





UK Pensions: A Governments’ Legacy


A dissertation submitted for the Master of Business Administration (MBA) 
2016




Vanessa Phillips
Student ID: P120851
Certificate of Authenticity

Declaration

This work has not previously been accepted in substance for any degree and is not being concurrently submitted in candidature for any degree.	


Signed ...................................................................... (candidate)	
Date: 5th May 2017	
STATEMENT 1	
This work is the result of my own investigations, except where otherwise stated. Other sources are acknowledged by footnotes giving explicit references.  A bibliography is appended.


Signed ..................................................................... (candidate)	
Date: 5th May 2017
STATEMENT 2	
I hereby give consent for my work, if accepted, to be available for photocopying and for inter-library loan, and for the title and summary to be made available to outside organisations.

	
Signed ..................................................................... (candidate)	
Date: 5th May 2017

Acknowledgments

I would like to express my gratitude to my supervisor Dr. Sandra Dettmer in relation to her guidance and support during this research. 
I would like to thank to my employer, WLS Ltd, particularly Mr. Anthony Watson and Mr. Ed Coss for their patience and understanding in allowing me the time to complete my studies.
A very special thank you to Dr. Daphne Evans, for instilling the motivation, passion and self-belief to start a university programme five years ago.  My greatest sadness is that Daphne did not live long enough to read this final piece of work. 
Finally, to my partner and children, a special thank you for the support and tolerance you have shown over many months of research and writing.














Table of Contents

Abstract	6
1.Introduction	7
Literature Review	
2. Historical Backdrop	11
2.1 Government Intervention	13
2.2 Comparisons of UK Pensions Systems to others in the EU	15
3.Theory of Pension Systems	19
3.1 State Pension	21
3.2 Defined Benefits (DB) Schemes	24
3.3 Defined Contribution (DC) Schemes	25
3.4 Stakeholder Pension Schemes	26
3.5 Automatic Enrolment (AE) Schemes	26
3.6 Flexible Pensions	29
4. Why certain Pension Schemes collapsed	31
4.1 Maxwell Scandal (Mirror Group)	34
4.2 BHS (Philip Green – Arcadia Group)	36
4.3 TATA Steel UK	37
5. Impact of BREXIT on UK Pensions	39
6. Pension Reforms	44
7. Levels of Advice	47
Methodology	49
8.1 Documentary Analysis	50
8.2 Structured Interviews	50
8.3 Questionnaires	51
Data Analysis of Survey Responses	54
9.1 Breakdown of Male and Female Age Groups	54
9.2 Breakdown by Employer	55
9.3 Salary Bands – Male and Female Comparison	57
9.4 Domicile Arrangements	58
9.5 Levels of Concern Regarding Pensions	61
9.6 Overall Analysis	62
Conclusion and Recommendations	67
Objective 1: Review of Current Schemes	67
Objective 2: BREXIT	68
Objective 3: Government Failure	69
Objective 4: Demographic Factors and Personal Circumstances	70
Limitations of Research 	71
Over-riding Conclusion	72
References and Bibliography	75
Appendixes	
1. King & Scott Interview	82
2. Philip Evans Interview	90
3. Survey Questionnaire	94




List of Figures
	Figure 1
	Timeline in Pension Regulation Change

	Figure 2
	Male Respondents by Age Group

	Figure 3
	Female Respondents by Age Group

	Figure 4
	Breakdown by Employer

	Figure 5
	Salary Bands – Male and Female Comparison

	Figure 6
	Male Domicile Arrangements

	Figure 7
	Female Domicile Arrangements

	Figure 8
	Cause of the Pension Crisis



List of Tables
	Table 1
	Bismarck and Beveridge Comparison

	Table 2
	Average Pension Earnings of EU Counterparts

	Table 3
	UK Pension Overview Table

	Table 4
	Income Provision Breakdown









Abstract
This dissertation examines the impact of the UK pension crisis by exploring the most popular pension schemes available and comparing them to those available in other countries.  Studies of the Maxwell Scandal and BHS pension collapse, centre around the removal of regulation from the Department of Trade and Industry by the Thatcher Government.  Consideration has been given to the impact of the Financial Services Authority and latterly the Financial Conduct Authority and Pensions Regulatory Authority in their abilities to prevent further perceived miss-management of pension funds.
Primary research includes interviews with several leading Industry Experts and 130 questionnaires have been distributed across six companies to provide a wide cross-section of employee’s views about pension schemes and the reasons for the pension crisis. Survey results indicate that income and education have a far higher impact on public understanding than originally thought. Secondary research is based on a phenomenological approach, examining the various contributors’ perspectives and perceptions to gain an understanding of the pension crisis. 
Recommendations are made to include the implementation of a new over-arching regulator capable of enforcing control over the UK pension system.  
To ascertain reliability of research outcomes, the limitations of the study need to be considered.  To arrive at more meaningful conclusions, similar studies comprising of larger number of respondents could be conducted in the future.


1. Introduction
The aim of this dissertation is to review the UK Pension System as evidence suggests that no other academic paper has previously compiled a comprehensive review of the most popular pension schemes available in the UK, analysed the effect of Government reforms and regulation and reviewed whether various pension scandals could have been avoided, consolidating the findings into one complete document. 
The first objective will be to review pension schemes available in the UK, from the old Defined Benefit (Final Salary) through to newly launched initiatives such as Auto-Enrolment (AE) and National Employment Savings Trust (NEST), comparing against pensions in other countries across the European Union (EU), also considering the Superannuation Guarantee Fund introduced in Australia ten years prior to the UK’s new Auto-Enrolment Scheme. 
The second objective will assess whether the ever-changing political landscape due to BREXIT will have any major implications on the Pension Sector when the UK leaves the Single Market once Article 50 is triggered in March 2017.
The third objective is to establish if Government failure has led to the existing pension crises and discover if Government reforms launched to alleviate the crisis, have had the impact expected.
The final objective is to establish if demographic factors and personal circumstances have any impact on the public’s perception and understanding of the UK pension system.

Since that historical day on the 23rd June 2016, when 17.4m of the British populous voted to leave the European Union (EU), against the 16.1m voters to stay, previous suggestions that consumer confidence would dip sharply with the uncertainty of the implications of Brexit on pension funds, six months on, do not appear to evidence this fact (EU Referendum Results, 2016).  The validity of current pension legislation is being called into question at the highest levels of funding institutions and whether these regulations will need to be re-written over the next few years  (Gallagher, 2016).  Much of the financial services framework the UK currently adheres to, is formed on a global basis, with countries such as Norway having to abide by existing EU directives if they wish to invest funds with Single Market pension providers and the same could impact UK pension provision when we leave the EU (Lappin, 2016).
At the time of research (October 2016 to April 2017), the exact detail of the UK's new relationship with the EU is unknown and not likely to be consolidated for some considerable time.  Many Industry Experts feel that there has never been more uncertainty within the UK pensions industry since the post-war era.  It is unknown if the UK will be able to secure a deal similar to Canada, Norway or Switzerland, or if indeed it will be totally different.  With an ever-changing political landscape - almost daily, this dissertation will be based on current pension legislation.  
The ramifications will become clearer over the coming months as Article 50 starts to unfold in March 2017, although much will depend on the precise nature of the UK’s future relationship with the EU.  Industry analysts are calling for Theresa May to “act swiftly and decisively to manage current volatility and announce a clear plan to renegotiate our future relationship with the EU”  (Woodcock, 2016).
Although not covered in the context of this dissertation due to their complexity, other key issues such as market volatility and the strength of Sterling would need to be examined in further detail, together with the European Commissions’ Single Market Review to ascertain if there will be an impact on the UK economy, which will in turn exacerbate the UK pension crisis.  

This dissertation has been structured in the following way: 
Secondary research comprised a literature review of many documents including Government White Papers, Industry Expert reviews, academic papers and a review of the founding principles of Regulatory Authorities.  Key UK pension systems have been examined and compared to those in the EU and Australia. 
Primary research was undertaken by interviewing three key Industry Experts, with all three individuals adding opinion and insight.  Although a little unorthodox in academic writing, due to the uniqueness and complexity of this document, to present a thorough and comprehensive presentation, the interview responses have been interwoven throughout the dissertation to support or refute much of the secondary research.  
Further primary research included structured questionnaires distributed to 130 staff in various roles and salary bands across 6 companies to provide a wide cross section of views and opinions.[footnoteRef:1] The Data Analysis gives a detailed breakdown of survey responses and the conclusion draws on all chapters of the dissertation to establish the cause of the pension crisis. [1:  The Methodology in chapter 8 provides a detailed breakdown of companies chosen and how the survey was distributed. ] 

The next chapter discusses how pensions have evolved over the last one hundred and twenty years and the general basis of their perceived failure in the last twenty- five years.
























2. Historical Backdrop 

The ‘Aerarium Militare’ was the military treasury of Imperial Rome and was instituted by Augustus, the first Roman emperor, as a "permanent revenue source" of pensions for veterans of the Imperial Roman army.  Cambridge Classicist Professor Mary Beard suggests that part of the collapse of the Roman Empire followed the cutting of military pensions in AD14 and the mutiny that ensued (Beard, 2015).
A pension was in essence a ‘deferred payment’ accumulated throughout a persons’ working life and paid in retirement (Martin, 2011).  The first nurses' pensions were instigated for carers who had to give up work due to ill health, with police officers being one of the first professions to be eligible for a pension in the 1890s (Hunter, 2015).  The modern pension was introduced by the Government in 1908. Following the Second World War, women also became eligible for state pensions, with ‘The Old Age and Widows' Pension Act’ introducing a pensionable age of 60 (Thane, 2006).
As the UK pension system grew and evolved, legislation changed following several high-profile ‘miss-selling scandals’, the first of which was in 1993 where over £11bn in compensation was paid out to miss-sold investors.  After many years of overestimating potential investment returns, many pension schemes became untenable and collapsed completely in the late 90’s early ‘00’s, leading to the situation we have today. (Select Committee 1998) Published in 2000, the journal article entitled ‘Two decades of pension reform in the UK’, Blake suggested the UK pension system was one of the few in the EU that was not facing any kind of crisis.  His hypothesis for this conclusion was that the state pension payments in the UK were amongst the lowest in Europe, the private pension sector within the UK had always been well funded and the population is aging less rapidly than elsewhere in Europe (Blake 2000).
Blake continues to state that since the beginning of the 1980s, the British government has taken stringent measures to prevent pension fund erosion. He argues that by systematically cutting the funding of the state pension scheme and increasing the burden of providing pensions to the private sector mainly on a defined contribution basis, the government had prevented a pension crisis.  Three years later, Blake changed his views leading to a suggestion that there were concerns with the management and investment performance of pension funds as far back as the 80’s  (Blake, 2003).
In 2006, Clark and Monk examine how private deﬁned beneﬁt (DB) pensions start to decline. The authors suggest that the UK pension crisis was apparent, for those who would acknowledge it, a decade before it came to the attention of the masses. Its signiﬁcance was glossed over by the 1990s-stock market bubble and high interest rates and the paper focuses on the ‘ﬁnancial engineering, government intervention and private sector negotiation’ that went on at the time (Clark & Monk 2006).
Dakers (2016) concurs with the theories that although the DB schemes were the pension of choice in the 1960’s and 1970’s with 12 million members in the UK, it was clear at that time that these schemes would struggle to support the volume of participants for decades once they retired, although the stock market bubble disguised this for many years.  She suggested that in many instances, the long-term pension liabilities of a company could be bigger than the company itself.

