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Introduction

In recent decades, the ageing of the population and economic changes have produced an evident restructuring of work careers, and they have brought national welfare regimes under increasing pressure, with marked effects on their sustainability.

   In many European countries, workers quit the labour force at increasingly younger ages. They do so because in some cases pensions entitlements acquired during the work career ensure high living standards in elderly age, but mainly because reducing the labour supply has been one of the institutional strategies most widely adopted to cope with the crisis of production systems. By planning ad hoc welfare measures, or by altering the nature and aims of already-existing ones, national governments have made a variety of exit pathways available, thereby simplifying and accelerating the transition to retirement and redrawing the conventional boundaries of the life course.

   The aim of this paper is to examine the role of the various kinds of welfare regime in conditioning the labour-force exit pathways of male workers. By analysing the influence of individual characteristics and of the socio-economic context, it seeks to understand how social protection systems grounded on different principles have incentivized, or disincentivized, definitive labour-market exit. The study concentrates on Italy, Germany, Denmark and the United Kingdom in that these are countries with very different welfare regimes.

   The first part of the paper briefly outlines the approaches and results of some previous studies, and then presents the theoretical approach used to analyse the transition to retirement. Then, after a rapid description of the data and the methodology, the attention focuses on the results, which are interpreted in light of the various national socio-economic contexts considered. Finally, more general assessment is made of the retirement phenomenon, highlighting overall trends and seeking to grasp the reasons for the differences among the four countries considered.

Previous studies

The theoretical perspective most commonly adopted on the transition from work to retirement is that based on the so-called push/pull approach, which analyses the factors conditioning actors’ decisions to exit from/remain in the labour market according to whether the benefits are greater/lesser than the costs [Guillemard and Rein 1993].

   Push factors are those that induce workers to withdraw from the labour market, and they can be identified as the worker’s state of  health, his/her employment conditions, and his/her chances of remaining in the labour market. Pull factors instead consist of the incentives offered by welfare systems which ‘attract’ workers towards retirement, and they can be assessed by considering the extent of coverage against social risks offered by national social security systems. On this view, therefore, the improved coverage of social security systems and the easier access to pension benefits recorded since the 1970s have influenced workers’ choices, making them more inclined to stop working. The decision to exit early from the labour market has become less costly, whereas continuing to work has become less attractive. 

   Emphasis has been placed in particular on the implicit effects of the monetary incentives provided by public and private pension systems, and attempts have been made to show that these incentives turn into disincentives in the final stage of the career. The theoretical rationale behind all studies on the effects of national social security systems is that, because these systems increase (to a greater or lesser extent) disposable wealth during an individual’s life-span, they stimulate the transition to retirement by relaxing the relation between wealth and work income [Burtless and Moffitt 1984; Blondal and Scarpetta 1997; Casey 1998; Coile and Gruber 2000]. This is presumed to be the outcome of both intergenerational redistribution brought about by ‘pay as you go’ pensions systems, and of intragenerational redistribution simultaneously induced by the distributive and redistributive effects of policies usually implemented for other purposes, for instance unemployment, sickness or invalidity benefits. The decision whether or not to leave the labour market is therefore the result of a calculation based solely on the worker’s financial situation [Crawford and Lillien 1981].

   This account is susceptible to criticism, however, and especially as regards its assumption that the choice between work and retirement is determined exclusively by evaluation of the advantages and disadvantages of institutional pension provisions.

   Firstly, it is not the case that retirement is solely the result of an individual choice: for example, consideration should also be made of the labour market situation, in that a high rate of long-term unemployment has induced several countries to introduce early retirement schemes for older workers with no other choice but to halt their work careers early.

   Secondly, this approach neglects the changes that may take place in the labour market over time, especially on the demand side. Pensions alone cannot explain the fall in activity rates among elderly workers. Account must also be taken of the dynamics of labour demand, which in many cases prefers young workers, owing to the lower productivity and higher costs of older workers. This situation has induced governments to introduce unemployment curbing policies which often take the form of measures to reduce the labour supply, especially by the elderly.

The welfare regimes perspective

The intention here is to analyse the transition from work to pension from a welfare regime perspective. This requires examination of how individual characteristics and institutional factors – often regarded as static and common to all national and temporal contexts – vary during the life course and among countries because they are shaped by the differing logics which underpin national social security systems.

   To draw briefly on the typology proposed by Esping-Andersen [1990], liberal welfare regimes are characterized by scant public social insurance and a benefits system based on means testing, as well as by the large-scale presence of private and occupational insurance schemes standing as alternatives to a public social security system. In the Scandinavian countries, with their universalist social-democratic regimes, publicly financed social security is instead predominant. Finally, the meritocratic-conservative regimes of central-southern Europe are connoted by the prominent role of public welfare, which maintains and reinforces the income and status differentials present in the labour market. To specify this last regime further, it has been frequently stressed that the southern European – or ‘Mediterranean’ – model is unique, in that the benefits system is very limited and much greater reliance is placed on the support provided by the family [Ferrera 1996; Arts and Gellisen 2002]. 

   In this case, the most significant feature is the relationship between the welfare regime and the labour market: that is, the relationship among the employment patterns typical of each national regime, fluctuations in the labour market, and the policies adopted to address problems like high unemployment or the need to restructure productive systems. 

   Decisive for this analysis is the relation between early exit and unemployment, because it was owing to the high levels of unemployment caused by the recession of the 1970s that national governments introduced the first strategies to reduce the labour force. The employment policies of the past three decades have been increasingly unable to boost demand and to enhance active labour market policies for aging workers, while they have sought more and more to reduce the labour supply. The early exit of older workers has been the socially most acceptable institutional strategy – the one involving the least ‘bloodshed’ [Kohli and Rein, 1991] – with which to combat high levels of unemployment. This approach has been adopted mainly by countries with meritocratic and ‘Mediterranean’ regimes. In these countries, labour supply reduction measures – implemented through broad early retirement schemes for Industrial sectors in deepest crisis (metalworking especially) – have created close interdependence between labour policies and social policies, with inevitable impacts on the sustainability of the welfare state. However, this option of massive intervention to reduce the labour force has not been taken by all the modern Western economies. As Esping-Andersen [1996] points out, the Scandinavian countries have handled surplus labour largely by means of active ageing policies, and by keeping the option of remaining in the labour market attractive, while the English-speaking countries have relied on wage erosion.

