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Table 3. Percentage of workers working less than 35 hours per week

Germany
Denmark
Netherlands
Belgium
France
U.K.
Ireland
Italy
Greece
Spain
Portugal
Austria
Finland
Sweden
U.S.

Germany
Denmark
Netherlands
Belgium
France
U.K.
Ireland
Italy
Greece
Spain
Portugal
Austria
Finland
Sweden
U.S.

1994 1998 2001
35-50 | 51-65 35-50 | 51-65 35-50 | 51-65
Men Men Men
40% | 88% 6,6% | 15,9% 52% | 11,1%
3,7% | 8,7% 3,7% | 10,5% 41% | 6,7%
6,7% | 16,4% 9,1% | 18,5% 11,2% | 17,0%
51% | 9,5% 3,9% | 12,9% 48% | 10,1%
8,0% | 9,7% 82% | 9,7% 33,0% @ 28,5%
57% | 14,0% 6,6% | 14,0% 6,4% | 15,3%
9,7% | 12,0% 12,0% | 20,5% @ 12,8% @ 18,0%
76% | 9,8% 6,3% | 11,2% 5,4% 9,9%
11,4% | 13,7% 11,1% | 17,4% 95% | 14,2%
9,1% | 10,0% 8,7% | 9,0% 8,4% 9,1%
10,7% | 12,3% 9,3% | 12,3% 9,9% | 13,9%
24% | 3,4% 35% | 3,8% 38% | 7,7%
80% | 87% 8,6% | 12,2% 52% | 12,3%
37% | 10,1% 3,8% | 8,9% 4,6% 8,0%
13,8% | 37,5% 12,5% | 27,3% 102% | 25,1%
Women Women Women
473% | 59,5% | | 43,8% | 550% | 43,7% | 45,7%
31,7% | 54,3% 353% | 457% | | 32,1% | 459%
61,2% | 69,9% 63,7% | 74,6% 65,1% | 76,3%
32,9% | 335% 34,8% | 37,4% | | 38,8% | 414%
32,5% | 31,8% 37,0% | 350% | | 551% | 47,3%
532% | 56,2% | | 49,9% | 60,7% 46,2% | 65,9%
512% | 40,3% 63,8% | 62,1% 67,3% | 51,0%
283% | 334% | 32,5% @ 38,1% 35,6% | 36,4%
295% | 40,6% 29,4% | 42,5% 27.9% | 42,5%
35,4% | 31,4% 30,7% | 37,8% | | 40,4% | 37,7%
30,1% | 37,6% 38,3% | 257% | | 42,0% @ 47,3%
40,9% | 29,6% 447% | 382% | 46,2% | 40,0%
14,9% | 14,3% 17,7% | 21,1% 19,5% | 22,9%
32,0% | 357% 35,3% | 36,6% 31,8% | 33,6%
36,5% | 58,7% 33,0% | 47,8% | | 30.9% | 44,7%

For Germany, Sweden and the U.K the presented numbers are from national
surveys converted into the ECHP format.

The ECHP sample is weighted with cross-sectional weights for interviewed persons.

The US numbers are from the PSID, the '1994-2001 Hours of Work and Wage

Files' suplement. The numbers are not weighted.

The numbers in italic refer to the closest survey year that data is available: for
Austria it is 1995, for Finland 1996, for Sweden 1997, and for the U.S. 2000.

Numbers in bold indicate that data are missing for various ages within the age category.
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Table 4. Simulated Choice Probabilities: Alternatives to the Benchmark

Partial retirement Full retirement

Scenario Age % Income Age %l ncome Prob.