The only defined benefit scheme that never failed was the Mine Workers Pension Scheme (MPs). The reason this scheme did not haemorrhage money the way the others did was with 430,000 members, it was the second largest scheme in the UK and the pension fund owned swathes of land across the UK (Mineworkers Pension Scheme, 2009). When extra money was required to sustain pension payments, Trustees would utilise a parcel of land and sell it to replenish cash reserves (Evans, 2016).  
2.1 Government Intervention 
Chapter 2.1 examines the changes in legislation over the last few decades and how removal of regulation led to the beginning of pension schemes collapsing, leaving many without sufficient income to fund their retirement.
The current heavy legal pension framework is the responsibility of the EU Member States and previously, the UK has always had to adhere to this framework.  However, as the UK prepares to leave the EU, our own framework must be devised. Although UK pensions work on a UK basis, they are predominantly funded by overseas investments opportunities and how the UK leaves the EU, will play a key feature as to whether UK pension companies can continue to utilise these investments funds.  Without any access to the Single Market, these funding opportunities will be severely diminished and only serve to reduce UK pensions even further in coming years (Lappin, 2016).
In 1911, with the help of the economist William Beveridge, David Lloyd George launched the UK’s National Insurance system.  In 1942, The Beveridge Report recommended the introduction of the ‘Welfare State Social Security System’ where ‘cradle to grave’ benefits would be in place for all who needed it (Beveridge 2014).  At the end of World War II, the private pension sector started to thrive in the UK with the thought that it would be used to supplement the state pension scheme.  Following Beveridge’s advice, the idea was not that the state pension scheme would curb private pensions, but provide a platform on which private pension provision could be built by individuals. 
Many politicians were opposed to any form of state pension however they agreed that the public should be able to help their own long term financial situations and it was recognised that the UK private pension schemes were more effective than many of the systems in the rest of Europe.  
When Margaret Thatcher came to power in 1979, her Conservative Government brought in various pension reforms – continued by the Major government -  designed to tackle the impending state pension crisis that had been identified at that time (Blake 2000).
This was done by implementing the following changes:
1. Social Security Act 1980: The growth rate in state pensions had previously been linked to average earnings – this was changed to the growth in inflation and saved the Government around 2% per annum.
2. Social Security Act 1986: Reduced many of the benefits available under SERPs, including reducing spousal pensions from 100% to 50% in April 2000.
This Act also allowed occupational pension plan holders to take out personal pension schemes (Social Security Act 1986 (Chapter 50), 1986).
3. Pensions Act 1995: The age of retirement for women rose from 60 years old to 65 years old as of 2010, thereby saving the Government over £3 billion per annum in state pensions. 
The Pensions Act 1995 was designed to increase asset security in private sector schemes by introducing a compensation fund, a Minimum Funding Requirement (MFR) (discussed further in this chapter) and a Statement of Investment Principles (SIP) which must be enforced by the trustees of occupational pension schemes and detail how those trustees intend to invest the pension scheme assets (Statement of investment principles (SIP), 2016).
However, these reforms were not without problems. Blake (2016) argues that by removing the requirement to join an occupational pension scheme via the 1986 Act, figures fell to below 50% over the coming years meaning there would be more pressure on state provision in the long term.  The biggest issue with the Conservative Government pension reforms were by removing regulation ensuring that when pensions companies transferred from occupational to personal pension schemes, it was in the interests of the employee and not the scheme itself.
It was the removal of this requirement that ultimately led to one of the biggest miss-selling scandals the UK has ever seen and will be discussed in detail in chapter 4.  
2.2 Comparison of UK Pension system to others in the EU
 2.2 outlines the timeline of pension scheme launches in different European Union (EU) countries and discusses more recent developments within the UK Pension System, drawing comparisons from our EU counterparts. 
Table 1 demonstrates the introduction of pension policy in selected countries following either the Bismarck or Beveridge principles:
Table 1: Bismark and Beveridge Comparison
	Social insurance (Bismarck)
	Poverty prevention (Beveridge)

	Germany 1889*
	Denmark 1891

	Italy 1919*
	New Zealand 1898

	France 1932*
	UK 1908

	United States 1936
	Sweden 1913

	Switzerland 1948
	Norway 1936



Note:* for industrial employees only
Source: Original model of pension policy in selected countries (ﬁrst compulsory or comprehensive nation-wide scheme) (Bonoli, 2000)


Bismarck and Beveridge were considered the two initial idealistic models of pension provision of past and current developments in pension policy, often being used to classify pension schemes and systems. They were considered the two key ﬁgures in the development of the modern welfare state, however their motives couldn’t be more different.  Beveridge wished to achieve ‘freedom from want’ and his views were similar to the objectives of the social reformers of that time in Denmark and New Zealand.  Bismarck on the other hand, was far more concerned about ‘social stability’ due to the rapid industrialisation and the impending rise of the labour movement (Bonoli, 2000). 
It must be noted that comparing UK State pensions to others in the EU is not an easy task, due to many variables which need to be considered, such as tax implications and different qualifying criteria in each country, only the basic, considerable differences are discussed here:-
Sweden, the third largest country in the EU, offers the most generous state pension.  On average, anyone retiring in Sweden can expect to receive around £25,000 per annum as opposed to the current £6,203 (rising to £8,093 dependent on situation) in the UK. The Swedish, like the British, also have a strong ethic to pay into various private and company pension schemes during their working life, meaning that the Swedes retire on an even greater income (Adams, 2013).
Although the increase in UK pensionable age was met with heavy criticism and much controversy (sixty-six years of age for both gender by 2020 and sixty-seven by 2028) when announced under the Pensions Act in 2011, it is worth noting that twenty-eight other countries have increased their pensionable in line with the UK timescales (State Pension age timetables, 2013). 
In the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) study conducted in 2012, it was reported that British pensioners receive far less than their counterparts in many other parts of the developed world.  At the time of the report, the British full basic state pension equated to just 16% of the nation’s workers’ average salary, when the OECD believed the average pension to be 20.5% of salaries in other countries. 
The following table confirms the average pension earnings of our EU counterparts:  




Table 2:: Average Pension Earnings of EU Counterparts
	Country
	Pension as a percentage of average wage

	New Zealand
	40.1%

	Denmark
	36.3%

	Ireland
	33.0%

	Canada
	32.2%

	Netherlands
	27.1%

	Australia
	27.1%

	France
	25.6%

	Sweden
	23.2%

	United Kingdom
	21.6%

	Japan
	20.1%

	Spain
	19.6%

	Italy
	19.1%

	Germany
	19.0%

	United States
	17.3%

	Turkey
	6.0%

	China
	2.0%



Table 2: Source: OECD Table OECD PENSIONS OUTLOOK Report 2012 (Pensions Outlook 2012, 2012)

The suggested figure of 21.6% for UK pensioners incorporate those who are eligible for Pension Credits, however Pension Credits only apply to those with an income of less than £8,091.20 per annum (£12,352.60 for married couples) (Pension Credit, 2016).  It is also worth noting that since Ireland has become a devolved power, Irish pensioners receive 33% of their average wage upon retirement prior to enhancements.




3.Theory of Pension Systems

This chapter studies the most popular pension schemes historically and currently available in the UK, drawing comparisons between them.  UK pensions fall into three major divisions: State Pensions, Occupational Pensions - including employer-sponsored Defined Benefit plans and Defined Contribution plans - and Personal Pension schemes such as SIPPS and Stakeholder plans. 
The legal framework of the UK pension system is a combination of traditional trust law mixed with newer twentieth century legislative initiatives with Clark & Urwin (2010) suggesting that it is becoming ‘increasingly ill-suited to the dynamics and pace of innovation in financial markets’. 
Author E Philip Davies (2003) suggests that the criteria for a strong pension system must incorporate security of retirement income.  The system must generate sufficient income to meet the needs of the retirees, be financially sustainable in the long run (if the potential to become insolvent is high, then it is unsustainable) and finally, an economically efficient scheme that allows for a reduction in capital market risk and reduced labour market distortions, will ultimately lead to increased economic growth and healthy pension funds.
To understand UK pensions fully, the author has prepared a ‘Pension Over-view’ Table on the next page: 



Table 1: UK Pension Overview Table
	
	New State Pension Government Scheme
	Defined Contribution (DC) ‘Money Purchase’ Schemes
	Defined Benefit
(DB) ‘Final Salary’ Schemes
	Stakeholder Pension Plans (SHP’s)
	Flexible Pension Plans (FPP)

	Started
	April 2016
	
	April 1988
	April 2001
	April 2015

	Overview
	Single tier state pension payment of £155.65 eligible to anyone retiring after April 2016 who has paid 35 or more years National Insurance (NI) premiums.
	Either workplace pension or private pension scheme. (SHP or SIIPs)
Money is invested, which can fluctuate, dependent upon market conditions so final income is not guaranteed.
	Secure income for life with annual increments.
Employer and employee contributions.
Amount payable based on either salary at retirement (final salary) or average salary over so many years (career average).

	DB scheme.
Low, flexible minimum employer contributions.
Employee can top up from salary.
Capped charges
Other contributors i.e. spouse/parent to allow investment to build. Default investment fund in stocks and shares.
	Regular monthly or annual payments – min contribution £100 pm or £1,200 pa.
Initial lump sum payments of £2,500 can be made at any time with £499 lump sums thereafter.
Funds are invested in a variety of risks funds – may not get back what was put in.


	Benefits
	Anyone eligible for a pension prior to 6/4/16 can ‘top up’ their pension by NI payments between October 2015 and April 2017.
	Benefits depend upon the amount invested and how well those investments have performed.
25% of the pension pot can be taken tax free.
	Reduced pension at 55 without retiring.
Payment increases annually. Spouse / Civil Partner receives 50% of income on death of claimant.
25% tax free lump sum with balance being income tax payable.
If contracted out via SERPS prior to 1997, guaranteed top up pension.
	Existing pensions can be transferred.  Paid from 55 without retiring. Reliable tax efficient income in retirement.
Open to self-employed or low income.
If employment ceases, fund continues to grow until retirement age regardless if claimant continues to pay into it or not.
	Existing pension can be transferred. 25% tax free lump sum.
Paid from 55, or earlier if ill. Employer contributions.
Plan holder decides on risk level and reward.
Tax free Death benefit payable if death occurs prior to 75.  
Contribution breaks available however will reduce overall future pension. 

	Restrictions
	Lower rate payable to anyone with less than thirty-five years or more than ten years NI payments.
Higher earners will not be able to build up additional state pension payments (ASP)
	Pension Providers charge an annual management fee to manage investments.
	Protection reduced from 04/97 – no guaranteed top up pension.
Can cash in lump sum at age 55 if total of all pension funds are less than £30,000 or individually worth under £10,000.
Becoming less popular due to costs of administering schemes.

	Income Tax payable on drawdown but not National Insurance (NI)
	Money used to fund retirement or death benefits – no other access allowed

	Effect on State Pension
	Spouses, widows, widowers or civil partners can no longer inherit a state pension based on partners NI payments.
	
	Reduced SP if eligible before 04/16 on a ‘contracted out DB’ scheme.
If in a ‘contracted out’ scheme, will receive a lower SP starting amount if eligible after 04/16
	None
	None



Source: Author (2016)
Although not included in the previous table, Self-Invested Personal Pensions (SIIPs), work similarly to a standard personal pension, the key difference being that SIIPs plans allow the holder to either manage their own investment plans or appoint a professional, the investments being protected until retirement whereupon the plan holder draws an income. They can incur high fees and ergo are more suited to larger fund holders or individuals with investment experience hence they are less popular (Self-invested Personal Pensions, 2016).  
As the name would suggest, the Defined Benefit (DB) scheme provides a guaranteed payment in retirement, where as a Defined Contribution (DC) plan allows employees and / or employers to contribute and invest funds as much as they choose to over time to save for retirement. It is these key differences that determine who - employer or employee -  carries the investment risks and affects the cost of administration for each plan. (Dearden, 2016)  The following sub-sections discuss each column of the table in turn.
3.1 State Pension 

The current State Pension System was revised in April 2016.  Previously, pensions 
were tiered based upon how much National Insurance (NI) a person had paid and for
how many years, however now, only payees who have built up enough qualifying years of working life of between thirty and thirty-five years will be eligible for the maximum £151.66 per week (£8,092 per year) providing they have paid a full ten years NI.  Anyone who reached pensionable age prior to April 6th 2016, is unaffected by the new increments, the basic state pension being previously £119.30 a week (£6,204 a year).  (Davies, P; 2016)
From 1978 to 2002, the State Earnings Related Pension Scheme (SERPS) was available to provide a ‘top-up’ to the State pension where NI payments were adjusted to provide extra income in retirement which included a benefit payable to a spouse on death (Perkins & White, 2008).  During their interview[footnoteRef:2], King & Scott explained the idea that everyone would opt out and have their NI payments redirected to a private pension scheme was later removed by the Treasury due to cash-flow, who wanted to regain control of the flow of money: for every £100 earned, £20 was being diverted away from the Treasury into a private pension fund.  Employees were advised they could expect potential growth of up to13% on their investment – now known to be an over inflated figure – however people were making assumptions based on these figures.  To put it into context, there would have had to be 7.9% growth every single year to achieve the figures quoted.  As discussed in chapter 2, this benefit was removed following the Social Security Act 1986. However, following the Labour Governments Welfare Reform and Pensions Act 1999, some may be eligible to more than £119.30 a week.  Anyone without enough qualifying years will receive a reduced payment (State Pension 2016). [2:  Full Interview transcript available in Appendixes 1.] 