Welfare regimes and life course

A full-bodied set of studies on the life course has analysed the connections between the events, the life transitions and the articulations of the social institutions [Levy 1977; 1996; Kohli 1986b; Mayer e Schoepflin 1989; Heinz 1992; Weymann e Heinz 1996; Mayer 1997; Kruger e Baldus 1999].
This approach concentrates on the social standardization of the model of life course by the educational system, the labour market, the welfare regime. Regulation models significantly range between the countries, so that in special institutional contexts they affirm special life course models equally [Heinz e Kruger 2001].
As underlined from Kohli [1986a], the modern life course regime has become part of the central structure of the industrial companies.  It has evolved around the transformation which took from the familiar  economy to the market economy and organizes the trajectories of life around the work organization, resulting  temporally divided into an order that expects the preparation to the work during the formative period, the development of the working career and the retirement.
This vision, typically European, especially dominates the male life course models, in which the family role is placed only in peripheral position and the male trajectories are incorporated into a predictable series of socially recognized and defined subsequent events.
To grasp the transformations which have interested over time life trajectories different concepts are used which reveal dimensions in some cases of different nature which can range one independently from the other one. Concepts more used to describe the historical life course evolution are de(istitutionalization) [Mayer e Muller 1986], de(standardization) [Modell et al. 1976], individualization [Beck 1992], differentiation [Mayer 1991].
The life course sociology has pointed out the interaction between welfare institutions and social organization of the life course. Regulating and “policying” [Percheron 1995] the ages of entry in each of the three phases, welfare regimes had the main role in the life course building. The state, distributing social rights, duties and activities for every life phase, has organized and regulated the family, labour market and educational systems relationships in a widespread and prearranged model of distinct and socially defined phases [Smelser e Halpern 1978]. With the welfare state expansion and the legislative regulation of the rules regarding the age criteria for the access to the services, the tripartite life course model has been so institutionalized.
The creation and above all the generalization of the pension systems has without doubt supported the affirmation of the threshold life course model [Kohli 1987]. Above all the pension systems have represented the main factor in determining the hierarchical order between the three phases, with at the center the work as fundamental element of the adult age. They have produced a model of life course where rights of the last life part are consequences of the position covered during the active life.
Also, as with other policies such as the educational ones, the pension regimes, funding strongly on chronological criteria, have socially produced the time border between the active life and the retirement. So welfare regimes have created a institutionalized and socially accepted border between work and elderly age 
Finally the pension regimes have standardized the process of transition outside the labour market, expecting generalized exit ages and the confirmation is represented by the adhesion of the international exit trends to the legislative criteria of access to retirement. However looking at trends of the last decades it would be possible to consider that a redefinition of the process of transition to retirement has been there, with the exit from work always occurs earlier and it is less cohesive to the rules established by the pension regimes.
The regulation criteria of work, welfare policies and life course affirmed with fordism have undergone various and deep changes due to expansion of the welfare state, so that according to a few scholars [Best 198; Beck 1999; Elder 1995; Guillemard 2001] also the life course has become more flexible, less ordered, without a clear succession and division between the phases.

From this point of view, firstly it is evident that the stable and lasting careers are progressively disappearing in favor of non uniform occupational trajectories, characterized by short working episodes, frequent intercompany movements and always increasingly numerous spells of unemployment or inactivity between a working and the other experience.
Secondly, the attention is focused on the architecture of the contemporary welfare regimes, becoming very differentiated because of the emergence of numerous and new social policy programs adopted to face the work market problems, as in the most evident case of the early retirement plans carried out to fight the elderly workers excess. Thanks to these plans, routes of market definitive exit from work are always more differentiated and the historical tie between welfare and work tends to disappear.
Due to these deep changes, the model in three phases of the life course, predictable and widespread to the whole population, would be losing its universalist character, and would therefore be in front of a process of deistitutionalization of the life course, in favor of more individualization of the personal biographies.
Evidence of the process of life course destandardization would emerge analysing the last phases of the working careers, which are more liable to the risk to experience the unemployment, with respect to previous decades. The gap between the end of the working career and right to benefit the pension would be increasing more and more: thanks to the new and flexible pathways of labour market exit, the transition to retirement would have become always less predictable and programmable, that is detemporalized and destandardized [Guillemard 2001].
Even if there was a process of differentiation of the life courses, it would be difficult to deny that the increased welfare regime importance contributes to affirm the crucial role of the institutional configuration as a regulating life course mechanism. Furthermore what has just been said induces to think that, despite the presence of a similar exit trend in all the countries of Western Europe, a growing diversification of the national answers is registered therefore, denying the hypothesis of a possible welfare regime convergence, at least in the short term.

Data and methods

It has been decided to analyse the behaviours of the male workers of Italy, Germany, Denmark and Unitrd Kingdom, countries which distinguish themselves for different logics of working of the respective welfare regimes. The analysis has been circumscribed to the male workers since data concerning the female workers present in the sample are unfortunately of poor quality, and have a high number of missing information which has not allowed the application of the more adequate statistical analysis techniques.

To verify empirically if hypotheses had in the previous pages correspond to what really happened in the four countriesanalysed here, it has been decided to analyse with a longitudinal approach the European Community Household Panel (ECHP) data using multivariate analysis procedures.

Data used in the research are drawn from European Community Household Panel (ECHP), a large-scale comparative survey coordinated by Eurostat, which have involved the European citizens and their families. It is designed to contribute to the development of comparable social statistics on  income and other social indicators concerning the living conditions of the individuals, the working status, the education, the health ststus, the social relationships.

ECHP data were organized in eight different waves from 1994 to 2001, each of which counts about 130000 individuals interviewed, and organized in several versions. That more diffuse, which has been also used here, is the so called User database (UDB) which is a harmonized version of the investigations accomplished in every country. Between the advantages it is certainly necessary to point out the comparability and the presence of a few variables suitably derived from the original investigation, however has to be underlined the reduction of the number of available variables, especially the presence of summarizing variables to the detriment of less thrifty but more detailed information present in the original database version.

Sub-sample used in this research is composed of all the male individuals resident in Italy, Germany, Denmark or Unitrd Kingdom, that upon the first observation have been at least the fiftieth year of age and that declare to be had had at least a working episode during their life. The data of the eight been waves ECHP are organized by individual, that is for repeated observations: for every individual has been built a different life for each observed duration unity, in this case for every wave (person-period dates set).

Variables
Variables used in the statistical analyses are of two types, in fact some have been used as available in the database, while others have been suitably created.

The statistical models used to calculate the probability of being retired adopt the conceptual regression scheme, distinguish among dependent variable employee and independent variables (explanatory or control variables)

The dependent variable inserted in the models assumes value 0 if the individual is still in the labour market and value 1 if instead he is already retired. 

To identify the retired status it has been decided to take into account the biggest source of income declared by the individual, considering as retired who declares that such source is the pension. The decision to look to the source of income, instead of to the more commonly used self-defined status, it is justified by the fact that, as already shown by Casey and Laczko [1989], often exist differences between the professed condition of the individual on the labour market and the real one, as in case of unemployed workers close to the pensionable age and without any chances of work who already perceive themselves as retired, even though they still belong to the labour forces.

As regards the independent variables inserted in the models, they can be distinguished in control variables and explanatory variables. The first ones represent wave, which control the period effect, the class of age, the marital status. While the explanatory variables regard the education level, the status in the labour market ( type of work relationship, job sector, enterprise dimension, ISCO classification of the professions ), the health status.

Discrete time models
For this research Event History Analysis models have been adopted, in particular discrete time models: these models assume that the event happens only at discrete duration units. The use of such models can be substantially justified by two reasons: as approximation of continue time models; as natural consequence of the fact that the process of event production is really discrete with respect to the time.

Discrete time models of Event History Analysis are simply logit models in which the time is treated as one special explanatory variable. That has the undoubted advantage to be able to estimate the parameters with the usual statistical packages which allow the application of the classical logistic regression.

As pointed out before, ECHP data have been organized for this research according to a person-period structure. Such structure allows to consider the event realization as result of a bernoullian process. Calling ξ the variable which shows the event occurrence, if the generic individual i will have experienced the event at the time t, this individual will contribute to the analysis with t observations, representing t-1 failures (ξ = 0 ) and 1 success (ξ = 1 ). If instead he will have gone out of the observation at the time t, he will contribute with t failure (ξ = 0 ). Every observation (line of the dataset) will be contain (besides the variables t and ξ ) the values assumed by the explanatory variables, which will also be able to change with respect to t.

Showing with ξti the variable which, for each time unit t of the individual i, assume the value 0 in failure case and 1 in success case (event occurrence), and with λti = Pr(ξti = 1)  the probability of event occurrence, then the model becomes:

ξti ~ Bernoulli(λti)

logit(λti) = αt + β Xi

this approach allows an analysis flexibility with respect to other techniques and is not limited to the use of categorial variables. The analysis of variables which change in the time is furthermore easy, because they can assume different values in each t observations concerning the single individual.