1: Postponed retirement -- -- 70 90 0.04
2: Postponed retirement -- -- 70 100 0.13
3: Early retirement -- -- 62 60 68.21
y: Early retirement -- -- 62 50 11.32
5: Partial retirement 63 85 67 70 66.34
6: Partial retirement 63 100 67 70 77.79
7: Partial retirement 63 85 67 80 91.30
8: Late partial retirement 65 90 70 90 20.12
9: Late partial retirement 65 100 70 100 47.16
10: Early partial retirem. 60 75 65 60 69.17

Source: Van Soest et al. (2006, Table 6)

Note: 'Prob." is the probability that the given scenario is preferred to the benchmark,
which is full retirement at age 65 for a 70% net pension. Simulated probabilities
assume no optimization error.
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Table 5. Phased retirement questions: means by sub-sample

Access Age Ra Rb Rc Rd Re Rf
men 0,45/ 60,64 2,80 2,49 2,31 2,99 2,00 2,54
women 0,50 59,91 1,98 1,88 1,93 1,98 1,63 1,96
children 0 0,44/ 59,83 2,48 2,23 2,07 2,65 1,81 2,31
children 1+ 0,50/ 60,68 2,45 2,25 2,23 2,51 1,88 2,29
partner 0,48/ 60,48 2,53 2,23 2,17 2,56 1,86 2,27
age 34- 0,47| 59,24 2,50 2,49 2,13 2,59 1,88 2,44
age 35-44 0,44/ 60,43 2,36 2,08 2,21 2,50 1,87 2,15
age 45-54 0,54/ 60,90 2,65 2,39 2,11 2,59 1,79 2,39
age 55+ 0,45/ 60,91 2,34 1,88 2,12 2,73 1,82 2,26
education low 0,44/ 60,40 2,25 2,01 1,88 2,61 1,74 2,25
education mid 0,44/ 60,38 2,66 2,55 2,26 2,63 1,98 2,32
education high 0,56/ 60,16 2,30 1,88 2,23 2,44 1,71 2,32
income low 0,42| 60,32 2,07 1,71 1,84 1,76 1,82 1,83
income mid 0,49/ 60,21 2,41 2,36 2,16 2,67 1,82 2,44
income high 0,48/ 60,64 3,05 2,36 2,45 3,09 1,97 2,29
region cities 0,52/ 60,77 2,49 2,30 1,86 2,49 1,56 2,35
region west 0,43/ 59,99 2,35 2,06 2,17 2,50 1,74 2,19
region north 0,45/ 60,43 2,96 2,55 2,16 2,72 2,29 2,44
region east 0,47/ 60,77 2,37 2,11 2,11 2,41 1,84 2,26
region south 0,51/ 59,94 2,39 2,41 2,33 2,78 1,91 2,39
sector manuf. etc. 0,43/ 60,48 2,78 2,82 2,28 3,16 2,14 2,69
sector comm. Senvices 0,34 60,43 2,58 2,26 2,21 2,65 1,83 2,30
sector publ. Senvices 0,62/ 60,19 2,01 1,73 1,95 1,99 1,64 1,99
all 0,47/ 60,31 2,46 2,24 2,15 2,58 1,85 2,30
Notes:  Employees aged 25-65, CentERpanel, March 2007
Access: Dummy for perceived access to phased retirement
Age: Age when phased retirement is possible (respondents with access)

Ra - Rf: Reasons for non-access (respondents without access);

1: does not apply, ..., 5: this is the decisive reason
Ra: Part-time work is not attractive for the type of work | do

Rb: My employer does not offer any part-time jobs

Rc: My pension fund does not allow for a partial pension
Rd: My employer prefers that people like me keep working full-time until

normal retirement age

Re: My employer prefers that people like me retire completely as early as possible

Rf: My employer thinks the cost of part-time workers relative to full-time

workers is too high
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Table 6. Logit estimates for access to phased retirement

coef z
men -0,13 -0,60
children 1+ 0,20 1,00
partner 0,14 0,63
age 35-44 -0,18 -0,73
age 45-54 0,16 0,68
age 55+ -0,07 -0,25
education mid 0,02 0,07
education high 0,19 0,77
income mid 0,37 1,30
income high 0,48 1,33
region west -0,35 -1,27
region noorth -0,12 -0,36
region east -0,08 -0,28
region south 0,00 0,01
sector comm. senvice -0,28 -1,20
sector publ. senice 0,73 3,10
intercept -0,68 -1,44