The table on the following page shows the average proportion of pensioner income derived from state and private pension schemes:  




Table 2: Income Provision Breakdown
	 
	 
State
	 
Private 

	1997/8
	55%
	45%

	1998/9
	54%
	46%

	1999/0
	55%
	45%

	2000/1
	53%
	47%

	2001/2
	55%
	45%

	2002/3
	56%
	44%

	2003/4
	54%
	46%

	2004/5
	54%
	46%

	2005/6
	55%
	45%

	2006/7
	53%
	47%

	2007/8
	52%
	48%

	2008/9
	54%
	46%

	2009/10
	54%
	46%

	2010/11
	54%
	46%

	2011/12
	53%
	47%

	2012/13
	53%
	47% 

	2013/14
	51%
	49% 



Source: PPI analysis based on DWP (2013) Pensioners’ Incomes Series 2012/13 (Pensions Policy Institute, 2013)

Key to the State Pension is the dispersal of the ‘Triple Lock’ made by the Coalition Government in 2010, guaranteed to increase the state pension every year by either inflation, average earnings or a minimum of 2.5% (Pensions Triple Lock, 2010).  Designed to protect pensioners and ensure their income was not eroded by the rise in cost of living, David Cameron – the then Prime Minister – warned in May 2016 that to leave the EU would cause a “black hole” in public finances leading to a shortfall of between £20bn to £40bn.  He was quoted as saying that the “pension promise” made by the Coalition Government had been based upon the principle of an economy based on growth and success (Brodbeck, 2016 ). 
In their 2015 manifesto, the Conservative Government had promised to extend the triple lock guarantee until 2020, however it is now in danger of being removed by the current Prime Minister, Theresa May, due to cost – estimated to be £45bn over the next fifteen years.  With an ever-aging population of pensioners living longer, in short, the Government can no longer afford to keep the triple lock (McGagh, 2013).
3.2 Defined Benefit (DB)Schemes
As discussed previously, DB or ‘final salary’ schemes identify the specific benefit payable to the plan holder on retirement from the outset, by determining length of service, with the employer paying an agreed contribution into a pension fund on the employees’ behalf.  Perkins & White (2008), confirm that the schemes are named ‘defined benefit’ as the employee can guarantee their exact pension payment based on the company’s pay structure. Once invested into a fund, the pension will grow and produce other benefits that will be paid back to the employee during retirement until death with the employee having no control over the investment.
The final pension payment is linked to the number of years the employee paid into the scheme and their salary at retirement, with a spousal income available in the event of the plan holders death.  Scheme members can take a tax-free lump sum on retirement (known as ‘commutation’), however limits are set on the amount available by HMRC and if the employee dies during their working life, a death benefit of normally four times salary would be paid to the beneficiaries (National Endowment for Financial Education, 2017).
This type of pension has proved very expensive to uphold due to the obligor (employer) assuming all the risk and regardless of market values, they must maintain the same payments to the retiree, therefore many companies have amended employee contracts in recent years to move away from DB schemes to save the companies money long term (Brown & Kenny, 1996).  In April 2016, Pension Consultants at Hymans Robertson estimated that UK DB schemes owe £2 trillion in liabilities against an £800bn funding hole, despite investment of £30bn in the last twelve months.  They also confirm that these deficits will change daily dependent upon how the world’s financial markets affect the value of pension fund investments (Dakers, 2016).
3.3 Defined Contribution (DC) Schemes 
A further Occupational Pension Scheme, DC’s (also known as Money Purchase Schemes) differ from DB schemes in that a DC scheme will allow employees and employers the flexibility to contribute to different invest funds over time.  Pension plans tend to be either Stakeholder pension or SIIPs (Private Pensions 2016).
With DC’s, the amount you have at retirement depends on how much the employer or employee has contributed to the plan, how long the funds are invested and how the investments perform, so nothing is guaranteed.  A fixed contribution, paid by either the employer, employee or both, is invested into an investment fund, with the resulting benefits paid on retirement, dependent upon the performance of the investment fund and the rate at which it can be converted into a pension.  The fund is used to purchase an annuity which in turn provides a pension or a pension is paid from the fund dependent upon the value of the fund (Goode, 1993).
Many employers are replacing DB plans with DC schemes, primarily as the employee assumes all the market risk - if the fund value goes up or down, the amount the retiree can withdraw in retirement will fluctuate accordingly (Dearden, 2016).
3.4 Stakeholder Pension Schemes
Following pension reforms in 2001, aimed at that those on a ‘moderate income’, Stakeholder Pension Schemes were designed to offer a low-cost alternative to many of the previously expensive schemes available (Stakeholder pensions, 2016). Any employer who did not offer a company pension scheme was obligated to provide a Stakeholder Pension Scheme.  These schemes were sponsored by the Government and the employer was not obliged to contribute, however they were obligated to ensure that deductions were made from the employees’ salary and were aimed at staff in the £10,000 to £20,000 salary bracket.  Stakeholder Pensions work on a ‘money purchase’ basis and must be registered with the Occupational Pensions Regulatory Authority (Perkins & White, 2008).  
However, since the introduction of ‘Automatic Enrolment Legislation’ on 1 October 2012, employers with five or more staff no longer need to provide a stakeholder pension scheme, instead, they are required to enrol staff into an automatic enrolment (AE) pension scheme, as explained in the next chapter (Stakeholder Pension Schemes, 2016).
3.5 Automatic Enrolment (AE)
Following the Pensions Act 2008, the Labour Government introduced the Automatic Enrolment (AE) scheme.  To alleviate the looming state pension crisis by encouraging employees to save for their retirement, the Department of Work and Pensions (DWP) claimed that it would “transform this country, putting an end to the decline in pension saving, and setting millions on course for a more prosperous retirement” (Cumbo, 2012).  
AE occurs when employees are automatically entered into a workplace pension. Once offered a pension fund, employees can choose to join, or ‘opt out’. If they join, they will be able to contribute to their retirement from their pay providing they remain in employment (Auto Enrolment, 2010-2016).   Aimed at any employer over twenty-two years of age, earning more than £10,000 per annum, the AE scheme is being staged so that all eligible employees join, starting with the largest employers in October 2012 and phasing down to the smallest by 1st February 2018 (The Pensions Regulator 2017).  Employers must contribute 1%, rising to 3 or 4% by April 2019, depending on which one of three ‘step’ schemes the company chooses.  AE is based on either DB (final salary), DC (money purchase), Stakeholder or National Employment Savings Trust (NEST) schemes and staff can opt out if they wish to.  NEST will be discussed in further detail later in this chapter (The Pensions Advisory Service, 2017).
Designed to overcome ‘savings inertia’, the Government felt that by forcing employers to contribute, plus the addition of tax relief, would encourage employees to stay in the scheme. It was also made clear by the DWP that any employer who tried to encourage staff members not to join the scheme or failed to comply with the new regulations, would face heavy penalties  (Jones, 2012).
However, in December 2015, Frank Field, Chair of the Work and Pensions Select Committee, launched an enquiry into the effects of AE on small businesses, delays to the implementation of increases to minimum contributions and how AE will interact with other pensions reforms, including the new state pension (Commons Select Committee, 2015).
During their interview, King & Scott advised that the Australian Government brought in AE ten years ago with a tiered contribution system similar to the UK, however the opt out rate is only 2% compared to 35% in the UK.  Introduced over twenty years ago and compulsory from 1992, Australian employees are automatically enrolled into a ‘Superannuation Guarantee Fund’ and there are four or five key providers who all allow free pension transfers between them (Smart Pension, 2015).
Employees can opt out of the state pension and pay a subsidy into the NEST system instead (discussed further in chapter 4) thereby massively reducing Government risk. The Australian Government have reduced the opt out rate further by automatically re-enrolling employees after 3 years – so if employees wish to opt out again, they must exit the scheme. 
Australian contributions are far higher than the UK, the UK maximum is currently 3% for the employer and 5% for the employee which would be considered low. Australian employers contribute 9.5% rising to 12% by 2019. The one lesson the UK can from the Australian scheme is the need for financial education regarding pensions and AE. Despite running for over twenty years, many employees are confused by the schemes function and purpose.  It appears that it was never explained clearly to the population by the Australian Government (Smart Pension, 2015).



3.6 Flexible Pension Plans (FPP’s)
Introduced in April 2015, Flexible Pension Plans (FPP’s) have been designed to allow greater flexibility and choice for their contributors’ retirement, giving a wide range of investment options with the flexibility to decide how and when to draw an income as required.  Investments include stocks, shares and commercial property portfolios and these new plans are far less onerous than previous pension schemes (Key Features of the Flexible Retirement Plan, 2016).
Teresa Hunter (2015) explains that the new Flexible Pensions system will only serve to confuse the public as they struggle to cash in their pensions in a cost-effective manner.  Her research suggested that many do not understand the basic principles of pension draw-down (cashing in a lump sum) and are unfamiliar with the industry terminology – leading to complications and complex decisions being made without being in full possession of the facts and lack of understanding is evidenced by the survey responses in chapter 9.  Whilst most contributors understand that an ‘annuity’ is an investment guaranteed to give an income for life, phrases such as ‘Uncrystallised Funds Pension Lump Sum’ (taking a single or series of lump sums out of a pension fund); ‘flexi-access draw-down’ (unlimited income or lump sum draw-downs from a pension fund) and ‘market value reduction’ (the pension provider adjusts the value of fund assets when less than the fund itself) have been questioned.  
However, Holly Thomas refutes this suggestion.  Following George Osbourne’s 2014 budget, where he lowered the pension ‘cash in’ threshold to £12,000, Thomas comments that charges for accessing pension funds will be greatly reduced as savers will be able to access the first 25% of their fund tax free, with the remaining amount being cashed in at the savers ‘marginal rate’ as opposed to the current 55% with fees being charged, however she does concede that “The whole process is riddled with complexities that could trip you up – and cost you dear”. (Thomas, 2016)

















4.Why certain Pension Schemes collapsed  
This chapter reviews how various pension schemes have become embroiled in different scandals in the last twenty years, focusing on the Maxwell Enquiry and the Philip Green Scandal.
Wolf (2004) comments that during the 1960’s and 1970’s, the UK was both proud and complacent when it came to its’ provision of DB pension schemes. Many believed that they had sufficient pensions to see them through old age without relying on any state benefit as many of their European counterparts would need to do. As DB schemes started to collapse in the 1980’s and 1990’s, over half a million employees transferred their assets from index linked occupational pension schemes into personal pensions schemes alleviating the employer of the need to contribute and where the new scheme took up to 25% of the transfer value in fees, commission and administration charges.  
Many transfers were arranged by pensions advisers working in the personal pension scheme sector.  It transpired that up to 90% of pension plan holders were given incorrect or inappropriate advice based on their circumstances and collectively lost millions of pounds thus culminating in £11 billion paid out in compensation over the coming years (Blake P. D., 2000).
Following the removal of SERPs (chapter 3.1), the Thatcher Government made a U-turn and allowed personal pension members to contract back into SERPs. This error of judgment was estimated by the National Audit Office (NAO) to cost in the region of £10 billion, where the NAO suggested that the DSS continued to give the wrong advice as late as the year 2000 (Bourn, 2003).  
In 1986, Nigel Lawson decided pension funds must remove any surplus of 5% or more or lose their tax-exempt status. It could be argued that this amendment of the tax system meant companies started to rein in their pension funds because they had to "use it or lose it" to the Inland Revenue and sounded the death knell for defined benefit schemes (Wolf, 2004).  Many companies took advantage of this ‘industrial restructuring’ by offering the over fifties ‘pay offs’ using pensions to fund large scale early retirement programmes as opposed to paying for redundancies, thus employing far younger and less experienced recruits at a greatly reduced salary.  This resulted in companies awarding themselves ‘contribution holidays’ and by not contributing to the company pension funds, caused the £18.5bn loss and 30% deficit which started the demise of company pension funds.  The pensioners themselves challenged this ruling and won in both the High Court and Court of Appeal, where the case was subsequently over-ruled by the House of Lords in 2001 (Young, 2010).  The situation deteriorated further in 1993, when Norman Lamont reduced the value of the tax on share dividend payments for pension schemes to 25% which in turn, led to Gordon Brown abolishing it altogether in 1997.
Following the collapse of the Maxwell Pension Fund, the 1995 Pensions Act introduced the ‘Minimum Funding Requirement’ (MFR) designed to be an ‘absolute standard’ by which all pension funds must adhere.  Greenwood & Keogh (1997) advised the then Labour Government that this would only affect a minority of schemes and longer term schemes needed to be addressed by providing funding targets. They felt that MFR was a controversial development which could mislead the public into a false sense of security. This concern was echoed by many other industry professionals at the time, however the Government appeared to ignore the warning signs (Young, 2010). 
Figure 5 illustrates the decline in DB schemes showing a timeline regulation change over the decades. Philip Davies (2004) suggests that successive Governments have meddled with pension schemes for the last forty years and together with underfunding of DB occupational schemes, the miss-selling of personal pensions and the collapse of the Equitable Life Assurance Society, this led to the pension crisis that is reported currently.  Figure 1 demonstrates that the most damage occurred between 1994 - 2005 and coupled with the dramatic fall in share prices during 2000 – 2003 and again in 2008, this had a far greater effect on pension funds. 
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Source: opalliance.org.uk (2010)
This graph illustrates the decline in DB pension schemes and gives a timeline of how regulation changed over the decades. Philip Davies (2004) suggests that successive 
However, it is evident in figure 5 that the most damage occurred between 1994 and 2005 and coupled with the dramatic fall in share prices during 2000 – 2003 and again in 2008, this had a far greater effect on pension funds failing.
As discussed in section 3.5, in a bid to reverse this trend, the 2008 Pension Act introduced the ‘Automatic Enrolment Scheme’ for workplace pensions to try and alleviate this crisis.  Aimed at any employee over twenty-two years of age who earns more than £10,000 per annum, the AE scheme is staged so that all eligible employees 
Source: opalliance.org.uk (2010)
As discussed in chapter 3.5, to alleviate the crisis, The Pensions Act 2008 introduced the Automatic Enrolment Scheme (AE) for workplace pensions.  
During the interview with Philip Evans[footnoteRef:3], he suggested that much of the financial situation we have in today’s Western society can be traced back to a change in attitudes in the late 1970’s and early 1980’s.  The ‘baby boomers’ were brought up with a post war ‘make do and mend’ mind-set, to save for what they wanted and not purchase anything until they could pay for it, however attitudes started to change when companies such as Redifusion and later Provident Loans (1980’s) encouraged the ‘buy now, pay later’ culture. It was this ‘live for today’ attitude which saw savings diminish as people were more interested in buying white goods and less interested in saving for their future.   [3:  Full Interview transcript available in Appendixes 2.] 