The risk of becoming  retired

This section presents the results of analyses conducted on ECHP micro-individual data relative to the four European countries examined. It also seeks to explain the similarities and differences among these countries in light of national welfare regimes. More specifically, the first part of the chapters will analyse the ‘risk’ of retirement, while the second will assess the role of institutionalized pathways of labour-market exit.
   It is by now evident that the risk of retiredhood affects workers at increasingly early ages in all the European countries [Blondal and Scarpetta 1999]. However, one should not neglect the differences that exist both a-mong countries and among workers who, because of ascribed or acquired characteristics, have different positions on the labour market.

The timing of transition to retirement

   The focus in what follows will be initially on changes over time in transition from work to retirement, and on the role of certain individual characteristics in determining career paths. For this purpose, a general de-scription will be provided of changes in the timing of the transition for the individuals making up the sample, using as the reference measures the 25th, 50th (median) and 75th percentile of the distribution of the transition to re-tirement age (Kaplan-Meier estimates), and the dispersion of the transition – this being given by the difference between the 25th and 75th percentile, which indicates how many years it takes each group to accomplish the tran-sition, and the extent of ‘dispersion’ within the group .  

   Firstly, as shown by Table 1, the general transition times of each of the countries considered confirm the hypotheses formulated in light of wel-fare regimes theory: thus in Denmark and the United Kingdom, with social-democratic and liberal regimes respectively, the median retirement age is 63, while in Germany and Italy, with meritocratic-conservative and Mediter-ranean regimes, the median ages are lower, being respectively 60 and 61. Differences are also apparent in the widths of the gap between the 25th and 75th percentile, with Italy recording the highest value, followed by Den-mark, Germany and the United Kingdom. This indicates that there is a grea-ter inequality in the timing of the transition to retirement among Italians than among the citizens of the other countries considered.

   As said, the architecture of national welfare regimes explains these differences. Italy, with entitlement to a contributions-based pension at a relatively young age,  early retirement policies introduced to manage labour sur-pluses in periods of economic crisis, and ad hoc schemes targeted on specific categories of workers, production sectors or individual firms, exhibits not only early retirement transitions but also marked inequalities in opportunities to quit work, with a large proportion of workers already accomplishing the transition at the age of 56: a value lower than that of the other countries considered here and, more generally, one of the lowest in Western Europe as a whole.
	Tab. 1 Distribution of age of exit from work (Kaplan-Meier estimates)

	 
	 
	25°
	50°
	75°
	Transition’s

	 
	 
	percentile
	percentile
	percentile
	dispersion

	
	
	
	
	
	

	ITALY
	
	56
	61
	65
	9

	GERMANY
	59
	60
	64
	5

	DENMARK
	60
	63
	67
	7

	UK
	60
	63
	65
	5


In Germany instead, despite a lower median age than in Italy, the dispersion of transition is narrower, this being mainly due to the age recorded for the 25th percentile, which is particularly close to the median. In this case, too, the explanation lies in the relation between public policies in support of labour and the production system, but in Germany it has led to interventions very different from those in Italy. As seen in the previous chapter, Germany has preferred provisions concerted with employers to broad-gauge early retirement schemes. Such provisions, by introducing ‘buffer’ periods between work and retirement for redundant workers, with an acceptable level of in-come being guaranteed by unemployment benefits, have at least had the benefit of preventing the drop in the retirement age that periods of economic crisis and the consequent restructuring of the production system could have provoked. 

   Denmark and the United Kingdom have a situation which is the reverse of Italy’s and Germany’s. They record quite similar values in the distribution of retirement age; but these similar values are not due to equivalent similarities between welfare regimes; and nor, therefore, to legislative measures prompted by the same principles of intervention.

   In the case of Denmark, the situation depicted by the data is indubitably due to public policy efforts to keep workers in the labour market as long as possible by means of income support measures, on the one hand, and worker training and activation policies on the other, according to the typical Danish flexicurity model [Wilthagen 1998; Madsen 2003] .  To this should be added the role in regulating exits performed by the pensions system, which does not envisage retirement at ages other than the institutionalized ones, i.e. the minimum pensionable age and the age established for voluntary early retirement.

   A different context has favoured the propensity to remain longer in the United Kingdom’s labour market. In this case, the absence of structural measures for labour force reduction, a pensions system in which there is one statutory minimum age granting eligibility for a state pension, and occupational or private pension schemes of considerable weight, have created strong attachment to the labour market which can perhaps be better viewed as a necessity.
	Tab. 2 Distribution of age of exit from work by cohorts of birth (Kaplan-Meier estimates)  

	
	
	25°
	50°
	75°
	Transition’s

	 
	 
	percentile
	percentile
	percentile
	dispersion

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1010-1929
	60
	62
	65
	5

	ITALY
	1930-1939
	56
	61
	65
	9

	
	1940-1950
	54
	60
	…
	…

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1010-1929
	60
	62
	65
	5

	GERMANY
	1930-1939
	59
	60
	61
	2

	
	1940-1950
	…
	…
	…
	…

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1010-1929
	62
	64
	67
	5

	DENMARK
	1930-1939
	60
	62
	67
	7

	
	1940-1950
	…
	…
	…
	…

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1010-1929
	61
	64
	65
	4

	UK
	1930-1939
	58
	61
	65
	7

	 
	1940-1950
	57
	60
	…
	…


Table 2 gives the age distribution of retirees by cohort of birth and shows how the phenomenon has changed over time. It is evident that retirement age is diminishing in all the countries considered, with differences among them that reflect the picture outlined above. A number of points concerning the period effect should be stressed. As regards Italy, the difference in the dispersion of transition between the first and second birth cohort con-firms the importance of measures to reduce the labour supply implemented since the end of the 1970s. Also Denmark exhibits an increase between the 25th and 75th percentile between the first and second cohort, which is very probably due to the increased number of workers taking voluntary early retirement since the 1980s [OECD 2005]. The degree of dispersion has in-creased over the years in the case of the United Kingdom as well, being due to two phenomena in particular: the increase in invalidity benefits [OECD 2004b], and industrial restructuring, which has not been accompanied by in-come support or early retirement measures. The substantial constancy of the retirement age in Germany is instead due to the already-mentioned measures which have favoured periods of covered unemployment  and transition immediately after early retirement – a practice which, despite changes made to the eligibility criteria – has been widely adopted ever since the 1960s [Teipen and Kohli 2004].
The probability of being retired

   The previous section outlined some general trends in the transition to retirement, dwelling in particular on the change in this transition over time and the effects of certain individual characteristics relative to positioning in the labour market and education level. But how do these characteristics interact with each other and with other individual characteristics? Which of the differences among countries or among groups of individuals evidenced by the non-parametric analyses are effectively significant?

   In order to answer these questions, now presented are the results of a regression model which was used to estimate the likelihood of being retired as a function of a set of variables common to all four of the countries examined, so that comparable data could be obtained. 
Table 3 shows the results of the regression model, in which the likelihood of being retired was expressed as a function of the effects exerted by eight variables .  Even without detailed examination of the effect exerted by the individual variables, certain tendencies emerge which should be discussed. In all countries, but in Italy and Germany especially, a high education level positively affects the probability of remaining in the labour market. Another characteristic which acts in the same way in all four models is the status of the employment relationship, with self-employment prolonging careers, as found previously. Also firm’s size exerts a major influence, with an inverse relation being apparent between the size of the firm and the probability of being retired. This once again confirms the close relation between the Fordist production system, with its stable careers, and the central importance of public intervention to manage the redundancies due to the restructurings provoked precisely by the crisis of Fordism. Further confirmation is provided by the fact that this relation is not significant in Denmark, a country characterized, unlike the others, by the ubiquity of enterprises of medium-to-small size and therefore not involved in post-Fordist change [Jensen 2004; Madesen 2003; 2005].