Notes: Employees ages 25-65, CentER panel, 815 observations
Dependent variable: dummy for perceived access to phased retirement with current
employer

Table 7. OLS estimates age of phased retirement

coef t-val.
men 0,47 1,33
children 1+ 0,90 2,26
partner 0,40 0,81
age 35-44 0,93 1,85
age 45-54 1,72 3,41
age 55+ 1,99 3,49
education mid 0,50 0,96
education high 0,59 1,01
income mid -0,02 -0,03
income high -0,41 -0,61
region west -1,01 -2,32
region north -0,54 -0,87
region east -0,38 -0,91
region south -1,18 -2,40
sector comm. Seniices 0,19 0,39
sector publ. Senices -0,12 -0,25
intercept 58,57 57,68

Notes: Employees ages 25-65, CentER panel, respondents with access to phased retire-
ment at current employer; 393 observations
Dependent variable: perceived age at which phased retirement can start
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Table 8. Reasons for non-access to phased retirement — Frequency
distributions

1 2 3 4 5
Ra 38.91 15.15 15.31 21.88 8.75
Rb 46.68 13.75 17.63 12.65 9.28
Rc 38.48 24.1 24.78 7.46 5.17
Rd 31.9 17.31 21.53 18.69 10.57
Re 54.28 18.55 17.11 6.71 3.34
Rf 35.86 20.48 25.83 12.59 5.23

Notes: Employees ages 25-65, CentER panel, respondents without access to phased
retirement at current employer; 423 observations.

Ra-Rf: importance of argument why employer does not give access to phased retire-
ment; see Table 5.

Answers: 1: does not apply; 2: applies perhaps; 3: probably applies; 4: definitely
applies; 5: this is the most important reason

Table 9. Ordered logits for reasons for non-access to phased retirement

ordered logistic regression e7a-e7f

Ra Rb Rc Rd Re Rf

coef t-val coef t-val coef t-val coef t-val coef t-val coef
men 0,87 3,36 0,28 0,98 0,27 1,06 0,74 2,83 0,54 1,95 0,57
children 1+ -0,18/ -0,71 -0,04 -0,16 0,39 1,48 0,00 0,01 0,18 0,63 0,09
partner 0,54 1,98 0,09 0,35-003 -0,11 -0,13 -0,47 -0,16/ -0,56 -0,26
age 35-44 -0,14| -0,45 -0,53 -1,71 0,13 0,42 -0,32 -1,09 -0,12 -0,39 -0,37
age 45-54 0,19 0,63 -0,19 -0,59 0,09 0,32 -0,24 -0,80 -0,17| -0,53 -0,07
age 55+ -0,52| -1,34 -0,95 -2,58 0,10 0,25 -0,18 -0,50 -0,21 -0,56 -0,29
education mid 0,64 225 057 2,10 0,75 2,59 -0,04 -0,16 0,54/ 1,85 0,09
education high -0,07| -0,22 -0,47 -1,56 0,65 1,88 -0,40 -1,46 0,06 0,17 0,22
income mid 0,07, 0,20 0,71 1,90 0,49 1,47 0,79 2,47 -0,29/ -0,75 0,53
income high 0,98 220 098 2,14 0,68 1,47 1,30 3,15 -0,05 -0,11 0,13
region west -0,30, -0,92 -0,42 -1,23 0,39 1,24 0,05 0,15 0,24 0,70 -0,20
region north 0,58 1,37 0,06 0,15 0,37 1,00 0,10 0,21 0,99/ 2,23 -0,16
region east -0,22| -0,60 -0,29 -0,76 0,32 0,95 -0,05-0,13 0,39 1,08 -0,14
region south -0,43/ -1,24 -0,15 -0,41 0,58 1,81 0,17 0,49 0,49 1,38 -0,10

sector comm. serv. 0,05 0,17 -0,59 -1,98 0,20/ 0,71 -0,29 -1,08| -0,36 -1,26 -0,32
sector publ. serv. | -0,39/ -1,20 -1,02 -3,08 -0,28| -0,84| -0,94 -2,87 -0,46 -1,42|-0,70
threshold1 0,49 -0,31 1,28 -0,45 0,56 -0,66
threshold2 1,19 0,33 2,33 0,43 1,43 0,24
Notes: Employees ages 25-65, CentER panel, respondents without access to phased
retirement at current employer; 415 observations. Dependent variable: importance of
argument why employer does not give access to phased retirement. Reasons Ra-Rf are
explained in Table 5.
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Table A1. Two-Year Transition Rates 1994-2000 (%)

