. .o - e vemmmm e Q] 84
80 ormore... ..o 11 Q] 61

Public pensions other than OASDHI

Total number of nonbenefici
ary units (in thousands,.

- ()

188

Total percent . _.ccacaeo.

100

100

]
(2
()
Q]
@

]
®

ZR BGwom

nt benefits

Total number of nonbenefici-
ary units (in thousands).

195

Total percent.....cceceenn-

Public assistance

Total number of nonbeneflci-
ary units {in thousands).

428

Total percent....occeeeeeo.

100

~
<

©

YN

28

Ssnu

91

Public income-maintenance programs ¥

Total number of nonbenefici-

ary units (In thousands). 14 659

Total percent..omveeceeccn- 100 100
1-19_. 8 1 2
20-39.. 5 3 3
40-59_ . - 9 3 3
60-79_._ 10 8 7
80 or more - 68 84 85
50 OF MOTe. .ccrcaenececcciannannan .85 03 92
90 or more 69 79 80

i

See footnotes at end of table,
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TaBLE 6.—Income scores: Percentage distributions of recipi-
ent-nonbeneficiaries, by source of income, 1967 '—Continued

. Nonmarried persons
Proportion of income ﬁ%ﬁg{gg
Total Men ‘Women
Income from assets
Total number of nonbeneficl-

ary units (in thousands). 224 332 @) 251
Total percento...ecenemaene 100 100 100 100
1-19__ 84 €2 Q) 62
20-39. . 11 17 ¥ 15
40-50. . 2 3 Q] 3
[ O 1 6 [Q] 8
80 OF MOTe. ceccemmeccnnmmamnene 2 12 (?) 13
50 OF MOIC. ceueennumcamcammcmeann 3 20 (%) 22
B0 OT MOTe. oo emnsmcsmmmmaan 2 11 ®) 12

1 Data on private pensions are excluded because the base is less than 100,000,
* Denominator less than 100,

3 See footnote 2, table 1.

4 Less than 0.5 percent.

s See footnote 3, table 1.

assistance, earnings, and other public pensions
were almost as important for recipients as re-
tirement income. Private pensions were much
more important for recipients than they were for
the total survey population. Asset income, which
many aged units received, was rarely a major
source of income.

Social Security Abroad

Proposed Pension Reform in |
United Kingdom, 1972%

The United Kingdom’s proposed 1972 social
security legislation is the most recent in a series
of efforts by that country to overhaul its pension
program in order to ensure adequate income to
the aged. The bill provides that private pensions
(termed “occupational schemes”) would supple-
ment existing flat-rate benefits for most of the
labor force. ‘

In 1971, the Conservative Government issued a
White Paper on pension reform. That paper,
which emphasized the role of private pension
plans, was the basis of the 1972 proposed legisla-

* Prepared by Martin B. Tracy, International Staff,
Office of Research and Statistics,

BULLETIN, AUGUST 1973

tion. In 1969, the Labor Government had pro-
posed a universal earnings-related, pay-as-you-go
system to replace the existing fixed benefit that
is supplemented by an earnlngs-related second
layer.

Currently, employees may “contract out” of the
public earnings-related’ part and join a private
company benefit plan instead. Under the pro-
posed 1972 bill, the earnings-related (“graduated
pensions”) layer would no longer be part of the
public social security - program but would be
handled primarily through private channels.
This reliance on private rather than public in-
surance is its principal innovation. S

The Conservative Government’s emphasis on
private pension plans is based in part on a desire
to cut Government expenditures in the social
insurance-welfare field. Cost savings are antici-
pated through reduced expenditures for means-
tested supplementary pensions now used to bring
the flat-rate old-age benefit up to a guaranteed
minimum level. .Potential savings are seen also
through reduced administrative costs to the Gov-
ernment as a large part of the coverage is turned
over to private funds. In addition, it is assumed
that as more workers are covered by private
plans the subsequent rise in benefit levels will re-
duce the need for supplemental pensions 'to the
low-income elderly, one of the major cost items
in social security programs

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The basic principles on which the Brltlsh social
security system operates were formulated by Wil-
liam Beveridge in 1942.* He envisioned a univer-
sal compulsory insurance program in which re-
tirees received flat-rate basie benefits, regardless
of means, in return for flat-rate workers’ contri-
butions, without regard to earnings. Wage and
salary workers were to depend on private insur-
ance (employee-benefit plans) for anything be-
yond the basic benefit. He hoped that encourag-
ing expansion of private plans would lead to re-
tirement income high enough to approach the
preretirement level of living. He also saw a need
for an assistance supplement for the poor who

1 8ir Willilam Beveridge, Social Insurance aend Allied
Services, New York, Macmillan Co., 1942, (Reprlnt edi-
tion, Agathon Press, Inc., New York, 1969.) :
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