   Also interesting is the discriminant represented by employment in the public rather than the private sector. On the one hand, Italy and Germany, by means of particular provisions in their pensions systems, privilege public-sector employees; on the other the United Kingdom shows a reverse relation very probably due to the employment in highly labour-intensive services of the low-skilled and underpaid workers known as the ‘working poor’ [Esping-Andersen 1990; 2000], who benefit from the occupational pension schemes reserved for public-sector employees but which have income substitution rates that do not make early retirement particularly advantageous.

   The final characteristic that seemingly exerts a significant influence on the probability of retirement transition is the state of health. In all the countries analysed, in fact, a poor state of health increases the likelihood of retirement. Although on the one hand this result underlines the importance of pensions paid for work invalidity or incapacity ,  on the other, one should bear in mind Casey’s [1998] finding that retired workers often perceive their state of health as worse than it actually is, especially those who have benefited from early retirement schemes, because it can be used as a ‘socially acceptable’ explanation for it.
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                the parameters and of the standard errors of the parameters

β σ (β) β σ (β) β σ (β) β σ (β)

Wave

1* 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -

2 -0,94 0,1 -1,16 0,18 -1,41 0,24 -1,05 0,26

3 -2,3 0,2 -0,47 0,22 -2,43 0,5 -1,07 0,35

4 2,71 0,26 -1,88 0,32 -2 0,5 -2,43 0,52

5 -2,93 0,31 -1,93 0,33 -3,1 0,8 -2,75 0,52

6 -3,37 0,34 -2,52 0,43 -2,54 0,65 -3,75 0,66

7 -3,18 0,34 -3,18 0,51 -3,82 1,02 -4,1 0,78

8 -4,38 0,59 -1,62 0,24 -2,26 0,37 -2,04 0,36

50-54* 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -

55-59 0,85 0,14 2,62 0,53 1,37 0,6 0,86 0,37

60-64 2,49 0,15 6,16 0,52 4,43 0,54 2,74 0,35

65+ 4,36 0,21 8,47 0,57 6,35 0,55 5,59 0,44

0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -

Married -0,15 0,2 0,08 0,29 -0,57 0,31 0,13 0,28

High* 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -

Medium 1,39 0,28 0,61 0,23 0,42 0,3 0,85 0,39

Low 1,83 0,26 0,59 0,28 0,64 0,3 -0,01 0,3

0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -

Self employment -1,57 0,21 -1,9 0,45 -0,61 0,49 -1,17 0,5

0-4* 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -

5-49 0,15 0,2 0,59 0,41 0,75 0,53 0,95 0,46

50-499 0,46 0,22 1,4 0,41 0,51 0,54 0,11 0,46

500+ 1,2 0,24 5,04 0,96 0,37 0,53 1,27 0,39

Private* 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -

Public 1,03 0,19 3,53 0,87 0,19 0,36 -0,6 0,32

Good* 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -

Bad 0,8 0,16 0,36 0,2 1,48 0,61 1,6 0,41

Constant -4,41 0,41 -10,65 1,08 -4,79 0,82 -3,88 0,6

PseudoR2 0,504 0,628 0,656 0,515

6756 5681 2357 3460

N° of cases 2744 1920 1041 1039

* Reference category

Tab. 3           Logistic regression model for analysis of the probability of being retired. Maximum 
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Age class

Marital Status

Not married*

Educational level

Employment Status

Paid employment*

N° of observations

Health Status

Sector

Number of employees


   Figures 1 to 4 show for each country the trend by age of the probability of being retired estimated using the regression method. The graphs allow consideration to be made of two different aspects: the differences among countries in exit trends; and the factors that in each country govern definitive exit flows from the labour market.

   One notes immediately that the estimated probability displays very different trends. Before the age of 60 it is practically nil in Germany, Denmark and the United Kingdom, whilst it assumes already significant values in Italy, thereby confirming  that country’s low rate of labour-market participation by the elderly [OECD 1995a; 1995b], and explaining the evident unsustainability of its pensions system [Marano and Sestito 2004].

   Of considerable interest are the ages at which the peaks in the probability trend occur. In all countries, these peaks correspond to the ages at which national pensions systems offer opportunities to retire. Thus in Italy the first peak corresponds to the age of 60, the pensionable age before enactment of the Amato reform law ,  with an evident increase at 65, which is now standard age of eligibility for an old-age pension. Eligibility for a contributions-based pension before the minimum age – granted on the basis of a number of years of contributions, which were changed by reforms in the 1990s and now stand at 35 – explains the increasing trend in probability estimated even before the institutionalized peaks.  

    In Germany the first peak occurs at the age of 60, that is, in correspondence to the already-mentioned exit window provided for unemployed workers, and the second at 65, i.e. the minimum age for entitlement to pension benefits. Also in the United Kingdom the minimum pensionable age is at 65; and as shown by the corresponding graph, it is precisely at this age that occurs the most marked growth in the probability of being retired. This is because the British pensions system does not offer facilitated exit paths from employment apart from invalidity and incapacity allowances. Most beneficiaries of these allowances are aged between 60 and 64, which may explain the slight increase in the probability after 60.

   Finally, as regards Denmark, the influence of the country’s voluntary early retirement scheme is evident. This scheme allows retirement from the age of 60 onwards, rather than at 67, the standard retirement age, and to which corresponds a further increase in the estimated probability in the graph.

   In the light of these findings we may conclude that, at least as regards macro level trends, not only do welfare programmes explain international differences in the probability of entering retirement earlier or later, but they are also the essential factor in regulating exits and determining the stages of transition to inactivity. This largely contradicts those theoreticians who argue that the life-course is being de-standardized or individualized [Kohli 1986; Buchmann 1989; Beck 1992; Elder 1995]. Our analyses show that welfare regimes, and social security systems, have lost none of their regulatory power, at least as regards to the transition to retirement marking the definitive shift to the third stage of the typical three-phase pattern of the life model which the spread of pensions systems consolidated [Kohli 1987] .
Fig.1 Probability of being retired by age - ITALY
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Fig.2 Probability of being retired by age - GERMANY
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Fig.3 Probability of being retired by age - DENMARK
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           Fig. 4 Probability of being retired by age – UNITED KINGDOM
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Pathways to retirement
The first chapter referred to the concept of institutionalized ‘pathways’ of labour market exit: or in other words, sequences consisting of combinations of provisions which manage the transition to retirement for increasing numbers of workers until they reach pensionable age. It was also stressed, following Guillemard [1991], that many of these new combinations have constituted welfare subsystems which flank the traditional pension schemes in regulating definitive exit from the labour market.

   Now reported is a sequence analysis conducted to determine which pathways to retirement are most common in the four countries examined; whether pathways alternative to the direct transition from work to inactivity have emerged; and to what extent the pathways match the workings of national welfare regimes . 

    Analysis was conducted on all the sequences of individuals aged between 50 and 70 who had accomplished the transition to retirement in the course of the 8 ECHP waves, thereby excluding those who had remained in the labour market . 

Table 4 summarizes the most frequent pathways in each country and shows their percentage weights in the total of the frequencies observed.