Mitchell & Mickel (1999) support this theory by suggesting that people develop attitudes and behavioral tendencies towards money based on their cultural and social point of view with developmental psychologists all agreeing that money and particularly purchases, acquire important meaning as a person progresses through childhood, ultimately relating it to one’s self esteem and identity in adulthood. 
4.1 Maxwell Scandal (Mirror Group)
Evans suggestion that the Robert Maxwell scandal happened because of a change in regulations by the Government ties in with the text of chapter two.  Evident that Government changes allowed corporations to take advantage of various loopholes in legislation, executives could take money out of pension funds, or at least not pay into them for long periods of time. 
King & Scott develop this further by explaining that the change in legislation allowing companies to borrow against their pension schemes, was designed to help small businesses save small businesses that were at risk of going under.  By borrowing against the pension fund, capital could be invested into the business with the pension fund being repaid later.  However, the same legislation was applied to DB schemes where the numbers are far greater.  Young, Greenwood & Keogh support the assertion that at the time of Maxwell’s death in 1991, The Maxwell Group Pension Fund was worth more than £600m on paper, however unbeknown to the employees, the shares had been used as security to sure up his failing companies within the Maxwell Group Empire (Trench, 2011).
Kenneth Trench OBE, former chairman of the Maxwell Pensioners Action Group reported that the day before Maxwell died, the last city traders to help Maxwell – Lehman Brothers – finally withdrew their support. Trench suggests that despite numerous financial institutions and city professionals being aware that Maxwell was plundering the pension fund, not one of them reported him to the Financial Services Authority (FCA).  Many suggested that this was a ‘white collar crime’ – that of defrauding a pension fund – (Spalek 1999), however Trench claims that it was the Thatcher Government’s removal of responsibility of regulation from the Department of Trade and Industry that allowed the financial services industry the freedom to be ‘self-regulating’.  It was this loophole - where no one organization was responsible for overseeing or controlling pension funds - that ultimately led to Maxwell maximizing the situation and this suggestion ties in with Evans, King & Scott’s theories in the previous paragraph (Trench 2011).


4.2 BHS ( Philip Green - Arcadia Group)
Ruddick & Rawlinson (2016) report that Sir Philip Green took advantage of the same loophole which led to the £571 million deficit in the BHS Pension Scheme in April 2016. During November 2016, The Pensions Regulator (TPR) began formal proceedings against Sir Philip Green and Dominic Chappell – who had bought BHS from Sir Green for £1 in March 2015. Sir Green was reported as making a ‘credible and substantial proposal’ of £40 million (Dakers, 2016), that would prevent the scheme entering the Pension Protection Fund (PPF) however, the TPR rebuked Sir Green’s offer after it was discovered that between 2000 and 2015, Sir Green and other shareholders had plundered £580 million from BHS leading to the loss of 11,000 jobs.  
The loss of these jobs however, were dwarfed by the 20,000 pensioners who having contributed into the company scheme for many years, were reliant on an income to finance their retirement that no longer existed (Dakers, 2016). Following a high-profile parliamentary investigation, it was concluded that BHS had been “systematically plundered” by Sir Green and ministers described the hole in the pension fund as “the unacceptable face of capitalism” (Ruddick & Butler 2017). 
With MP’s keen to strip Sir Green of his knighthood, the Pensions Regulator started legal proceedings to recover funds and on the 28th February 2017, an out of court settlement was reached with Sir Green agreeing to repay £363 million back to the BHS pension fund. Although action has been halted against Green, legal proceedings continue against Chappell and his company, Retail Acquisitions.  
Following investigation by the Work and Pensions Select Committee, it was reported Sir Green could be due a £15 million refund as part of the rescue package if 90% of eligible pension fund members take a “winding-up lump sum instead of an annuity”. 
It also appears that sixteen former BHS executives will benefit most from the settlement due to a lack of benefits cap that would have been put in place if the scheme had been placed in the Pension Protection Fund (PPF).
Frank Field (Chairman of the Work and Pensions Committee) was reported as saying: 
“Those who do far less well out of the settlement are the ordinary staff of working age, many of whom will have lost their jobs as well.  HMRC will not tell us what the tax implications of this settlement are but I fervently hope the public purse will not be missing out in the same way it does by the Greens' complex offshore business arrangements"  (ITV, 2017).
4.3 Tata Steel UK
The latest pension scheme to incur difficulties is Tata Steel UK. As discussed in the introduction, following several years of uncertainty, Tata has agreed to keep the blast furnaces at Port Talbot, South Wales, open for the next five years, however this agreement does not come without a cost. In return, Tata has demanded that employees agree to considerable salary concessions and the closure of their DB final salary scheme to new contributions (The Week, 2017), however this change in contract contravenes the 1995 Pension Act which states that existing benefits cannot be removed.  This leaves Tata with quite a dilemma. Desperate to sell the UK arm of its business, no company will buy the British plant with this situation unresolved and any alteration agreed by the Pensions Regulator to the current DB scheme would create a precedent that other companies could exploit to reduce future pension bills. Tata argues that this agreement is an exception due to pension scheme documents dating back to 1990 allowing benefit changes to take place. 
The current offer closes the existing British Steel Pension Scheme (BSPS) to any future subscription and replaces it with a DC scheme where Tata would contribute 10% and the employee would contribute 6%.  In comparison to many current company schemes on offer, this is considered a generous offer on Tata’s behalf (Meechan, 2017).
The Department of Work and Pensions (DWP) consultation paper published in March 2016, defined how the BSPS needed to deliver clear and unambiguous guidelines whilst providing security for scheme members. It acknowledged that Tata had lost £2 billion in the last five years and whilst the BSPS has assets of £13.3 billion, it has liabilities of £14 billion, therefore it is in deficit.  Figures showed that of the 130,000 scheme members, 14,000 were currently employed, 32,000 members have deferred (below retirement age, not working for Tata but not claiming their pension either) and 84,000 are pensioners who receive a monthly pension.  The paper states that the pension scheme must be separated from the business and scheme members will be eligible for compensation from the Pension Protection Fund (PPF), however the Trustees of the BSPS believe that there will be sufficient funds available to pay most members the same as, or higher pensions than the PPF would pay in compensation, negating the need for the PPF to intervene.  Although BSPS rules allow Trustees to reduce the level of pension paid, the Government restricts these rules by legislation to protect scheme members.  Therefor the Trustees together with Tata, have asked the Government to amend the legislation meaning Tata can change their Scheme rules without the need of consent from scheme members (BSP Scheme: Public consultation, 2016).




5.Impact of BREXIT on UK Pensions
Historically, having been held in high esteem by other countries with well-financed private pension schemes and low social security expenditure, Davies (2003) agrees with earlier suggestions that it was the continual underfunding and inadequate regulation of DB schemes, the change of  companies to DC schemes (mitigating risk to the employer and reducing their contribution); the miss-selling of personal pension schemes and the collapse of the Equitable Life Company that led to the decline of saving which affected the capital markets and ultimately  the current crisis situation.
Clark & Urwin (2010) claim that the inability of many pension funds to respond quickly to the 2008 credit crisis and subsequent global recession, plus significant failures of corporate governance, will impact hugely on future generations.  They suggest governance practices evolve organically rather than change abruptly and during 2008, many pension funds were ‘constrained by the limits of their expertise’, with insufficient knowledge within the company leading to ineffective judgments, meaning companies couldn’t trade out of the ever-deepening crisis. Clark & Urwin also discovered there was a disconnect between trustees not sufficiently examining the investment process due to time constraints; a lack of trustee knowledge, qualifications and industry specific expertise and finally, colleague inability to agree responsibility for actions.  They claim that having the time to benchmark fund performance against competitors and current market trends; invest time spent with service providers and independent industry experts and to implement collective commitment by ensuring human resources are focused on adhering to the regulations of the governing body would alleviate these issues.  
It must be noted that UK pension funds have a lower exposure to UK markets than many realize.  When Fund Managers set up portfolios, they ensure they are generally diverse, with investments spread globally. This clever ‘de-risking’ strategy diminishes Brexit’s importance by itself. In the short term, schemes with overseas investment instruments generally benefit when the sterling is in decline, which could be attributed to a decline in portfolio investment within UK companies, together with less inward capital investment due to the loss of the Single Market, (Conen, 2013); although government bonds always considered to be secure investments – they can fluctuate either way, making it costly to purchase a pension at retirement and conversely, increasing in value (McClymont, 2016).
At the time of writing, there are to be no changes to the legislation governing pension schemes and EU legislation will remain in place for the foreseeable future.  However, when the UK leaves the Single Market – confirmed on 17th January 2017 - there could be wide ranging implications including the removal of protection against discrimination, such as age, sex or disability within current pension plans (Kuenssberg, 2017).  This could prove disastrous for the UK Government and Beechinor (2016) comments it is a path the government would be unwise to follow.  The UK will not be required to adhere to the forthcoming ‘General Data Protection Regulation’ due to come into force for Member States from May 2018, meaning that current survivor benefits for same-sex spouses and civil partners could be dispensed with. Beechinor states that fund managers faced volatile markets for many months’ in the run up to the June 2016 referendum and employers who run final salary (DB) schemes, must continue to ensure their integrated risk management plans are up to date or potentially face huge losses.  
Beechinor also suggests that employers review investment options regularly to make sure that they remain appropriate and can yield the requirements of the employee on retirement. 

Following the BREXIT vote and more recently the American Presidential election on the 9th November 2016, it could be argued that world faces an uncertain future (Zurcher, 2016).  Lunn (2017) reports that experts are split as to whether the UK will face a bear market in 2017.  A bear market is one where prices of securities fall by more than 20% following a recent high. During the last thirty years, the UK has seen a bull market (prices rise and encourage bond buying) and it was thought that the bear market would surface, although it did not materialize.

For a short period of time during July and August 2016, the Swiss Government saw every one to fifty year bond fall below a zero rate of return.  Although by international standards, Switzerland’s occupational pension schemes are recognized as being very robust, (Marriage, Every [Swiss] pension fund manager is worried’, 2015) Switzerland has not seen negative rates since the 1970’s however, there have been several warning signs over the last couple of years that Swiss pension funds may be facing problems.  Peter Zanella, Managing Director of the Zurich company Towers Watson, commented that DB occupational pension schemes would be largely unaffected by short term losses; however, he was also quoted as saying it would be impossible to change to a purely DC system as “pensions have already been promised and those promises cannot be changed” (Ottowa, 2015).  Christoph Ryter, president of the Swiss pension fund ASIP felt differently, suggesting “times have become difficult because the third contributor (bond markets) to the pension system are failing us,”.  
Martin Eling, Professor of Economics concurred with this theory, stating that the current situation was unsustainable and if it continued for a further ten years, the Swiss pension funds would become bankrupt although Ryter was confident that pension funds will be able to adapt to the situation. (Ottowa, 2015)

Germany appears to be facing similar pressures. BaFin, Germany’s financial services watchdog, has suggested that Germany will soon have to start curbing benefits for retirees due to continuing low interest rates.  Alfred Gohdes, Chief Actuary at the Frankfurt office of Towers Watson, was reported as saying that the continually low interest rates were “slowly poisoning” the German pension schemes.  (Marriage & Flood 2016)

France’s largest public pension fund has warned that the European Central Bank (ECB) policy of low interest rates would cause many European pension funds to ‘implode’ if the ECB did not change its policy soon. ABP, one of Europe’s largest retirement funds who provide pensions for more than a sixth of the Dutch population, commented that there would be a ‘distinct possibility’ of pension fund benefits being cut in 2017 due to the decline of interest rates.  In Contrast, Mario Draghi, President of the ECB, claimed that the current issues in pension funds were not just due to historically low interest rates, stating that whilst pension providers would be affected by low interest rates, there were other factors to be taken into consideration, such as German pension funds being subject to regulatory changes. He acknowledged that whilst many European investment funds want higher interest rates, this would involve higher inflation and higher growth, proving unpopular in many quarters (Draghi, 2016). 
A range of alternative solutions are being put forward by industry experts, which include forcing companies to make substantial cash injections into their pension schemes, cutting state benefits in 2017 in individual countries and raising the age of retirement across Europe - as per the UK.  These options are politically contentious meaning no Government - European or otherwise – would wish to implement them as they are likely to trigger social protests across the EU countries (Marriage & Flood 2016).

