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Introduction

As a consequence of various endogenous and exagenocesses European welfare states face
new financial challenges (Ebbinghaus 2007, Myle&22@inn 2000). At the same time, discourses
on the welfare state changed so that since thg £890s perspectives arise to reduce welfare state
interventions on market and society (Clasen 20@2sknich 2008, Schmid 2005, Schmidt 2002). In
this context, ‘consumers choice’ and cost contaimtrpelicies are being introduced in all European
welfare states that outsource parts of the formaulylic social insurances. As a result, marketised
social protection has increased all over Europenaay of the formerly social contributions to the
public purse are invested in market-related pelsstteemes (insurance market, stock market, etc.).
Social protection policies changed, public socegiusity schemes were altered and additional social
protection schemes were introduced that were nteasibstitute the reduced public schemes.
These additional schemes are private schemes afibgrprofit-oriented providers and based on
market principles (Meyer et al. 2007, Nullmeieakt2008, Rieger & Leibfried 2000, Seeleib-
Kaiser 2008, Schmahl 2007). To enable citizenseetrthis new logic of providing economic
subsistence by long-term planning of social pravecia variety of personal savings accounts (PSA)
are being introduced, which are subsidised, institalised and promoted by the welfare state.
Taken together, these schemes are assumed to erieaes to build up ‘adequate’ (EC-Report
2006) social protection.

Studies have shown that processes of privatisatioihmarketisation in social protection have
consequences on the distribution of social riskeragithe population (Beck 1986, Bonoli 2005,
Frericks et al. 2007, Hinrichs 2005). Internatioaatl comparative studies have shown that
institutional regulations based on economic prilegn the one hand, and institutional regulation
based on providing adequate social security omtiher hand, might be non-complementary
(Frericks et al. 2006 und 2008, Hills 2004, Hydale003, Lamping & Schridde 2004, Minns
2001, Sen 1988 and 2009). A possible mismatch nhighmterpreted as a result of incompatible
values (Mabbett 2008, Taylor-Gooby 2004). In thaper it shall be argued, however, that
outsourcing public social protection partly to tharket does not necessarily result in inadequate
social protection for the social citizen. Countomparison will show that match respectively
mismatch of the combined social protection scheim@ards the social citizen depends on the way

marketisation is institutionalised.



This contribution analyses the changes in the fngnof European welfare state institutions since
the 1990s in order to investigate the effects tiese on individual opportunities to achieve social
protection and on individual old-age investmentadyebur. The aim is to analyse the match
respectively mismatch between this newly institugitsed frame of social protection and an
‘adequate’ social protection of social citizeneeTewly created hybrid form of social protection
as an institutional constellation led, dependingnational peculiarities, to a lack of
complementarities between the institutional measurke focus will be on the development of
social protection in two very different social protion traditions, one with a contribution based
social insurance system (Germany) and one witl-based people’s insurance system (The
Netherlands). We will analyse the differences mittstitutionalisation of the marketised
compensation in terms of different (state) guamsmend (market) regulations that compose a
hybrid form of social protection which neither stly follows the traditional principle of social
insurance nor that of ‘free’ markets. With this lgse, we expect to be able to show that the

consumers of these combined forms of social prate¢ace new and differently spread risks.

Aims and methods

Based on the comparison of two very different dqmiatection traditions for old age security,
including the new forms of a certain marketisatithve analysis will centre on the question how the
way of marketisation and the concrete linkage ofketarelated and public institutions in each
constellation has produced a possible mismatchdmtvthe regulative systems and the quality of
social citizenship. The concept of mismatch ofitnbnal constellations with respect to a shared
third was developed by Pfau-Effinger (2009). Outipalar interest concerns the characteristics of

the match or mismatch.

The potential mismatch will be investigated by siand the opportunities different social citizens
have to use the combined social protection schefigs.elaboration and analysis of potential
mismatch related to the social citizen is theoadtydbased on the concept of life-course ecologies.
It combines the concept of the institutionalisde tiourse as put forward by Kohli (1986), the
concept of the social citizen as proposed by Mdir§h@64), and the concept of the instituted
economic process as put forward by Polanyi (20Gile R008) in its extended and further
developed version as delivered by Harvey (Harvegt.e2008). The theoretical and methodological

linkage of these concepts is preliminarily applsdFrericks (2007) and Maier (2008).