FF FP FO PF PP PO OF 0P 00
35 - 50 Years 0ld in 1994
Austria 93.1 3.7 31  14.8 77.8 T4 7.0 13.7  79.4
Finland 92.4 4.8 2.9 4031 483 1.6 26.1 12.7 61.2
Denmark 92.2 L.7 3.1  20.9 70.7 8.4, 18.4 15.2 66.4
The Netherlands 92.4 5.4 2.2 8.1 84.5 7.6 4.6 15.3  80.2
Belgium 90.3 5.9 3.7 17.9 73.4 9.0 4.8 5.3 89.9
France 84.0 1.1 5.0 173 69.1 13.6 9.9 7.3 828
Ireland 88.7 7.6 3.8 7., 69.0 13.5 6.6 153  78.
Italy 90.5 LA 5.4 23.8  64.4 1.9 5.3 4.0  90.7
Greece 85.9 7.5 6.5 33.0 51.8 15.1  10.4 6.0 83.6
Spain 86.0 6.7 7.3 33.9 479 18.2 10.7 5.5 83.8
Portugal 86.0 7.9 6.1 21.7  69.5 8.9 12.3 7.0 80.6
Germany 88.2 6.1 5.7 17.6 73.1 9.5 13.3 1.8  73.9
UK 88.7 71 4.2 18.0 73.5 8.5 9.2 12.5 78.3
1N 93,0 4,9 2.0  47.0 L4 8.6 15.3 12,7 72.0
51 - 65 Years 0ld in 1994

Austria 63.0 2.8 34.2 16.4 51.0 32.7 0.4 0.9 987
Finland 70.8 9.8 19.4, 18.2 48.0 33.8 1.9 2.5 957
Denmark 73.5 6.9 19.6 7.7 581  34.2 1.6 2.7 95.8
The Netherlands 68.5 10.6 21.0 4.1 69.5 27.4 0.6 1.7 97.7
Belgium 69.5 6.5 24.0 1.0 49.4 39.6 0.2 0.6 99.
France 62.3 7.4 303  10.5 45.9 43.6 0.9 0.5 98.5
Ireland 75.2 9.7 15.2 17.5 57.3  25.4 1.2 4.5 94.3
Italy 69.4 5.1 25.6 16.3 47.8  35.9 1.3 1.0 97.7
Greece 64.3 1.0 24.6 21.9  39.4, 387 1.8 2.4, 95.7
Spain 69.2 6.1 24.7  23.4 37.5 39.1 1.5 1.2 97.3
Portugal 73.9 101 16.0 18.3 50.3 31.5 2.8 4.2 92.9
Germany 66.8 7.5 25.8 9.2 58.8 32.5 1.4 2.7 96.0
UK 72.4 9.1 18.6 7.9 63.9 28.2 1.3 2.8 95.9
us 7.2 12.5 13.3 20.2 58.8 21.0 2.9 3.3  93.6

Notes: 'F' refers to full-time work, 'P' to part-time work, and ‘0’ to other (not working).
In the PSID the ‘other' category refers to ‘did not work for money now or did not work
at all' and in the ECHP it refers to ‘unemployed, discouraged worker, or economically
inactive'. Full-time and part-time work definitions are based on actual work hours.
Part-time work is 1 - 35 hours of work per week.