Other potential restrictions to be considered include the directive of Article 3(2) of the Treaty on European Union (TEU) being removed.  As one of the four freedoms enjoyed by EU member states, the ability of workers to move freely around the EU ensures citizens enjoy the same rights of residence for both family members and workers as natives of that member state.  Access to social security benefits laid down by the European Court of Justice are one of the founding principles of the EU, Article 45 of the TEU abolishes discrimination based on nationality, pay and conditions and any other form of remuneration such as access to pension funds. Once an EU citizen has worked in a host Member State for five years or longer, they acquire the right to apply for permanent residence in that country and all that it offers, however when the UK leaves the Single Market this may not be enforceable (Schmid-Druner 2016).  







6.Pension Reforms
This chapter looks at the implications of possible pension reforms and how feasible they are.
In April 2016, the OECD, International Organization of Pension Supervisors (IOPS) and World Bank joined forces in Paris to produce a report that would expand global data and give guidance as to how to improve private pensions around the world. By forming an alliance to create a broader picture of pensions and by including the World Bank, they could incorporate data from emerging and developing economies.  William Price, Senior Financial specialist at the World Bank and one of the report authors suggested that by 2050, over 80% of elderly people around the world will be living on low incomes (Price, Antolin, & Etal, 2016).

In their recent report ‘World Population Ageing 2015’, the United Nations predict that the number of people globally, aged 60 years or over is projected to grow by 56%, from 901 million to 1.4 billion between 2015 and 2030, meaning that by 2050, the population of older people is projected to more than double its size reaching almost 2.1 billion (Department of Economic and Social Affairs Population, 2015). This will have a huge impact both locally and internationally on financial institutions.  Whilst the benefits of living longer are many – prolonging working life and second careers, ergo contributing further to the economy, families benefiting from the financial support of the older generation in areas such as advanced inheritance to assist in house purchases, child care and financing treats such as family holidays – living longer can also have a negative impact on the global economy (United Nations 2015). 

An ageing UK population is putting pressure on an already strained health service, (Willett, 2017) and the United Nations have raised serious concerns about the implications of fiscal sustainability upon a crumbling pension system dependent upon the contributions of younger workers to support the older retired generation – an ‘un-funded scheme’. The OECD Pensions Outlook Report 2016, suggest that an ever-ageing population, the recent financial and economic crisis coupled with low growth and low interest rates, all contribute to ‘fundamental and far reaching challenges’ to existing pension systems.  The report explains these issues put continuing pressure on current DB and DC schemes around the world and echoes suggestions that some of these schemes will soon have solvency issues thus the advice taken before investing, needs to be far more thorough (OECD Pensions Outlook 2016, 2016)

King & Scott[footnoteRef:4] confirm this by explaining the difference between ‘funded’ and ‘un-funded’ pension schemes.  A funded scheme such as Tata Steel UK had a huge black hole and Tata put a plan in place to plug that hole with a balance sheet indicating the difference between the deficit and the payment. As the deficit gradually reduces, the payment increases thereby closing the gap and it balances out in the end. [4:  Full Interview transcript available in Appendixes 1] 

An un-funded scheme such as the NHS is where the younger generation contribute steadily ‘at the bottom’ of the scheme and the older generation retire and take the money ‘off the top’ of the scheme. The danger with these types of schemes is that they run endlessly with the ‘black hole’ being artificially covered up and the liabilities running into trillions.  King suggests therefore the NHS could never be privatized as the pension system alone would bankrupt the NHS if they did.  
Further reformed, the Financial Services Authority (FSA) became the Financial Conduct Authority (FCA) in April 2013 with the aim of regulating 56,000 financial services firms and financial markets across the UK.  By incorporating the Prudential Regulation Authority (PRA), responsible for the prudential regulation of 18,000 of those firms, including banks and building societies (FCA, 2016), the PRA’s duty was to protect consumers and financial markets and promote competition. The FCA markets itself as an independent public body, funded by charging fees to the firms it regulates.  However, as the FCA is funded by many UK banks who are still partly state owned, is accountable to the Treasury and ultimately Parliament, who in turn are responsible for the UK’s financial system, it could be argued that it is not independent at all.  
An independent review of the FCA commissioned in 2015 warned the FCA board’s powers are “limited” and questioned the regulator’s “independence from government” siting the Government defined remit having a “significant impact on the role and influence of the board” (Broadbeck, 2016).  Therefore, it could be considered that the FCA and PRA have limited influence over the UK pension system and changes therein. When policy making returns to the UK during the next two years, it is critical that the FCA influences policy decisions for the greater good. Following a report into the failures of HBOS, taking seven years to publish, the Treasury Select Committee suggested replacing the FCA and PRA with a financial watchdog capable of punishing wrongdoing and winning public confidence as the current system allows the FCA and PRA to supervise banks, whilst applying and prosecuting the law and could be considered a conflict of interests (Partington, 2016).


7.Levels of Advice
On the 14th March 2016, the FCA published a report called the ‘Financial Advice Market Review’ (FAMR), which recommended that there is a clear need for the FCA and the Government to ensure more cost effective delivery of quality advice to the millions that need guidance to meet every stage of their financial lives. The ‘FAMR’ report builds on improvements within the Financial Services Industry following the Retail Distribution Review (RDR) which was used to raise standards of professionalism across the financial advice market (Roxburgh & McDermott, 2016).   To increase market confidence, FAMR has requested that the Government allows employees access a small part of their pension pot, to be used to fund the cost of ‘pre-retirement’ advice.  By taking advantage of this change, employees will be able to access financial advice at a time in their lives that it is most needed and feel confident when making financial decisions that will affect retirement. The report also asks that Government finds new ways to improve the existing Income Tax and National Insurance exemption for employer-arranged pension advice (Roxburgh & McDermott, 2016).

King & Scott argue that this hasn’t happened.  Prior to the FSA implementing RDR in 2012, much of the pension industry was funded by commissions that were never disclosed. King suggests that whilst RDR has been great in many ways, it has also had an adverse effect by removing 45% of the population’s ability to receive good advice as these people were priced out of the market.  Once RDR was enforced, providers raised the entry barrier and companies started charging for their services.

This filtered down to the company pension schemes where previously, Advisors would have spent time with a company’s employees discussing their pension requirements and the Advisors would have been paid a commission by the provider for placing the business.  Since RDR, companies must pay Advisors to visit staff at work premises and many are reluctant to do so – so RDR has created barriers – however Scott confirmed that in many ways RDR has achieved its aim – which was to stop bad practice and give transparency to fees (FSA 2012). To counter-act RDR’s removal of access to advice for those who could not afford to pay, the Government launched ‘Pensionwise’ in April 2015 to allow access to free impartial pension advice.  However, anyone with a mildly difficult case is advised to seek FCA regulated independent financial advice -  which they would have to pay for (Pensionwise, 2017).














8. Methodology 
As already stated in the introduction, research suggests that no previous academic paper of this type has been previously written.  Keen to establish the three key objectives detailed below, the Author undertook various methods of primary and secondary research which has been categorized later in this chapter.
8.1 Key Objectives: 
1. Review pension schemes available in the UK and compare to other EU member states together with the new Auto-enrolment system, drawing comparisons to the Australian system
2. To ascertain if BREXIT and leaving the Single Market, will have any major impact on the UK pension system.
3. Establish if successive Government failure has led to the pension crisis and whether reforms have alleviated the situation.
4. Whether demographic factors and personal circumstances have an impact on public understanding of the UK pension system. 
Chapters 2 - 7 focus on the reasons for the pension crisis with secondary research based on a phenomenological approach, examining the various contributors’ perspectives, perceptions and understanding of the pension crisis. Developed by the early 20th century German philosophers Husserl and Heidegger, phenomenological research focuses on people’s experience regarding a phenomenon and how those experiences are interpreted (UH Faculty of Health and Human Sciences, 2017).  The author chose this approach due to the implications of different public perceptions as to how and why the pension crisis evolved.

8.1 Documentary analysis included a wide range of secondary research to provide unbiased information, gathered by researching many articles written by a variety of industry experts dating back to the Late 1970’s.  A relatively new and continuously evolving situation, there are few academic books available, therefore research centered around Government white papers, legislative documents, newspaper reports, industry specialist interviews, industry magazines and industry websites.  The changes in expert opinion over a period of years proved interesting as more and more information became available on the subject matter.  The difficulty with analyzing Government data is that each successive Government leads the reader to believe that their response to the situation is the correct one and journalists tend to be persuasive and could be perceived as biased.  It is therefore difficult to place any reliance on these publications as this whole field of enquiry could be considered subjective.  

8.2 Structured interviews were chosen due to the flexibility of gaining qualitative information from respondents’ thoughts, feelings and experiences.  Interviewees[footnoteRef:5] were chosen due to their knowledge and expertise of the UK pension system and how they compare to those in other countries.  Interviews followed a semi-structured format where certain questions were posed in advance with the interviewees discussing their views and opinions based on their sphere of expertise in this field.  Several key points of interests emerged over the course of the interview, including issues that the interviewer had not previously considered and detailed information was collected by using open-ended questions.  [5:   Full Interviews available in Appendixes 1 and 2.] 

Due to the complex nature of this document and as previously explained, this primary research has been interwoven with the secondary research to achieve a robust and informative dissertation based on existing and new evidence.  

8.3 Questionnaires were chosen to collect quantitative information for the main body of research as an efficient way to collate information in a short time frame[footnoteRef:6].  Designed to answer the objectives of this dissertation[footnoteRef:7], the questionnaire needed to provide dependable and valid data which proved challenging as the subject matter was both emotive and subjective, being influenced by many external factors.  By using predominantly closed questions in the main, the author measured statistical parameters such as average age, salary band and professional status[footnoteRef:8] and by using four free text questions at the end of the survey could analyze subjective information such as comparing the level of awareness of the pension issue between different generations and income levels. [6:  Full Survey Questionnaire in Appendixes 3.]  [7:  Key Objectives clarified on page 2 and page 45.]  [8:  This was done by targeting specific companies as detailed in chapter 9, Data Analysis (pages 50 – 62).] 

 
Prior consent was agreed with each Head of Department.  The departments comprised of the Administration Team at Clee Tompkinson Francis Estate Agents where no formal qualifications are required; The Research and Development Team at British Aerospace, Preston, Lancs, where degree or above is required; The Chemical Engineering Department at Tata Steel UK, Port Talbot Plant, education to Degree or above; various NHS departments including The Radiography Team and Paramedic Team at Morriston Hospital, Swansea; Day Care Surgery Unit, Baglan Hospital, Port Talbot and Cancer Administration Team, Singleton Hospital, Swansea - with the exception of the Cancer Team, all employees are educated to degree or above; the Environmental Health Team at Swansea City Council and WLS Ltd, Malvern, a Specialist Law Firm where qualification is dependent upon role for both companies.  

The questionnaires were distributed by a mix of email sent directly from the Heads of Department with a request to complete anonymously and return within five working days and paper based copies handed out with the same instructions. It was interesting to observe that the questionnaires distributed by email received a lesser response than those distributed by paper copies. Respondents were asked questions regarding their opinions on the current pension crisis and specifically whether they had made provision for their retirement by means private pension or they were reliant on purely a state pension.  The free text chapter delivered some interesting responses, however it is important to note during the analysis of responses that they provide a small sample of thoughts and opinions and cannot be relied upon due to the limitations of volume for this research.  

When analyzing the results, comparisons were drawn against the basic statistical information such as ages, salary bands and whether respondents had private / company pensions or were solely reliant on a state pension with % figures being used to categorize and identify trends.  Subjective responses provided in the free text sections were recorded differently, by comparing respondents’ theories against those of the experts to assess whether there are any greatly opposing ideas.

Of the 130 participants, 98 people (75.4%) replied to the questionnaire and would be considered a high response rate with non-response bias being considered low in this case. Non-response bias becomes an issue if there are distinct differences in the people who respond to a survey and the people who don’t respond.  This was eradicated by the author choosing staff in varying roles and differing salary bands as can be evidenced by the results tables in chapter 9.  



















