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5 0.62

S 0.69

S 0.24

3 0.55

> Atkinson et a/. [1995], Buhman et a/.[1988]
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-Luxembourg Income Study

Alhttp://www.lisproject.org/

-European Community Household Panel

>OECD Questionnaire on Distribution of
Household Incomes
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Austraia
Austria
Belgium
Canada
Denmark
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Ireland
Italy
Netherlands
Norway
Sweden
United

United States

Reference years Gini coefficients Low-income rates
Eurostat LIS OECD | Eurostat LIS OECD LIS OECD
. 1994 1994 . 32 31 12 9
1995 1993 | 28 . 24 . 7
1995 1992 1995 |29 23 27 6 8
. 1994 1995 . 29 29 11 10
1995 1992 1994 | 23 24 21 7 5
1996 1995 1995 |24 23 23 4 5
1995 1994 1994 | 29 29 28 8 8
1995 1994 1994 | 29 30 28 11 9
1995 1994 | 34 32 14
1995 . 1994 |35 . 32 . 11
1995 1995 1993 |31 35 34 13 14
1995 . 1995 | 27 . 26 . 6

1995 1995 24 26 5 8
. 1995 1995 | .. 23 23 9 6
1995 1995 1995 | 33 34 31 11 11

1995 1994 37 34 18 17

Source: EUROSTAT (2000), LIS (1999) and OECD Questionnaire (1999).

26



Ref. Year

Wage and Salaries
Self-employment income
Property income
Government transfers
Total

AUS CAN FIN DEU ITA GBR USA (JPN)

1985 1987 1987 1983 1989 1987 1987 1994
101 100 102 109 107 94 99 94
84 90 73 36 53 76 79
67 48 83 78 75 82
66 76 91 51 74 91 87
82 90 94 77 81 89 89

Source: Atkinson et al. (1995) 1998
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Social Security Transfers

of age 65-74 as a %o of working income of adult population
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0%
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Source: OECD(2001) Ageing and Income

= Mid 1980
= Mid 1990
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Net

disposable income

of age 65-74 as a % of adult population

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

m Mid 1980
Mid 1990

DEU JPN SWE GBR USA

Source: OECD(2001) Ageing and Income 30
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Summary Results
Inequality Trends

of

Relative change ? of the Gini
coefficients

mid 1980's to 1990's

Relative size 2 of the Gini
corfficients

(working < (>) retirement
age population)

the working the retirement
age population age population

mid 1980's mid 1990's

Canada 0 - -
Germnay ++ -
Japan + 0
Sweden +++ ++
United Kingdom ++ ++
United States 0 0

< >>
< >>
< <<
> >>>
>> >>
<< <

Source: Calculations mainly based on the OECD questionnaire on distribution of household income
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Decomposition of Inequality

Change by Age Group - 1985-95

18 18-64 65

- - - 0 - - 0 - ++ + 0
0 - - 0 ++ - - 0 0 +++ 0
0 + 0 + - - + 0 + 4+ -
+ + - - 0 + + - 0 0 + + 0
0 - - - 0 + 0 0 0 +++ 0
+ - - 0 + + + + 0 + 4+ 0
0 0 0 ++ 4+ + + + - -
+ 0 - + + - - + + 0 + 4+ -
0 0 - + + - - + 0 + 4+ 0

+++(---) 3B

++ (--) 15 35

+ (-) 5 15

0 -5 +5

M ookhajee and Shorrocks (1982)

Calculations fromthe OECD questionnaire on distribution of household incomes (1999).
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Changing Household Size

Average number of household members

Entire population
Mid 1980s Mid 1990s
Canada 2.7 2.6
Germany 2.6 2.5
Japan 34 2.9
Sweden 1.8 1.8
United Kingdom 2.6 2.4
United States 2.7 2.7

Source: Calculations mainly based on the OECD questionnaire on distribution of household income



Changing Household Structure
of Households headed by people aged 65+

100%0
90%0
80%0
70%0

60%0

50%0
40%0 i
30%0 III
20%0

10%06

0%o

CAN DEU JPN GBR USA

® two or more member households with no worker

B two or more member households with one worker

B two or more member households with two or more workers
1 non-working single households

[0 working single households

Source: Calculations mainly based on the OECD questionnaire on distribution of household income
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Decomposition of Change of

Inequality
Total Inequality = 1.0, Mid 80’s—90’s

-1.0 -08 -06 -04 -02 00 02 04 06 08 1.0

Canada

Germany

Japan

Sweden I

United Kingdom

United States —_H

W the impact of changes within sub-group inequality

m the effect of changes in population shares
O between group contribution

Source: Calculations mainly based on the OECD questionnaire on distribution of household income 33
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Source of Income Age 65+
mid 80’s & 90’s

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

CAN

DEU JPN SWE GBR

Source: OECD(2001) Ageing and Income

USA

m Net Social
Transfers

Capital
Incomes

m \Working
Incomes
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Retirement transition
Men 65-69, in mid 1990’s

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0% °

—_— !
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® Non-working pensioners
Not working without unemployment compensations
® Not working with unemployment compensations
Working pensioners
® \Wokers without pension

Source: OECD(2001) Ageing and Income
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Source of Income
Lower Income Groups, mid 80’s & 90’s
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Source of Income
Higher Income Groups, mid 80’s & 90’s

100%
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Source: OECD(2001) Ageing and Income
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Decomposition by Income Source

Total Inequality = 1.0, Mid 80’s and Mid 90’s
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Source: Calculations mainly based on the OECD questionnaire on distribution of household income
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Inequality Decomposition

by Change of Income Share and Distribution of Each Source,
Mid 80’s-90’s

Canada Germany Japan

Wi Wi Wi

Kl ] Kl Kl
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Sweden United Kingdom United States
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Black Bar - Due to the change in importance of the income component
White Bar - Due to the change in equality of the distribution of the income component

WI1: Working Income TR: Social Transfers
Kl: Capital Incomes incuding Private Pensions TA: Direct Tax and Social Secutiry Contributions

Source: Calculations mainly based on the OECD questionnaire on distribution of household income 46
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Share of Net Social Transfer
of Aged 65+ by Income Quintile, Mid 80’s and 90’s
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Source: Calculations mainly based on the OECD questionnaire on distribution of household income
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Mean Disposable Income of the

Lowest Income Quintile of Aged 65+
% of mean disposable income of people aged 18 to 64
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40%

30% |

20%
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CAN DEU JPN SWE GBR USA

B Mid-80s B Mid-90s

Source: OECD(2001) Ageing and Income
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A % of population that are above the
middle-upper income cut-off line

People aged 65-74 in mid 90’s

18%

16%

14%

12%

10% r

8%

6% |

4% r

2%

0%

CAN DEU JPN SWE GBR USA

The middle-upper income cut-off line is 150% of the median disposable income of age 18-64

Source: OECD(2001) Ageing and Income 50
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