The institutional regulations reflect on the onadhand co-determine on the other the construction
of the ,normal citizen’. As a consequence, the oppuoties to comply with the norm of an
‘adequate’ old-age security might be reduced ini@aar when classic economic principles are
reinforced in the welfare institutions which frawid-age social security. Comparing the Dutch and
the German development will be done by analysidgydocuments (national and European ones)
and by using interdisciplinary studies to underdttiie changes in the two regulative systems. To
grasp the changing risks of social citizens withlad variations among them in the two countries
due to privatisation, reinforcement of market legand self-responsibility, consumerism and self-
economisation, we will analyse different levelssotial citizenship. These different levels,
constituting life-course ecologies in the two coig#, can be classified according to the following

dimensions:

(a) the individual one (unemployment, problematieistments, administration costs, lack of

information);

(b) the societal one (stronger polarisation of stees in outsiders and insiders, class distinctiaas
well as the emergence or development of so-caked‘groups at risk’, such as women, migrants,

single-parent families, drop-outs, working-poor.etc

In addition, changing ecologies of life courses lynmeew forms of regulated resource flows
(redistribution in terms of family credits in prieaschemes, public guarantees of ‘private’ schemes

by means of regulations and co-financing).

Limiting ourselves to the comparison of the chaastics of marketisation in two old-age social
protection systems we try to deliver a first elati@n investigating which characteristics of
institutional constellations result in a highed@mwer degree of non-complementarity. These
different systems are the contribution-based sacglrance system in Germany and the pay-roll
tax financed people’s insurance system in the Nigthés in which entitlements are unrelated to
labour-market participation. We will round-off tresntribution by delivering an overview /
categorisation of the characteristics of institngéibconstellations and their impact on differefd-li

course ecologies.



Analysis

1) In both the Dutch and the German systems, aditimarket-related old-age protection schemes
were introduced or further marketised with the aincompensating cuts in public pension

provision by profit-oriented providers.

In the Netherlands, the absolute and relative pensbverage of the public people’s pension
(financed through fixed contributions from any foomincome up to a certain level, and
supplemented by general means when necessaryhdiescily reduced so that it is necessary to
build up so-called second and third pillar entitégts to gain ‘adequate’ pensions which are
interpreted in the Netherlands as 70 per centehtlerage individual income. In the past, this
pension norm was related to final wages. The sled st pillar is independent of participation in
the labour market. The proportion of the differpahsion schemes changed from up to 90 per cent
covered by the people’s pension in 1980 to 50 pet covered by this pension scheme in 2004
(Bdsch-Supran 2004). This means that about 50qudraf current means of old-age protection is
circulating in pension funds and in individual setes. The pension funds’ investment strategy is

oriented towards the global financial markets, eettgoment that gained impetus during the 90s.

In Germany, the contribution-based public pensiware explicitly partly outsourced, i.e. reduced
to be replaced by “voluntary private investmentkg so-calledRiesterpension
(Altersvermogensgese2d01) while the wage indexation was further edsethe pension
insurance sustainability ad®¥/-Nachhaltigkeitsgese2004). These outsourced pension
investments are pension policies contracted bynithieidual employees, provided by private
insurances and banks, and co-financed by the ppbfge by means of special subsidies (basic,
spouse and children allowances) and tax incen{te@sdeductable). Qualifying for the full
subsidies presupposes an ‘optimal’ investment of #ger cent of the gross earnings. At the
beginning of this decennium, about 82% of the eyglonvere insured within the public scheme
that covered about 78% of old age income (DRV4532@@d the relationship between the schemes
were 85% public schemes, 5% additional occupatisclaé¢mes, and 10% private schemes. The
Riesterreform, phased in as from 2002, was meant to ah#ng ratio to 6070% public
entitlements and up to 40% additional occupatiamal private entitlements (Rurup 2003). Aim of
this public-private pension combination of “publRigster- and/or private pensions” is to possibly
even overcompensate losses of public pensions (BROAB) and can theoretically entail higher
net pension levels. Currently, the pension nornadéquate’ pensions is 67% of the average

income earner’s life-time wages.