9. Data Analysis of Survey Responses
Chapter 9 analyzes the results of a survey distributed across 130 people covering a wide spectrum of roles, employed by six key companies, focusing on whether the 98 respondents understood the causes of the pension crises and if income and professional standing bore any difference to the responses.  98 respondents (75.4%) would be considered a high response rate and the reasons for the low non-response bias have already been covered in the previous chapter.  All following charts were prepared by the author to reflect the responses from the surveys.  

9.1 Breakdown of Male and Female Age Groups 
As the reader can see, 33 males and 65 females responded across an evenly spread age range.  Figure 2 demonstrates all males were either single or married.  Results also recorded 45% of males had children compared to 61% of females.

Figure 2: Male Respondents by Age Group

Figure 3 demonstrates that 40 females were married, 30 single, 3 separated and one widowed.  Many respondents were in the mid-range age brackets and no females over 65 completed the survey.  No transgender respondents took part – it is not known if any were asked to contribute.  

Figure 3: Female Respondents by Age Group



9.2 Breakdown by Employer

The Employer breakdown in figure 4 is as follows: 
· 5% were professional Engineers at Tata Steel UK, Port Talbot Plant, South Wales 
· 8% of respondents were professional Engineers employed by British Aerospace in Preston, Lancashire.
· 12% were employed by WLS, a Specialist Law Firm in the West Midlands and roles included non-qualified administration staff, law graduates and qualified Financial Advisors.  
· 25% of respondents were Estate Agents in basic administrative roles based in South West Wales.
Figure 4: Breakdown by Employer



· 10% were employed by Environmental Health within Local Authority and roles were mixed, including non-qualified administration staff through to professional Environmental Health Officers.
· 40% included NHS staff, where 18 were non-qualified administrators, 5 were qualified Paramedics and 16 were qualified nurses. 


9.3 Salary Bands – Male and Female Comparison
Collectively, except for 2 female engineers at Tata Steel and British Aerospace (neither of whom had children), figure 5 demonstrates that the female respondents earned less than the males whilst working in the same environment.  
Figure 5: Salary Bands - Male and Female Comparison


When analysing the 25 Estate Agent salaries, 3 females earned under £10,000pa, with 6 earning £11,000 - £20,000 compared to no males in the first category and only 4 in the second for similar roles.  It could be argued that this had a direct correlation to ladies taking career breaks to bring up families, which would ultimately affect both their position on the pay scale and their pension contributions – making them more reliant on the state pension system as described in chapter 3.1.
Of the 12 respondents from WLS, 6 females were in the two lower salary brackets, with all 3 male respondents earning £41,000 or above.  It is not known if any females were in this salary bracket as three preferred not to disclose their salaries. 
8 qualified Engineers from the Research and Development Department of British Aerospace, 7 were male and 1 was female, all were in the £31,000 - £40,000 salary band except for 1 male in the £50,000 salary band.
Of the 5 Tata Steel UK respondents, 4 were male and 1 was female.  3 were in the £31,000 - £40,000 salary band with 1 male in each of the two highest salary bands.  
The Local Authority respondents comprised of 3 females and 2 males, all administrators in the two lower salary bands, 1 female was in the £31,000 - £40,000 band and the remaining 4 males where in the upper salary bands.  It was confirmed by the Departmental Manager that the 5 staff in the upper salary bands were qualified Environmental Health Officers. 
39 NHS respondents included 7 males and 32 females. 10 respondents earned less than £20,000, the majority were in the £21,000 - £30,000 sector, 5 earned over £31,000 of which 3 were female and 1 female earned £41,000 or above.  No respondents were in the £50,000 + band.
9.4 Domicile Arrangements
Figure 6 represents the domicile status of the 33 male respondents.  Interestingly, 27 out of 33 males owned their own home with 42% of these being under 35 years old.  This may well correlate to the fact that many of the younger generation were employed by either British Aerospace or Tata Steel and held well-paid jobs.  2 males were renting and 4 were at home living with parents.
Figure 6: Male Domicile Arrangements 


All male homeowners were in either a company or private pension scheme as evidenced in table 1. It was interesting to note that 3 respondents had both a private and a company scheme, with one respondent over 65 stating he cannot afford to retire.
Table 3: Male Homeowners in Pension Schemes
	Data

	Number of Respondents
	% of Respondents

	Company Pension
	20
	60%

	Private Pension
	3
	9%

	Company and Private Pension
	4
	12%

	Work past Retirement
	5
	15%

	No Pension Scheme
	0
	0%

	Unable to afford to retire
	10
	30%



Figure 7 demonstrates that 51 out of 65 females owned their own home, 8 rented and 6 were still living at home with their parents.
Figure 7: Female Domicile Arrangements


Table 4 demonstrates the pension breakdown of the 51 female homeowner respondents.
Table 4: Female Homeowners in Pension Schemes
	Data
	Number of Respondents
	% of Respondents

	Company Pension
	40
	61%

	Private Pension
	3
	5%

	Company and Private Pension
	5
	8%

	No Pension Scheme
	3
	5%

	Work past Retirement
	18
	27%

	Unable to afford to retire
	13
	20%



3 females are in no formal pension scheme and are totally reliant upon the state pension.  Of those 3, all were married and so it could be assumed they will access to their husbands’ pension.  20% of the overall homeowning female respondents were concerned they will be unable to afford to retire and 27% confirmed they must work past retirement to make ends meet.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Further research could be completed to establish if respondents were concerned about income in retirement due to on-going pension commitments.] 

9.5 Levels of Concern regarding pensions.
Table 5 can be analysed as follows: 
· 33% of NHS staff surveyed were concerned about their pensions in retirement.  
· 40% of Local Authority staff raised concerns about their pensions and 30% had made alternative pension provision.
Table 5: Levels of Concern
	Company
	Concerned
	Not Concerned
	No Comment
	Stocks/ Shares/ ISA’s
	Rental Properties

	TATA
	20%
	0%
	80%
	20%
	20%

	NHS
	33%
	67%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Local Authority
	40%
	60%
	0%
	20%
	10%

	WLS
	42%
	58%
	0%
	8%
	25%

	Estate Agents
	32%
	68%
	0%
	8%
	36%

	British Aerospace
	37%
	63%
	0%
	12%
	0%


· 41% of WLS staff felt they had insufficient income to see them through retirement. 4 out of 12 staff (33%) had made alternative provision, with 3 of these respondents being in the top two salary bands. 
· 37% of British Aerospace staff were concerned about financing their retirement and had made alternative provision.
· 32% of Estate Agency staff were worried with a total of 44% owning rental property.  68% across all age groups were not worried (25% were in the 18-25 category), either because they had alternatives in place or had not given any consideration to their future pensions.
· Only one respondent from Tata Steel voiced concerns that he was seriously worried about his pension provision.  The 4 remaining respondents did not pass comment.
9.6 Overall analysis 
Overall analysis showed that the most receptive of respondents were those based within the NHS with 33 out of 40 completing the survey.  From informal conversations with management, there are several different pension schemes in operation and many staff do not understand which scheme they are in or the value of those schemes on retirement which ties in with Hunter’s theories (2015) (chapter 3.6 25). As the fifth largest employer in the world, with 1.7 million employees across England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland (Alexander, 2012), this lack of clarity could be considered a damming indictment on the Governments part.  Predominantly female orientated, this group were the most vocal in terms of the cause of the current pension crisis.  
26% stated the reason being the government not making sufficient provision for an ageing population and 31% cited immigration and over payment of benefits to people who have not contributed to the UK tax and national insurance system.
Figure 8 gives a breakdown of respondent’s views in relation to the causes of the current pension crisis: 
Figure 8: Cause of Pension Crisis

The least receptive respondents were Tata Steel UK.  20 staff were asked to complete the survey and only 5 did so.  Feedback from the Head of Department suggested that staff feel very uncomfortable with the whole pension situation and despite Tata reaching an agreement earlier this year, emotions are running high.  Staff were due to attend an internal Pension Validation Meeting the week after the questionnaire was distributed and whilst Tata may feel they have made a reasonable offer as discussed in chapter 4, that does not appear to correspond with the thoughts of the employees with one person commenting that “companies should not have access to pension scheme money as it is not their money to use”.
The most well informed of employee groups were Local Authority. Many have recently seen their pension schemes change from Defined Benefit to Defined Contribution (chapter 3.3) and had attended various meetings to discuss those changes.  These respondents cited miss-management within the financial sector, poor investment choices by Local Authorities, early retirement stopped and brought in line with Government retirement age, lack of quality information about pension options available; the banking crisis reducing the value of stocks, shares and investments dramatically and inadequate forward thinking by successive Governments over a long period of time.  One respondent in the 56-65 age group commented that the “golden pension I was promised as a youngster is looking quite tarnished” whilst another dispelled that comment by stating “my works pension is generous, particularly when compared to others”.

Many respondents employed by the West Midlands Law firm WLS, have professional financial backgrounds although a cross section of employees were surveyed. 1 respondent was unaware of the cause of the pension crisis, with the other 11 stating reasons such as lack of Government foresight including much wasting of public funds, an ageing population and too many people claiming benefits without making a positive contribution to the Government purse.  One male respondent in upper salary band suggested that “historically there had been an over reliance on potential stock market growth and investment performance required to grow pension funds and inflated ‘fat-cat’ incentives and commissions placed too much emphasis on pension plans that were ultimately miss-sold and drained the final salary pension schemes” and correlated directly with Young’s theory (2010) stated in chapter 4. A second male respondent suggested that many of the public are ignorant about the need for careful planning, do not know where to go for robust and unbiased advice and many have a ‘live for the moment attitude’ and corresponds directly with the comments made during the interview with Phil Evans[footnoteRef:10] in chapter 4. [10:  Full Interview available in Appendixes 2.] 


The least well informed group of staff appeared to be the Estate Agents with 25 respondents forming this category, 13 of which were unsure as to what had been the cause of the crisis and would not be drawn to giving and opinion except for one male over 65 who commented that there was a complete lack of direction from Government, who have failed to encourage workplace pensions at an early enough age.  It was clear from the survey results that many females in this group did not understand the survey questions, stating that they were solely reliant on a state pension despite indicating they were part of a company pension scheme.

Across all employers surveyed, the older respondents – at 46 years old or above (39%), were the sector most worried about their pensions, with many feeling they would have to work past retirement age to support themselves financially.  This echoes the theory in chapter 3.1 about the Government raising the retirement ages and many older people arguing they were given insufficient time to make the necessary adjustments to their lifestyles to compensate for this change however during the interview with King & Scott, they challenged this by suggesting that anyone who has not been aware of the rise in retirement age or made sufficient provision for retirement is suffering from ‘disconnect’ as he felt the matter has been well publicized for the last ten years but people have chosen to ignore the fact and not address the shortfalls in their pension pots.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Full Interview available in Appendixes 1.] 


Whilst many younger respondents had little or no knowledge of the cause of the pension crisis (22%), it is interesting to note that the survey was conducted around the time the Government issued a press release stating pensions for the under 30’s could rise to seventy years old (Milligan, 2017).  When the author questioned one particularly well educated male respondent at British Aerospace who was known to the author about his attitude to his future pension situation, the response was “why, do I need to be worried?”











10. Conclusion and Recommendation
The key objectives as discussed previously were to review the most popular pension schemes available in the UK, ascertain if leaving BREXIT will have any impact on UK pensions, uncover the reasons for the apparent failure in the UK pension system and establish if demographic factors and personal circumstances have an impact on public understanding of the UK pension system.