   It is evident that what we may call ‘typical’ sequences still largely characterize the transition from work to retirement, thereby gainsaying the claims of those who argue that life-courses are becoming individualized, and that a growing deinstitutionalization and flexibilization of personal biographies is in progress. This aspect becomes even clearer if we consider that, unlike the analyses previously conducted on the average likelihood of becoming retired, considered in this case are the pathways which individuals have actually followed.
	Tab. 4 Distribution of sequences to retirement (% values) 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ITALY
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Paid employment -> Pension
	
	
	
	57,34

	Self employment -> Pension
	
	
	
	6,42

	Self empl -> Pension -> Self empl -> Pension
	
	4,12

	Self empl -> Paid empl -> Pension
	
	
	1,83

	Others
	
	
	
	
	
	30,29

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GERMANY
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Paid employment -> Pension
	
	
	
	39,62

	Paid empl -> Unemployment -> Pension
	
	
	25,47

	Paid empl -> Other benefit -> Pension
	
	
	14,15

	Paid empl -> Unempl -> Other benefit -> Pension
	
	4,72

	Others
	
	
	
	
	
	16,04

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	DANIMARCA
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Paid employment -> Pension
	
	
	
	56,25

	Paid empl -> Unemployment -> Pension
	
	
	12,5

	Paid empl -> Other benefit -> Paid empl -> Pension
	
	6,24

	Paid empl -> Unempl -> Paid empl -> Pension
	
	4,16

	Altre
	
	
	
	
	
	20,85

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	REGNO UNITO
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Paid empl -> Pension
	
	
	
	80,72

	Paid empl -> Other benefit -> Pension
	
	
	7,22

	Self empl -> Pension
	
	
	
	4,82

	Altre
	
	
	
	
	
	7,24


However, there are a number of specific national features which should be stressed. In Germany, an important role is performed by welfare subsystems consisting of measures to support the elderly, mainly unemployment and invalidity benefits, which for a number of years have encouraged the retirement of redundant workers. As regards Italy, no alternative pathways are apparent, but nevertheless to be emphasised is the large proportion of direct transitions from dependent employment to retirement, which highlights both the role of public policy measures and the high degree of job protection in the country. Also of interest is the alternation between work and retirement recorded for certain self-employed workers. This confirms the longer pres-ence in the labour market of this category of workers and their propensity to continue their activities even after they have fulfilled the minimum eligibility requirements for a pension: suffice it to consider small family-run firms or shopkeepers.

Two different features should be stressed in regard to Denmark. Danish flexicurity proves to be an excellent instrument with which to incentivize labour-market participation, as shown both by the direct transitions from dependent employment to retirement, and by the pathways which, after a period of inactivity, lead the worker back to employment before definitive retirement. However, the flexicurity model again reveals the shortcoming of not involving all workers in the same way in activation programmes – as shown by the number of workers aged over 50 who do not return to active life after periods of unemployment.

Finally, the residual action of the British regime is evidenced by the fact that almost none of the sequences observed comprises the provisions which in the other countries have helped create the labour-market exit path-ways. The only exception is the already-mentioned invalidity allowance, which has provided a bridge to retirement for some workers, usually lower-educated and employed in debilitating jobs in sectors either with shrinking employment or in crisis.

Once again, as said previously, national welfare regimes prove to be the main regulators of the transition from the second to the third phase of the life cycle, without the emergence of new exit pathways to disrupt a pro-cess which has remained largely unchanged, at least in its components if not its timing. In light of the results of our analyses, rather than the deinstitutionalization and individualization of the life course, it is perhaps more appropriate to speak of a greater degree of differentiation, which has blurred the boundaries between active life and retirement, even though workers still have a very limited degree of decision-making freedom, and individual preferences still appear to be subordinate to institutional and legislative arrangements.
Welfare regimes and individual behaviour 

We have seen from our analyses that the transition from work to retirement is a process, even if with a few similitudes, that realizes according to specificities typical of each of the national contexts considered here.

However the timing of definitive exits, decreasing in all the four undergoing countries analysed here, turns out lower in Italy and Germany with respect to what happens in Denmark and United Kingdom. Differences have been also discovered looking at the education levels and at the job relationship, confirming the importance of the national context as the determining element in moulding the workers' behaviours. So it is evident that the whole architecture which constitutes the national welfare regimes, which goes from the educational systems to the work regulation, has played a fundamental role in determining the transition trend the retirement in the last decades.

Furthermore the parametric analyses have allowed us to understand in depth in which way special economic and social policy interventions have acted in on a few workers' categories rather than on others, highlighting the below logic of each of the national welfare regimes. So for instance the fact that working in a big enterprise supports the probability to be retired off in Italy and Germany more than in the other countries, finds its explanation in the different way in which the fordist production system crisis has been managed in Europe, with these two countries which have carried out important labour force reduction interventions. This logic of reduction of the labour force as public policy, associated with the high presence of particularism in the social security schemes, has also been discovered taking into consideration the dichotomy between public and private job: on one side Italy and Germany, with their pension treatments which have supported the early exit for the public employees, and from the other one United Kingdom which does not expect any type of privilege.
The picture which emerges confirms the forecasts of the welfare regime theory. For instance we have Denmark that highlights a workers' high propensity to remain in the labour market, supported both by the occupational conditions and the public intervention aimed to create favourable conditions to the prolongation of the working career, through interventions of active ageing and pension schemes that offer limited and not very favourable possibilities of early retirement

Similar labour force behaviours have also been registered in the United Kingdom, where however causes are various. Above all the residual character of the public intervention has forced large numbers of workers to continue their career up to the pensionable minimum age, creating a disparity with those workers with qualified professional profiles and higher salary what have been able instead to benefit of private pension performances. Furthermore alternative pathways of labour market exit are pratically absent, apart from objective inability criteria bound to the health, placing such a strong contrast point with respect to foresight for instance from the meritocratic-conservatives regimes of the center and Southern Europe. 

In Italy and Germany in fact, have been exploited to the full institutionalized alternative trajectories towards retirement which, if on one hand allowed to manage in the possible most painless way the fordist production system overcoming and the consequent labour force excesses, on the other hand they have however contributed to crystallize the disparities between different occupational categories, favouring for instance the public employees or workers of the big enterprises.

The trend of the esteemed probability to be retired has highlighted the differences between the four countries object of this research but above all, has pointed out that flows of exit towards the retirement are governed in all the countries by the welfare regimes, as much as the highest values of the probabilities are really corresponding to the exit windows expected by each of the analysed social security plans.

Regimes of welfare, understood as set of rules and interventions, have therefore had the main role in conditioning the labour market and some social security schemes, moulding the workers' careers. The welfare regime role then has to be considered as not only at macro level, but it is also necessary to keep count of it in considering the micro behaviours: every worker, even if with a certain degree of differentiation, experience a working career that, as said before,  could be defined "pre-package". Features like the educational level or the job sector bind the professional career and determine the chances of retirement which a worker can take advantage of, reducing to the minimum, if not cancelling, the possibilities of decision of the individual.
However with that just said it must not make the mistake to consider that the "external regulation" of the life courses by the welfare regimes allows, as affirmed by Bertaux and Kohli [1984], a stable and lasting planning of the individual biographies deriving from increasing  consciousness and knowledge of social actors. Instead in compliance with Luckmann [1975], more than consciousness and programming of one’s own life course, it should talk about the relationship between individual trajectories and characteristics of the context: these model the individual's social existence with their rules, while the individual biographic context tends to become almost insignificant.

About the debate on the rationality of the individual and on his freedom of choice, the functional rationality could in this case be opposed to the substantial rationality proposed by Mannheim [1940], meaning with this last term the capacity of the individual to exploit the chances offered by the social security programs and fit his behaviour to the existing rules, even if this way of being  bring results considered in contrast with the real needs or the imagined life programs [Mayer and Muller 1986]. 