The table is based on survey units which are traceable through all four waves. The
numbers for Austria and Finland are over the last three biennial waves, 1996-2000, due
to missing data for 1994. For Germany and the U.K. the numbers are from national sur-
veys (GSOEP and BHPS) converted to the ECHP format.
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SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

By Norma Coe

Phased and partial retirement: preferences and limitations
By Arthur van Soest and Tunga Kantarci

Chairman: Rick van der Ploeg

Discussants: Jan-Maarten van Sonsbeek (Ministry of Social Affairs and
Employment) and Daniel van Vuuren (Netherlands Bureau for Economic
Policy Analysis (CPB))

Netspar Panel: October 18, 2007

The paper discusses the literature on actual retirement transitions, stated
preferences about retirement options, and a short discussion of some of
the limitations that exist to implementing the preferred options. One of
the issues highlighted in the discussion was the difference in retirement
behavior between the US (where most of the literature is from) and the
Netherlands. In the US, gradual retirement is relatively common, but
there are also a lot of transitions out of retirement. In the Netherlands,
gradual retirement is not common, but would be preferred if available
(Van Soest et al 2006).

The remaining unanswered question is if gradual retirement would be
more prevalent in the Netherlands, would this lead to an increase or a
decrease in the overall labor supply. Both discussants, Jan-Maarten van
Sonsbeek and Daniel van Vuuren outlined room for future research in
order to try to answer this question. The general discussion focused on
the potential differences between the US and the Netherlands, and the
constraints to gradual retirement that are currently in the Dutch pension
system.

Jan-Maarten van Sonsbeek would support gradual retirement if it has
a positive effect on total labor supply, and helps the Netherlands reach
the government target of labor force participation rates of 80 percent by
2016. In order to help determine if gradual retirement will increase labor
supply, he suggests further examining the preference data already col-
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lected. He also suggested going beyond the current research, and to do
more comparative research within the Netherlands and between coun-
tries in order to determine the importance of any institutional limitations
to gradual retirement. He emphasized that there have been a number of
recent changes in the Netherlands that change the financial incentives
for working in ones 60's. Early retirement has been made much less
attractive. Pensions have gone from final pay to average pay schemes,
which makes gradual retirement more attractive. Theo Nijman noted that
pension contracts are not the most important constraint to gradual
retirement, according to the individual-level survey data. This empha-
sized what policy recommendations might be useful in the future.

Van Sonsbeek highlighted two areas where limitations may still exist.
First, income in old-age is already very generous, so it may be difficult to
encourage people to work past the age of 65. Second, there is a lack of
coordination between the sick-leave policies and the disability policies
for those working past the age of 65. More coordination between these
policies could limit the cost to employers while still encouraging labor
force participation for workers aged 65 and over. Van Soest agreed that
since only sickness pay, and not disability insurance, is available for
workers aged 65 and over, it is even more difficult to get at the role the
constraints play in the retirement decision.

Daniel van Vuuren discussed why the literature from the US might not
be applicable to the Netherlands, emphasizing that differences in liquid-
ity constraints between the countries will decrease the size any partici-
pation effect that has been found in support of gradual retirement
schemes. Katherine Carman also pointed out the prevalence of defined
contribution pension plans may also be a contributing factor to the lack
of retirement constraints in the United States. Van Vuuren suggested fur-
ther work utilizing the differences between pension funds in the Nether-
lands. Tom Steenkamp mentioned that abolishing institutional
restrictions on retirement has had a large impact for ABP. He estimated
that the retirement age has increased by three years since the changes
have occurred.

Van Vuuren also added that it is important to determine not only the
total effect of gradual retirement on labor force participation, but also
the effect on all of society. This was seconded by Rick van der Ploeg, who
inquired about welfare aspects of the policies.
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The discussion concluded with a general agreement that gradual
retirement may be a policy worth pursuing, depending on the effects on
society and labor force participation. More research must be done before
we will know these effects, though. Whether or not there will be differ-
ent responses based on education, marital status, or immigrant status
has not been examined yet. The netspar theme, 'Pensions, Savings and
Retirement Decisions' is working on linking surveys, administrative data,
and tax information, which will enable them to better answer these
questions in the future.
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