The conclusions have been broken down by objective as follows: 
Objective 1: Review of current schemes
Following the much-publicised removal of many Defined Benefit schemes, e.g. TATA Steel UK as discussed in chapter 4, 27 respondents cited ‘living longer’ as the cause of the pension crisis and whilst this is correct and a key driver for having to close most Defined Benefit schemes, it was evident from comments made that respondents did not understand that eventually the ‘pot will run dry’ leaving insufficient funds to meet the company pension obligations. ‘Miss-management of pension funds’ was the key response with many not realising that there is only a finite amount of money that can be placed into a funded scheme, unless it runs along the lines of an un-funded scheme such as the NHS.  King & Scott confirmed this theory by stating that many people do not understand why these schemes cannot run indefinitely, as they would ultimately bankrupt the companies that operate them.  
The 2008 Pensions Act introduction of the Auto-enrolment scheme, (all companies surveyed fell into this category), does not appear to have been well publicised with 22% of respondents confirming they were in a company pension scheme but were unsure if they would be solely reliant on a state pension.    What was noticeable during the authors research was the apparent success of AE in Australia.  Whilst the UK appears to be following a similar model, it may be prudent for the Government to mirror the Australian system far more closely.
Survey results suggest there was considerable confusion from NHS respondents who were unsure of what type of pension they had, how much the respective contributions were and what the expected retirement income could be.  It is evident that far clearer and less ambiguous information needs to be provided to NHS employees and was substantiated by King & Scott’s suggestion that pension providers over-complicate pension statements, resulting in employee’s only reading the headline results as they do not understand the finer detail.  
Objective 2: BREXIT
Whilst BREXIT was considered in some detail and the implications of leaving the Single Market in 2019, King & Scott confirmed there will be little or no impact on UK pensions due to the even spread of funds in overseas investments.  This was echoed by other industry insiders within the literary review and was proven by the survey results with only one respondent out of 98 feeling it necessary to make alternative provision to their current pension fund in the wake of BREXIT, therefore this objective was deemed as not relevant in the overall pension crisis. Although not covered in the context of this dissertation due to their complexity, other key issues such as market volatility and the strength of Sterling would need to be examined in further detail, together with the European Commissions’ Single Market Review in order to ascertain if there will be an impact on the UK economy, which will in turn exacerbate the UK pension crisis.
Objective 3: Government Failure
The Governments removal of pension fund monitoring from the Department of Trade and Industry as discussed in chapters 2 and 4, and the ‘industrial restructuring’ that took place following Nigel Lawson’s 1986 decision to remove any surplus of 5% or more from pension funds, led to the key pension fund crashes of the Maxwell Group and BHS (chapter 4). 
The Government may feel that the 1995 introduction of the Minimum Funding Requirement’ (MFR) will prevent future calamities of the same scale, however many industry experts concur that successive Governments have ignored warnings in the past therefore it remains to be seen if another one will occur. 
The research concluded that there was – and continues to be - much confusion surrounding SERPS (chapter 4).  Confirmed by King & Scott, SERPS has had a devastating impact on some private pensions leading to people having to retire on a far lesser income than they expected as they were unaware of the consequences. 
The ‘Financial Advice Market Review’ (FAMR), which recommended a clear need for the FCA and the Government to ensure the delivery of quality advice to the millions that need guidance (chapter 7), could be considered a failure with various initiatives such as Pensionwise (chapter 7) appearing to assist only those with the most basic of needs.  The survey results demonstrated that many respondents were unaware how to seek unbiased pension advice and the Governments promise to make quality pension advice available to all who need it is accessible only if a person can afford the fees charged by the Independent Financial Advisors – which many in that situation cannot.
The Pensions Regulator (TPR) is an executive non-departmental public body - sponsored by the DWP and could be deemed to be biased in its judgement, with the MFR introduced by the Government in 1995 where warnings were subsequently ignored.  The FAMR launched by the FCA in August 2015 does not appear to be reaching those it was intended to help and although marketed as independent regulatory bodies, both the FCA and PRA appear to have little influence over Government policy with their resources being limited to the areas they believe they can have the most impact. (FCA, 2017)  
Objective 4: Demographic Factors and Personal Circumstances
The survey results demonstrated that it is the older sector who are most worried about their pensions.
Those who were the most educated and in the highest salary bands had made alternative provision to provide extra finance in retirement, either in the form of rental income from 2nd properties or income from stocks and share portfolios. 
The younger respondents were more concerned about their day to day lives as opposed to worrying about what the future may bring and people are working hard to provide a stable home life for themselves and their families.  Whilst many are aware that they ‘need to do something about their pension’ it was with a view to addressing it at some point in the future, not at present.  This does not bode well for state pension provision as discussed in chapter 3.  Despite the recent pension increase to £151.66 per week if a full ten years’ national insurance contribution has been met, by the removal of the Triple Lock Guarantee and with it the removal of the guaranteed inflation promise, the State Pension will ultimately erode in value as the years’ progress.
It was evident from the survey results that 22% of respondents did not realise that there is a pension crisis and unless they start to prepare for their futures now, they may will incur financial hardship in retirement.  It could be argued that the Government message is not filtering through to those who need to hear it most.  
Limitations of Research
Due to the complexity of this subject, the author had to choose the most widely known pension schemes available. There are other smaller schemes currently in operation, however they could not be discussed due to the constraints of this dissertation.  
When analysing survey responses, it was apparent that education levels had a far higher impact on the results than initially realised.   Having discovered this fact, the author spoke to each individual Head of Department to ascertain the educational levels of the respondents and was able to compare these against salary bands as a result.  This proved to be a significant factor that needs to be looked at in more detail if the author completes further research.
If further research is to be conducted into the cause of the UK pension crisis, it would be prudent to survey a far greater number of people across a wide variety of educational backgrounds and salary bands in order to have a true reading of public perception. 


Over-riding Conclusion
The over-riding conclusion of this dissertation is that had successive Governments not intervened with various policies designed to protect pension funds, large scale company owners would not have been allowed to ‘systematically plunder’ pension funds for whatever purpose or however well intended.  Although neither Maxwell or Green committed any illegal or fraudulent act, it could be considered they both had a strong moral obligation to their employees who trusted them to ensure the pension funds would meet their financial obligations in retirement.  In many cases the UK press have grouped TATA Steel UK in the same category of Maxwell and Green, although research suggests that it is a very different scenario.  As discussed in chapter 4, faced with a huge ‘black hole’ in the pension fund, it is the conclusion of the author that TATA offered the most workable scheme they could have done under the circumstances and results suggested that the respondents who took part in the survey were not worried about their pension scheme.
Having considered all literature available within the confines of this dissertation, analysed the results of the 98 survey responses and taken into consideration the opinions of the three industry experts interviewed, it is the authors opinion that there are three key factors that have caused the current UK pension situation, namely: 
1) Successive ‘tinkering’ of Government policies over the last four decades with removal of responsibility of regulation from the Department of Trade and Industry;
2) Failure by the Government to act on FAMR recommendations by providing accessible informed advice to those who need it most;
3) Lack of education and over complication of information presented in the public domain by both Government and pension providers leading to disinterest or ‘disconnect’ of employees who cannot understand the jargon.

To rectify the above, the Government needs to appoint one over-arching regulator who has the power to assess robustness of all current policies and remove, amend or introduce new where necessary.  Whilst the Secretary of State has overall control of the UK pension system via the DWP (Gov.UK, 2016), this is not an independent body.  
The new independent regulator needs to ensure that all information released by pension providers and Government alike is in a simple, easy to understand format, free from industry jargon and delivered in a clear and coherent manner.  Companies must be encouraged to set up work-shops where industry experts can present the key points of the given pension plan operated by that employer and this could be part funded by the pension provider themselves. It was evident from the survey results that this has taken place within Local Authority resulting in well informed staff who understood the changes in their Defined Benefit scheme and the reasons why it was no longer able to operate.

Finally, it is the authors opinion that basic financial advice needs to be taught from primary school level upwards.  Currently in Wales, pupils have one hour of ‘Financial Well-being’ in the Personal and Social Education (PSE) module in year 11. This is insufficient tutoring to enable a basic understanding of the monetary system, the importance of saving and investing and establishing good practice by avoiding the ‘buy now, worry in 12 months’ scenario highlighted by Phil Evans (chapter 4).  If industry professionals such as Evans, King & Scott, could educate youngsters at an early age, the children of the future will hopefully not find themselves in the difficult situation our impending retirees face now. 
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12.  Appendixes
1. King & Scott, Interview (April 2017)
Interview held with Andy King (Business Development Manager) and Dean Scott 
(Investment Manager) at Sanlam Building, St Bartholomew’s House, Bristol, 7/4/17 
at 2pm.  All questions were posed by the Author:
My original dissertation was going to be about the impact of BREXIT on UK 
Pensions, however when I started to research, I reached the conclusion that 
there would be little impact.  What is your view? 
Andy: Most pension funds are invested overseas and are treated for tax purposes in 
the country of receipt – only a purely UK based portfolio would be affected and they 
are few and far between – thereby BREXIT would have virtually no impact at all.  It 
would have been a short dissertation! 
Bearing in mind the Maxwell and Green scandals, it could be suggested that 
they both worked within the confines of the law – using the loopholes to their 
advantage. What are your opinions on this?
Andy: The changes in legislation that allowed companies to borrow against pension schemes were designed to help small businesses save small businesses that were at risk of going under.  It meant that they could borrow against the pension fund, put capital into the business and repay the pension fund later.  However, the same legislation was applied to DB schemes where the numbers are far greater.  An example of this would be the Hewlett Packard Pension Fund where the staff have little 
understanding of the scheme, the Trustees send out 20 page documents that no one understands and it starts going wrong.  Tata is exactly the same – as are the teachers pensions.  Tata lost the zero risk and had to plug the black hole, however many staff cannot relate to the complexities of a scheme of this size and all they read is the front-page headline that their DB scheme is being diluted down and the unions jump on the bandwagon.  The staff don’t read the 19 pages of information behind the first page as it is so technical, most have no idea what any of it means.  In all these schemes, the accrual to date is protected but that bit gets missed and in many schemes, the trustees have the ultimate power to decide what happens.
In your opinion, do the unions understand what is happening in the pension 
funds?
Dean: Yes – they do. 
Andy: The reps do understand but it is their job to protect the workers and limit the damage.  They know that if the DB pensions continue, they will bankrupt the companies.  I was in a meeting relating to a large company pension scheme and everyone voted for the changes to go through apart from the Unison Rep – who voted no.  Why?  Because he could.
What are your views on the changes to the State Pension (SP) system and the fact that Teresa May has shelved the Triple Lock Guarantee from 2020?
Dean:  NEST is the SP back-up.  The Triple lock will cease because it can’t be sustained, eventually the SP will cease and everyone will be channeled into the NEST scheme.
Andy:  Look at the Australian market: auto enrolment and NEST came in 10 years ago over there.  They are light years ahead of us!  They have a tiered contribution system – the same as we do, but with a 2% opt out rate.  Over here, we have a 35% opt out rate.  In Australia, staff are automatically enrolled and there are 4 or 5 key providers who all allow free transfers between them.  Australian staff can now opt out of the SP and pay a subsidy into NEST instead – thereby massively reducing 
Government risk. They have reduced the opt out rate by opting employees back in after 3 years – so if they want to opt out again, they have to actually do something.  Also, Australian contributions are far higher than over here.  Here it is a maximum of 3% for the employer and 5% for the employee which is low.  Our system is following this model by passing the responsibility from the member to the employee. Dean: Within the Pension Freedoms Issue, staff have the right to fund their retirement as they see fit, however if NEST works – and it should within the next 2 generations, it will start to turn things around – my generation should be OK.
Andy: My generation of 50 somethings is in difficulty.  We haven’t saved due to the buy on credit era, we all contracted out, the DB schemes have now proved insufficient……..
Dean: It’s when you have to explain to someone in their late 40’s that they need to pay £1200 a month into a pension scheme for 12 years to block the hole that the fun starts.
What impact has Pension Freedom had?
Dean:  99% of clients all know that they can cash in their pension pot but most of them have no idea of the implications.
Andy:  Within 2 days of the budget the phones started ringing because they all wanted to cash in their pensions.  It’s a social issue. Pension governance dates back to the early 1800’s in relation to what you can withdraw from your pension fund – currently 25% tax free at age 55.
Dean: People get that they have the first 25% tax free but don’t understand that they pay up to 45% tax on the balance as it is taxed as income – with the tax deducted by the provider at source, so they cash in a £100K pension plan and are amazed when they end up with a cheque for £55k. Then when they realise, they ring us and ask to reinvest it – well they can’t.  Once it’s cashed in – it’s cashed in and that’s that.
Andy: If they came to us in the first place we would release the first 25% and then drip feed out the rest over however many years so that they did not lose it all in tax.  The Pensions Simplification Bill didn’t help – it was 440 pages long…………….
Dean: What we have seen is that the more affluent clients are not touching their pension pots.  If they die before reaching 75 years of age, the whole pension passes to the beneficiaries’ tax free, so it is a great way of tax planning for the wealthy.
One of the survey questions was about making alternative provision for a 
reduced pension.  What is your opinion of this?
Dean: In my experience, for every 20% of clients who have rental properties, holiday homes, stocks and shares portfolios etc, it is because they’ve inherited them and they fell into their laps.  I can guarantee only about 3% have been savvy enough to think it through and actually plan alternatives in the event a pension fund collapses.
How much did SERPS affect the UK SP system?
Andy: The idea behind SERPS was that everyone would opt out and have their National Insurance (NI) redirected to a private pension scheme however it was shelved by the Treasury due to cash-flow as they wanted to regain control of the flow of money.  For example: for every £100 earned, £20 was being diverted away from the Treasury into a private pension fund.  Advisors were telling clients they could expect the highest potential growth of 13% on their investment which was totally over inflated – but people were making assumptions based on these figures.  To put it into context, there would have had to be 7.9% growth every single year to achieve the figures quoted. 
Dean: People didn’t understand what they were doing. I’ve seen clients who have been opted out for 25 years and didn’t even realise.
Do you think SERPS was effectively ‘mis-sold’?
Andy: without a doubt.  You could go into a bank to pay in a cheque and be asked if you wanted to opt out by the cashier and if so, ‘sign this form’.  People had no idea what they were signing and still don’t.  The whole thing was so badly advised.  That was part of the reason the Retail Distribution Review (RDR) came in in 2011.  The whole pension industry was funded by commission that were never disclosed.
Dean: I have lots of clients who had absolutely no idea how much they have paid in commission over the years and still don’t – it was bad.
Andy: While RDR has been great in many ways, it has also had an adverse effect by removing 45% of the population’s ability to receive good advice – they got priced out of the market.  Once RDR came in, providers raised the entry barrier and companies started charging.
Dean: at SANLAM, we charge £750 to give detailed private pension advice, but you have to have £75,000 under management before we will take you on…. 
Andy: this then filtered down to the company pension schemes.   Previously, I would have spent however long at a company discussing all the pensions with the staff and been paid a commission by the provider for placing the business.  Now, the companies have to pay me to sit in front of their staff and many are reluctant to do so – so RDR has created barriers - however, the huge upside is that it’s stopped all the bad practice. The Government then brought in Pension Wise as a way of people who could not afford to pay a financial advisor being able to access impartial pension advice, however anyone with a mildly difficult case just gets advised to go and seek independent financial advice…. with Pension Wise stating that their information “does not substitute independent financial advice”…….
One of the areas I have covered in the dissertation is about lack of quality 
advice and lack education.  What are your views on both?  
Andy:  an interesting area.  Without doubt, many pensions were historically mis-sold.  People now have two options:  they pay for the advice or they don’t.  If they can’t afford it, they ‘nutmeg’ it.
Nutmeg?
Dean:  Nutmeg is a robo-advice service for the lower end of the market.  It is an online investment service aimed at people with under about 50K or so to invest.  Within the next 25 years, these nutmeg systems are going to become so advanced, the old style Financial Advisors like you and I will become a thing of the past.  Why bother seeing us when you can in-put your details and a robo-service can scan ‘000’s and ‘000’s of funds in a milli-second and come back with the advice?  It’s they way forward.
Andy: one of the things I am passionate about is teaching youngsters the value of money.  I do about 15-20 hours a year in school assemblies or class room settings teaching years 5-6 in primary school or 11-16 year olds at comprehensive about life skills.  By that, I mean money management.  With the younger ones’ I relate it back to ‘how do you think Grandpa can pay for his shopping?’ and with the older ones’ I explain about having part time jobs, bank accounts, paying bills, student loans, interest rates etc.  Do you know how much financial education is on the school curriculum currently?  1 hour a year. 
Dean: The issue we have is the government are more keen on teaching about religion and diversity than they are about getting youngsters to understand how money works.  
Andy:  I approached a school in Bristol recently and asked if I could go along and run a Life Skills session.  The Head teacher said she’d would love me to but there was no point as 30% of the children speak 15 different languages and none of them speak English, so I’d be wasting my time.  It is my belief that every Financial Advisor should do so many hours a year pro bono work and go and teach at schools.
Dean: It’s the only way we are going to educate youngsters and turn things around.  It has to be put on the national curriculum. 
Finally, from my research, many people have suggested that the Government ‘sneaked in’ the raised retirement age.  What are you views?
Dean: Rubbish! The whole thing has been very well publicised over a long period of time. The public just chose to ignore it. Anyone who did not know is completely disconnected.  They need to re-engage.
Andy:  The Government have to de-risk the SP by diversifying into NEST.  In the ‘50’s, you retired and 65 and died at 72 – they only had to pay the SP for 7 or 8 years.  Now we are living until we are 95.  The figures don’t work.  The Government did the same with the DB and DC schemes – they de-risked the DB scheme by passing the onus back onto the employee who had to contribute to a DC scheme and take some of the risk. It’s the only way forward.  There are two types of schemes – funded and un-funded.  A funded scheme would be one such as TATA where the was a huge black hole and TATA put a plan in place to plug that hole.
Dean: There’s a balance sheet which indicates the difference between the deficit and the payment.
Andy: Yes – gradually the deficit reduces as the payment increases and it all balances out in the end.
An un-funded scheme such as the NHS is where the youngsters keep piling the money in at the bottom and the older generation retire and take the money off the top. This just runs on and on endlessly with the ‘black hole’ being artificially covered up and the liabilities would run into trillions.  This is why the NHS could never be privatised.  The pension system alone would bankrupt them if they did.