Analyses led here on the pathways of transition from work to retirement confirm what pointed out by Habermas [1984], which has identified in the institutions of the modern companies the "colonizing" agents of the individual life courses.

Destandardization or differentiation of retirement?

It has been seen that in the modern societies the welfare state expansion took to the life course model institutionalization in three phases and them later, to the life trajectory standardization identify them. Starting from the 1980s the debate has been concentrated on the idea that because of a further welfare policy universalization, it is begun a process of life course destandardization: the succession and the events and transitions timing would become less predictable and much more individualized.
With regard to the process of transition from work to retirement, evidence of the destandardization process should be searched for in all those programs which constitute a "bridge" between the end of the working career and benefit of the pension, like the unemployment and invalidity benefits or the partial retirement programs. However, from the analyses of sequences which constitute the transition to retirement, emerges that the typical trajectories still interest a large number of workers, with the prevalence in all the countries of the transition from paid work to inactivity.

It has been seen that flows from labour market to retirement are regulated in the four analysed countries by the rules of the social security systems. In particular the probability of being retired really concentrates around ages defined by the national pension schemes. This can make us to think that the transition to retirement still represents a widely institutionalized phase of the life, pointing out the fact that it is regulated by the welfare regimes and that the ways and the times to perform the transition are socially defined and recognized.

However pointing out that the transition from work to retirement remains a process still standardized, it is not possible to deny that some changes have occurred with respect to few decades ago. The concept more appropriate to gather the sense of these changes should be differentiation: new routes of labour market exit have been affirmed and particular groups of workers experience the transition at different but defined ages. So the transition to retirement seems to be more differentiated with respect to the past years, but it still has defined and recognizable institutionalized trajectories, which follow standard pathways regulated by the welfare regime action. So, from our point of view, it is impossible to use the concept of individualization of retirement because, even if it would be possible to expect the course of the individual biographies, the social actor remains still bound to the context in which he is embedded and therefore he can only adapt his preferences and life projects to the chances that the welfare regime, through the social set of rules and security programs, makes available.
  These conclusions could find a further confirmation, or a denial, if analyses like the ones made here could be lead on data that cover the whole life cycle of the individuals and that offer at the same time the advantage of the international comparability of the ECHP investigation. Could also be interesting to test our hypotheses about the welfare regimes as the main transition to retirement regulators also for the female labour force that here, as in other researches, it has been excluded by the analysis because of the lack of good quality data. 
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Prob. x nazione

		

		Probabilità media di essere pensionati per categorie occupazionali e classi di età

								ITALIA										GERMANIA

				Classe di età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Categoria 1						0.002		0.001		0.068		0.223				0.000		0.028		0.165		0.897

		Categoria 2						0.206		0.461		0.876		0.955				0.001		0.438		0.941		0.991

		Categoria 3						0.094		0.217		0.655		0.959				0.001		0.365		0.727		0.962

		Categoria 4						0.015		0.108		0.414		0.763				0.001		0.137		0.579		0.997

		Categoria 5						0.010		0.025		0.020		0.720				0.000		0.081		0.370		0.998

		Categoria 6						0.020		0.096		0.353		0.806				0.004		0.105		0.642		0.951

		Categoria 7						0.042		0.134		0.635		0.864				0.001		0.099		0.513		0.970

								DANIMARCA										REGNO UNITO

				Classe di età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Categoria 1						0.015		0.044		0.402		0.811				0.003		0.009		0.087		0.341

		Categoria 2						0.015		0.048		0.601		0.937				0.010		0.027		0.240		0.604

		Categoria 3						0.006		0.033		0.369		0.907				0.009		0.033		0.120		0.936

		Categoria 4						0.004		0.024		0.525		0.872				0.003		0.019		0.080		0.405

		Categoria 5						0.007		0.021		0.355		0.818				0.008		0.011		0.067		0.405

		Categoria 6						0.005		0.014		0.424		0.851				0.005		0.016		0.127		0.525

		Categoria 7						0.006		0.018		0.338		0.852				0.023		0.061		0.477		0.861

										Classi di età

				Classe di età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		ITALIA						0.042		0.110		0.337		0.717

		GERMANIA						0.001		0.109		0.464		0.969

		DANIMARCA						0.006		0.025		0.343		0.837

		REGNO UNITO						0.009		0.024		0.170		0.543
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Mod Comuni

		Probabilità calcolata su modelli comuni

						dk				ger				ita				uk

		età

		50				0.00				0.00				0.03				0.01

		51				0.00				0.00				0.04				0.01

		52				0.00				0.00				0.04				0.01

		53				0.00				0.00				0.04				0.01

		54				0.00				0.00				0.04				0.01

		55				0.01				0.02				0.09				0.02

		56				0.01				0.02				0.10				0.02

		57				0.02				0.02				0.10				0.02

		58				0.01				0.02				0.10				0.02

		59				0.02				0.01				0.11				0.02

		60				0.22				0.30				0.25				0.08

		61				0.24				0.30				0.27				0.10

		62				0.26				0.33				0.26				0.11

		63				0.29				0.38				0.30				0.10

		64				0.28				0.38				0.39				0.12

		65				0.65				0.83				0.61				0.53

		66				0.73				0.80				0.66				0.60

		67				0.75				0.79				0.65				0.66

		68				0.80				0.80				0.68				0.50

		69				0.78				0.81				0.74				0.51

		70				0.68				0.70				0.72				0.50

		71				0.73				0.67				0.75				0.47

		72				0.84				0.72				0.78				0.53

		73				0.89				0.70				0.75				0.55

		74				0.83				0.58				0.74				0.59

		75				0.71				0.37				0.58

		ITALIA

						Classe d'età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Istruzione				Alta				0.014		0.004		0.129		0.379

						Media				0.026		0.115		0.438		0.837

						Bassa				0.052		0.178		0.487		0.827

		Rapporto di lavoro				Dipendente				0.058		0.196		0.571		0.910

						Autonomo				0.007		0.019		0.153		0.552

		Settore				Privato				0.040		0.166		0.464		0.758

						Pubblico				0.054		0.143		0.493		0.870

		GERMANIA

						Classe d'età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Istruzione				Alta				0.001		0.007		0.319		0.771

						Media				0.001		0.014		0.459		0.861

						Bassa				0.001		0.018		0.460		0.941

		Rapporto di lavoro				Dipendente				0.001		0.013		0.434		0.892

						Autonomo				0.000		0.001		0.032		0.425

		Settore				Privato				0.009		0.012		0.400		0.836

						Pubblico				0.001		0.014		0.504		0.872

		DANIMARCA

						Classe d'età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Istruzione				Alta				0.002		0.008		0.206		0.707

						Media				0.003		0.015		0.306		0.816

						Bassa				0.007		0.029		0.434		0.878

		Rapporto di lavoro				Dipendente				0.003		0.016		0.306		0.846

						Autonomo				0.001		0.005		0.250		0.750

		Settore				Privato				0.004		0.015		0.309		0.830

						Pubblico				0.002		0.014		0.292		0.801

		REGNO UNITO

						Classe d'età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Istruzione				Alta				0.007		0.016		0.080		0.516

						Media				0.014		0.018		0.088		0.495

						Bassa				0.008		0.016		0.106		0.632

		Rapporto di lavoro				Dipendente				0.010		0.021		0.121		0.708

						Autonomo				0.001		0.003		0.017		0.243

		Settore				Privato				0.005		0.011		0.068		0.527

						Pubblico				0.023		0.046		0.321		0.914
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Prob. x nazione