Author:  Thank you both so much for your time. 


















Appendixes 2
Evans Interview (December 2016)
Interview was held with Phil Evans, International Keynote Speaker and owner of Philip Evans & Associates, at Mr Evans’s office on the 2/12/16.  All questions were posed by the Author.
Why do you think the DB schemes have failed in recent years?
Phil: They haven’t.  The problem is that Grand-dad’s generation didn’t generally live longer than six years into retirement and the 50% spousal pension would usually cease around seven years after that.  Due to all the advances in medicine and health care, our parent’s generation and our generation are living far longer and this is putting an intolerable strain on DB schemes.  People fail to understand that there is only a finite amount of money in the pot, and when the pot runs dry, that’s it.  Contrary to the public’s belief, DB funds are not magic porridge pots!
Have any of the DB schemes survived unscathed?
Phil: Most definitely.  Just look at the Mine Workers pension.  The one reason it is not hemorrhaging money is due to the swathes of land it owns.  When money gets tight, the Trustees just sell off a parcel of land – often for housing – thereby commanding huge price tags, the funds are then used to prop up the scheme for the next couple of years – and on it goes. Also, mining is a dying profession – literally.  As the miners pass away, they are not being replaced by younger staff coming into the scheme.  The majority of mines still operating are now privately owned and operate under a different pension scheme.
Where do you think pensions started to go wrong?
Phil: It’s all a question of education – pure and simple.  Attitudes have changed dramatically over the last forty years.  It’s a ‘live for today’ mentality now.  Our parents would save and save, never buy anything until they had the money in the bank or under the mattress.  Debt in retirement was a swear word and credit full stop was unheard of!  Do you remember the ‘Man from the Pru’? He would come and knock on the door on a Friday - usually payday – and Mam would hand over her penny to be invested in the pension pot. Gradually though, attitudes started to change in the 70’s.  Can you remember the old Redifusion?  You paid so much a week for your TV and if saved enough, you could buy a fridge or a twin tub. Those were the days!  The 80’s then saw the start of the doorstep lenders – I think Provident was the first – you borrowed £100 and paid extortionate interest rates and the lady would come and collect your payment every week but people didn’t care about the interest rate, they just needed the money and Provident targeted the most vulnerable in society.  You’d have to pay back over 52 weeks and it would cost you about 60+ %.  Awful.  That was the slippery slope.  Then came the catalogues – Littlewoods and Kays – picture after picture of shiny new cookers, automatic washing machines and every conceivable gadget for your show-room kitchen, coupled with a never-ending supply of holiday clothes to boot!  Again, no one looked at the interest rate – they just looked at the £2.90 per week cost.
Then came Maggie Thatcher! SERPS was a nightmare.  People didn’t understand the difference between contracting in and contracting out (I still don’t think most understand it now), the whole thing was totally mis-sold by advisors who never explained the implications and many people lost 000’s of pounds as a result.  There did not appear to be guidance about what could or couldn’t be advised and regulation was really slack.  


What’s your opinion of the Maxwell Scandel?
Phil: Maxwell didn’t actually do anything wrong.  Morally yes, you could argue he had an obligation to his employees, but legally, no.  He just capitalized on a loophole.  The Mirror Group Pension Scheme surplus went back to the directors, but Maggie’s relaxation of regulation allowed it to happen.  She removed all the power from the Government and tried to make pensions self-regulating, but it didn’t work.  Also, I would consider much of the information reported in the press was biased and not correctly reported.  It was reported for sensationalism and to sell papers, particularly following Maxwell’s death. The same thing happened with Philip Green.  He was allowed to use the surplus in the pension fund and he sold it back to the Government!  Again, he did not do anything illegal, he just used the lack of regulation to the best of his ability. He borrowed money to sure up other failing companies within the Arcadia Group but it ran into difficulties when he sold the BHS arm of the business to Dominic Chappell for £1.  Chappell was a racing driver with no real business expertise so the whole thing was doomed to failure from the start. 
How do you think the current pension crisis can be resolved?
Phil: Education – pure and simple. Information is difficult to come by and difficult to understand – providers use far too much jargon for the common person to digest.  We need to be in schools, educating youngsters about finance now – catch them early, around 8 or 9, educate them about pocket money, budgeting, saving for a new x-box game – explain it so it’s something they can relate to.  Then as they get older, in comprehensive school, start to scale it up – price of food, bus fares, cinema tickets, earning money from a part time job etc.  Move it onto student loans and budgeting in Uni and then finish with managing a mortgage and bringing up a family.  Ask them how they will pay the gas bill when they are 72?  That’s when you introduce the concept of pensions!
Author: Thank you for your time – you have been really helpful. 






















Appendixes 3
You have been asked to take part in this survey about attitudes towards retirement pensions in the UK as part of my dissertation research.  This questionnaire is anonymous and will only be used for the purposes of supporting (or not) evidence and conclusions drawn from academic research findings.   This information will not be released into the public domain.  Please DO NOT put your name on this document.  Your time to complete this survey is appreciated and it should take you no longer than five minutes.  Thank you for completing this survey.
Please circle the following answer that most applies to you:

Q.1   Your gender:		Male	                 	Female		                     Transgender

Q.2   Which age range are you:    

18 – 25 	                   26 – 35   	       35 – 45               46 – 55               56 – 65           	Over 65

Q.3   Are you: 	             Single 	               Married                     Separated	                         Widowed

Q.4   How many children do you have:      none         1           2          3           4          5          6 or more

Q.5   Are you:      Employed         Self-employed         Sub- contractor         Not working        Retired

Q.6   Do you work for: 	       Tata Steel Uk               Estate Agents                   NHS                      WLS       	  
                                         
                                                   Local Authority           British Aerospace            Other
 
Q.7   Your annual salary band (in ‘000’s):   Under 10k         11K – 20K           21 – 30K       31 – 40K     	
   41 – 50K      	     50K and above                   Prefer not to say

Q.8   What is your residential status:         Homeowner            Rented             Living with parents

Please answer the following questions with a tick in the column that most applies to you:
	
	Question
	Yes 
	No 
	Don’t know

	Q.9
	Are you currently a member of a company pension scheme?

	
	
	

	Q.10
	Do you contribute to this pension scheme?


	
	
	

	Q.11
	Do you have a private pension?


	
	
	

	Q.12
	Will you be reliant solely upon a State Pension?


	
	
	

	Q.13
	Do you think you will have to work past your retirement age due to lack of finances?

	
	
	

	Q.14
	Do you think the Government is doing enough to help provide for pensions in old age?

	
	
	

	Q.15
	Do you think Income Tax and National Insurance should be increased to help sustain state pension payments for future generations?
	
	
	



Q.16  To what degree are you worried about your income in retirement?  …………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….

Q.17  Have you changed your retirement plans since BREXIT?   …………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

Q.18  Do you have alternative investments to fund your retirement?  If so, what are they? E.g. Rental properties, stocks and shares portfolio etc.
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

Q.19  Finally, in your own words, what do you think caused the current pension crisis in the UK?  
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
Single	
18-25	26-35	36-45	46-55	56-65	65 +	6	7	1	Married	
18-25	26-35	36-45	46-55	56-65	65 +	2	4	6	4	3	


Single	
18-25	26-35	36-45	46-55	56-65	65 +	7	6	9	1	3	Married	
18-25	26-35	36-45	46-55	56-65	65 +	9	10	11	5	Separated	
18-25	26-35	36-45	46-55	56-65	65 +	2	1	Widowed	
18-25	26-35	36-45	46-55	56-65	65 +	1	


Female	
Tata UK	NHS	Local Authority	Estate Agents	WLS	British Aerospace	1	32	5	17	9	1	Male	Tata UK	NHS	Local Authority	Estate Agents	WLS	British Aerospace	0	0	0	0	0	0	Male	
Tata UK	NHS	Local Authority	Estate Agents	WLS	British Aerospace	4	7	5	8	3	7	



Female	
Under 10K	11 - 20K	21 - 30K	31 - 40K	41 - 50K	50K +	Prefer not to say	6	21	28	6	1	0	3	Male	
Under 10K	11 - 20K	21 - 30K	31 - 40K	41 - 50K	50K +	Prefer not to say	0	5	6	12	9	1	0	



Homeowner	Renting	Living with Parents	27	2	4	


Homeowners	Renting	Living with Parents	50	8	6	


Older generation living longer	Lack of awareness of pension plans available	Shortsightedness of Governement	Underinvestment of pension companies	Labour Government failure	Too many benefits / overseas aid being paid out	Lack of legislation	Mismanagement of funds by pension companies	Unsure of Cause	27	9	14	7	8	12	5	3	13	
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