		

		Probabilità media di essere pensionati per categorie occupazionali e classi di età

								ITALIA										GERMANIA

				Classe di età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Categoria 1						0.002		0.001		0.068		0.223				0.000		0.028		0.165		0.897

		Categoria 2						0.206		0.461		0.876		0.955				0.001		0.438		0.941		0.991

		Categoria 3						0.094		0.217		0.655		0.959				0.001		0.365		0.727		0.962

		Categoria 4						0.015		0.108		0.414		0.763				0.001		0.137		0.579		0.997

		Categoria 5						0.010		0.025		0.020		0.720				0.000		0.081		0.370		0.998

		Categoria 6						0.020		0.096		0.353		0.806				0.004		0.105		0.642		0.951

		Categoria 7						0.042		0.134		0.635		0.864				0.001		0.099		0.513		0.970

								DANIMARCA										REGNO UNITO

				Classe di età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Categoria 1						0.015		0.044		0.402		0.811				0.003		0.009		0.087		0.341

		Categoria 2						0.015		0.048		0.601		0.937				0.010		0.027		0.240		0.604

		Categoria 3						0.006		0.033		0.369		0.907				0.009		0.033		0.120		0.936

		Categoria 4						0.004		0.024		0.525		0.872				0.003		0.019		0.080		0.405

		Categoria 5						0.007		0.021		0.355		0.818				0.008		0.011		0.067		0.405

		Categoria 6						0.005		0.014		0.424		0.851				0.005		0.016		0.127		0.525

		Categoria 7						0.006		0.018		0.338		0.852				0.023		0.061		0.477		0.861

										Classi di età

				Classe di età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		ITALIA						0.042		0.110		0.337		0.717

		GERMANIA						0.001		0.109		0.464		0.969

		DANIMARCA						0.006		0.025		0.343		0.837

		REGNO UNITO						0.009		0.024		0.170		0.543
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Foglio1

		Tab. 3           Logistic regression model for analysis of the probability of being retired. Maximum likelihood estimates of
                the parameters and of the standard errors of the parameters

				likelihood estimates of the parameters and of the standard errors of the parameters

				the parameters and of the standard errors of the parameters		ITA				GER				DK				U K

						β		σ (β)		β		σ (β)		β		σ (β)		β		σ (β)

		Wave

		1*				0		-		0		-		0		-		0		-

		2				-0.94		0.1		-1.16		0.18		-1.41		0.24		-1.05		0.26

		3				-2.3		0.2		-0.47		0.22		-2.43		0.5		-1.07		0.35

		4				2.71		0.26		-1.88		0.32		-2		0.5		-2.43		0.52

		5				-2.93		0.31		-1.93		0.33		-3.1		0.8		-2.75		0.52

		6				-3.37		0.34		-2.52		0.43		-2.54		0.65		-3.75		0.66

		7				-3.18		0.34		-3.18		0.51		-3.82		1.02		-4.1		0.78

		8				-4.38		0.59		-1.62		0.24		-2.26		0.37		-2.04		0.36

		Age class

		50-54*				0		-		0		-		0		-		0		-

		55-59				0.85		0.14		2.62		0.53		1.37		0.6		0.86		0.37

		60-64				2.49		0.15		6.16		0.52		4.43		0.54		2.74		0.35

		65+				4.36		0.21		8.47		0.57		6.35		0.55		5.59		0.44

		Marital Status

		Not married*				0		-		0		-		0		-		0		-

		Married				-0.15		0.2		0.08		0.29		-0.57		0.31		0.13		0.28

		Educational level

		High*				0		-		0		-		0		-		0		-

		Medium				1.39		0.28		0.61		0.23		0.42		0.3		0.85		0.39

		Low				1.83		0.26		0.59		0.28		0.64		0.3		-0.01		0.3

		Employment Status

		Paid employment*				0		-		0		-		0		-		0		-

		Self employment				-1.57		0.21		-1.9		0.45		-0.61		0.49		-1.17		0.5

		Number of employees

		0-4*				0		-		0		-		0		-		0		-

		5-49				0.15		0.2		0.59		0.41		0.75		0.53		0.95		0.46

		50-499				0.46		0.22		1.4		0.41		0.51		0.54		0.11		0.46

		500+				1.2		0.24		5.04		0.96		0.37		0.53		1.27		0.39

		Sector

		Private*				0		-		0		-		0		-		0		-

		Public				1.03		0.19		3.53		0.87		0.19		0.36		-0.6		0.32

		Health Status

		Good*				0		-		0		-		0		-		0		-

		Bad				0.8		0.16		0.36		0.2		1.48		0.61		1.6		0.41

		Constant				-4.41		0.41		-10.65		1.08		-4.79		0.82		-3.88		0.6

		PseudoR2				0.504				0.628				0.656				0.515

		N° of observations				6756				5681				2357				3460

		N° of cases				2744				1920				1041				1039

		* Reference category
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Mod Comuni

		Probabilità calcolata su modelli comuni

						dk				ger				ita				uk

		età

		50				0.00				0.00				0.03				0.01

		51				0.00				0.00				0.04				0.01

		52				0.00				0.00				0.04				0.01

		53				0.00				0.00				0.04				0.01

		54				0.00				0.00				0.04				0.01

		55				0.01				0.02				0.09				0.02

		56				0.01				0.02				0.10				0.02

		57				0.02				0.02				0.10				0.02

		58				0.01				0.02				0.10				0.02

		59				0.02				0.01				0.11				0.02

		60				0.22				0.30				0.25				0.08

		61				0.24				0.30				0.27				0.10

		62				0.26				0.33				0.26				0.11

		63				0.29				0.38				0.30				0.10

		64				0.28				0.38				0.39				0.12

		65				0.65				0.83				0.61				0.53

		66				0.73				0.80				0.66				0.60

		67				0.75				0.79				0.65				0.66

		68				0.80				0.80				0.68				0.50

		69				0.78				0.81				0.74				0.51

		70				0.68				0.70				0.72				0.50

		71				0.73				0.67				0.75				0.47

		72				0.84				0.72				0.78				0.53

		73				0.89				0.70				0.75				0.55

		74				0.83				0.58				0.74				0.59

		75				0.71				0.37				0.58

		ITALIA

						Classe d'età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Istruzione				Alta				0.014		0.004		0.129		0.379

						Media				0.026		0.115		0.438		0.837

						Bassa				0.052		0.178		0.487		0.827

		Rapporto di lavoro				Dipendente				0.058		0.196		0.571		0.910

						Autonomo				0.007		0.019		0.153		0.552

		Settore				Privato				0.040		0.166		0.464		0.758

						Pubblico				0.054		0.143		0.493		0.870

		GERMANIA

						Classe d'età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Istruzione				Alta				0.001		0.007		0.319		0.771

						Media				0.001		0.014		0.459		0.861

						Bassa				0.001		0.018		0.460		0.941

		Rapporto di lavoro				Dipendente				0.001		0.013		0.434		0.892

						Autonomo				0.000		0.001		0.032		0.425

		Settore				Privato				0.009		0.012		0.400		0.836

						Pubblico				0.001		0.014		0.504		0.872

		DANIMARCA

						Classe d'età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Istruzione				Alta				0.002		0.008		0.206		0.707

						Media				0.003		0.015		0.306		0.816

						Bassa				0.007		0.029		0.434		0.878

		Rapporto di lavoro				Dipendente				0.003		0.016		0.306		0.846

						Autonomo				0.001		0.005		0.250		0.750

		Settore				Privato				0.004		0.015		0.309		0.830

						Pubblico				0.002		0.014		0.292		0.801

		REGNO UNITO

						Classe d'età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Istruzione				Alta				0.007		0.016		0.080		0.516

						Media				0.014		0.018		0.088		0.495

						Bassa				0.008		0.016		0.106		0.632

		Rapporto di lavoro				Dipendente				0.010		0.021		0.121		0.708

						Autonomo				0.001		0.003		0.017		0.243

		Settore				Privato				0.005		0.011		0.068		0.527

						Pubblico				0.023		0.046		0.321		0.914
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Prob. x nazione

		

		Probabilità media di essere pensionati per categorie occupazionali e classi di età

								ITALIA										GERMANIA

				Classe di età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Categoria 1						0.002		0.001		0.068		0.223				0.000		0.028		0.165		0.897

		Categoria 2						0.206		0.461		0.876		0.955				0.001		0.438		0.941		0.991

		Categoria 3						0.094		0.217		0.655		0.959				0.001		0.365		0.727		0.962

		Categoria 4						0.015		0.108		0.414		0.763				0.001		0.137		0.579		0.997

		Categoria 5						0.010		0.025		0.020		0.720				0.000		0.081		0.370		0.998

		Categoria 6						0.020		0.096		0.353		0.806				0.004		0.105		0.642		0.951

		Categoria 7						0.042		0.134		0.635		0.864				0.001		0.099		0.513		0.970

								DANIMARCA										REGNO UNITO

				Classe di età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Categoria 1						0.015		0.044		0.402		0.811				0.003		0.009		0.087		0.341

		Categoria 2						0.015		0.048		0.601		0.937				0.010		0.027		0.240		0.604

		Categoria 3						0.006		0.033		0.369		0.907				0.009		0.033		0.120		0.936

		Categoria 4						0.004		0.024		0.525		0.872				0.003		0.019		0.080		0.405

		Categoria 5						0.007		0.021		0.355		0.818				0.008		0.011		0.067		0.405

		Categoria 6						0.005		0.014		0.424		0.851				0.005		0.016		0.127		0.525

		Categoria 7						0.006		0.018		0.338		0.852				0.023		0.061		0.477		0.861

										Classi di età

				Classe di età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		ITALIA						0.042		0.110		0.337		0.717

		GERMANIA						0.001		0.109		0.464		0.969

		DANIMARCA						0.006		0.025		0.343		0.837

		REGNO UNITO						0.009		0.024		0.170		0.543
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Mod Comuni

		Probabilità calcolata su modelli comuni

						dk				ger				ita				uk

		età

		50				0.00				0.00				0.03				0.01

		51				0.00				0.00				0.04				0.01

		52				0.00				0.00				0.04				0.01

		53				0.00				0.00				0.04				0.01

		54				0.00				0.00				0.04				0.01

		55				0.01				0.02				0.09				0.02

		56				0.01				0.02				0.10				0.02

		57				0.02				0.02				0.10				0.02

		58				0.01				0.02				0.10				0.02

		59				0.02				0.01				0.11				0.02

		60				0.22				0.30				0.25				0.08

		61				0.24				0.30				0.27				0.10

		62				0.26				0.33				0.26				0.11

		63				0.29				0.38				0.30				0.10

		64				0.28				0.38				0.39				0.12

		65				0.65				0.83				0.61				0.53

		66				0.73				0.80				0.66				0.60

		67				0.75				0.79				0.65				0.66

		68				0.80				0.80				0.68				0.50

		69				0.78				0.81				0.74				0.51

		70				0.68				0.70				0.72				0.50

		71				0.73				0.67				0.75				0.47

		72				0.84				0.72				0.78				0.53

		73				0.89				0.70				0.75				0.55

		74				0.83				0.58				0.74				0.59

		75				0.71				0.37				0.58

		ITALIA

						Classe d'età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Istruzione				Alta				0.014		0.004		0.129		0.379

						Media				0.026		0.115		0.438		0.837

						Bassa				0.052		0.178		0.487		0.827

		Rapporto di lavoro				Dipendente				0.058		0.196		0.571		0.910

						Autonomo				0.007		0.019		0.153		0.552

		Settore				Privato				0.040		0.166		0.464		0.758

						Pubblico				0.054		0.143		0.493		0.870

		GERMANIA

						Classe d'età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Istruzione				Alta				0.001		0.007		0.319		0.771

						Media				0.001		0.014		0.459		0.861

						Bassa				0.001		0.018		0.460		0.941

		Rapporto di lavoro				Dipendente				0.001		0.013		0.434		0.892

						Autonomo				0.000		0.001		0.032		0.425

		Settore				Privato				0.009		0.012		0.400		0.836

						Pubblico				0.001		0.014		0.504		0.872

		DANIMARCA

						Classe d'età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Istruzione				Alta				0.002		0.008		0.206		0.707

						Media				0.003		0.015		0.306		0.816

						Bassa				0.007		0.029		0.434		0.878

		Rapporto di lavoro				Dipendente				0.003		0.016		0.306		0.846

						Autonomo				0.001		0.005		0.250		0.750

		Settore				Privato				0.004		0.015		0.309		0.830

						Pubblico				0.002		0.014		0.292		0.801

		REGNO UNITO

						Classe d'età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Istruzione				Alta				0.007		0.016		0.080		0.516

						Media				0.014		0.018		0.088		0.495

						Bassa				0.008		0.016		0.106		0.632

		Rapporto di lavoro				Dipendente				0.010		0.021		0.121		0.708

						Autonomo				0.001		0.003		0.017		0.243

		Settore				Privato				0.005		0.011		0.068		0.527

						Pubblico				0.023		0.046		0.321		0.914
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Prob. x nazione

		

		Probabilità media di essere pensionati per categorie occupazionali e classi di età

								ITALIA										GERMANIA

				Classe di età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Categoria 1						0.002		0.001		0.068		0.223				0.000		0.028		0.165		0.897

		Categoria 2						0.206		0.461		0.876		0.955				0.001		0.438		0.941		0.991

		Categoria 3						0.094		0.217		0.655		0.959				0.001		0.365		0.727		0.962

		Categoria 4						0.015		0.108		0.414		0.763				0.001		0.137		0.579		0.997

		Categoria 5						0.010		0.025		0.020		0.720				0.000		0.081		0.370		0.998

		Categoria 6						0.020		0.096		0.353		0.806				0.004		0.105		0.642		0.951

		Categoria 7						0.042		0.134		0.635		0.864				0.001		0.099		0.513		0.970

								DANIMARCA										REGNO UNITO

				Classe di età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		Categoria 1						0.015		0.044		0.402		0.811				0.003		0.009		0.087		0.341

		Categoria 2						0.015		0.048		0.601		0.937				0.010		0.027		0.240		0.604

		Categoria 3						0.006		0.033		0.369		0.907				0.009		0.033		0.120		0.936

		Categoria 4						0.004		0.024		0.525		0.872				0.003		0.019		0.080		0.405

		Categoria 5						0.007		0.021		0.355		0.818				0.008		0.011		0.067		0.405

		Categoria 6						0.005		0.014		0.424		0.851				0.005		0.016		0.127		0.525

		Categoria 7						0.006		0.018		0.338		0.852				0.023		0.061		0.477		0.861

										Classi di età

				Classe di età				50-54		55-59		60-64		65+

		ITALIA						0.042		0.110		0.337		0.717

		GERMANIA						0.001		0.109		0.464		0.969

		DANIMARCA						0.006		0.025		0.343		0.837

		REGNO UNITO						0.009		0.024		0.170		0.543
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