2) Itis important to notice that both the publi@ahe private social protection changed in
considerable ways. The public schemes increasempt criteria of efficiency and sustainability,
traditionally attributed to the market, whilst thew market of social protection products, the now-
called welfare- or semi-market, tremendously chantgecharacteristics by increased state subsidies
as well as by new regulations (Frericks 2007, Nalen2001, Streeck 2009). As a consequence,

criteria for redistribution and principles of resoe flows change, possibly in contradictory ways.

In the Netherlands, it is possible to reduce thdipyension scheme. Each year, the Ministry of
Social Affairs decides (after consultation of tleeial partner) whether the public pension is
‘coupled’ or not with average wage increases. Thdse participate in the labour market build up
so-called ‘additional, occupational’ pensions, ¢itasng the second pillar of the Dutch pension
system. The part of the population not particigatmthe labour market nor investing in private
schemes depend exclusively on the people’s pem#icch was designed as a unified guarantee to a
minimum income in old age. This level, however,raded dramatically due to the de-coupling of
the public people’s pension from the real wage gndvetween 1980 and 1998. Therefahe,

value of the basic pension decreased by 25 pebetween 1980 and 1998 (Delsen 2000).

The so-called additional, occupational pensiofinesnced through contributions from wages, with
fixed percentages for the contributions of empleyard employees of the gross wage up to a
certain limit. Participation in this additional pgon is compulsory and almost all employees do
participate. The management of this pension syteited ‘second pillar’) is organised by
economic sector, and realised by the organisabbesiployers and employees of the sector. There
are hundreds of pensions funds in the Netherlasuise restricted to a single firm, while others
manage the funds of a great number of employeeh,asifor example the pension fund for public
employees, or the pension fund for employees irh#dadth sector. The funds are invested and the
investment strategies were regulated, with striggulations after the financial crisis of the so-
called ‘internet-bubble’ at the beginning of themtury.For example, every year, the pension funds
are obliged to submit actuarial and liability seslto a state control organ. The pension funds are,
in principle, free to invest their resources aytbee fit, on the proviso that no more than 5%hef t
assets are invested in one’s own company shoutthsign fund be restricted to a single company.
Moreover, pension funds are obliged to cover 105%ldhe pension obligations, for current
pensioners and for future ones. If this is notdhge, a readjustment plan must be submitted to

redress the situation within a few years. Suchadjtstment plan must be accepted by the state
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supervisor. For example, due to the recent finducisis, the percentage of coverage of many
pension funds was less than 105 % at the beginofie§09. Therefore, the necessary readjustment
plans that have been submitted and implementedgltite last months make use of the three
possible strategies to redress the coverage.yitisd pension levels are frozen, in other words, t
level of pension does not follow possible wageeases or percentages of inflation. This strategy is
widely used at the moment by a majority of the pamsfunds. In case, they reach again the norm
of 105 %, they can re-introduce the indexatiore\@n increase the pension level substantially.
Secondly, it is possible to increase the levelarftabutions. And indeed, a majority of the pension
funds (for example for public employees and foreatiployees in the health sector) have increased
the level of contributions; a decision increasingiiect labour costs. A third possible measure is t
reduce the level of pensions paid to actual perssomhis measure has be taken in some limited

cases of rather small pension funds.

Another Dutch regulation demands that pension fuvitts many old participants (already retired or

close to retirement) must avoid risky investments.

Next to the additional occupational pension pilso a so-called third pillar exists in the
Netherlands, consisting of individual pension sceenThere is an enormous variety of schemes,
quite often offered by the employer or by the ecoinosector, or by the pension funds having made
arrangements with particular insurance companiei. informal collectivisation of third pillar
individual pension schemes offers some guarangaast problematic products. However, it
should be clear that any employee, or more in génany citizen is free to choose an individual old
age pension scheme outside of this offered pog#bilIn fact, a high percentage of Dutch citizens
(and many employees) have third pillar producterélare no serious data, estimations vary

between 60 and 90 percent.

The success of these third pillar individual pengohemes is due partly to the informal
collectivisation already mentioned. However, thare two other reasons which explain the success
of these products. Firstly, to contract a perspealsion savings scheme was and still is, as already
explained, substantially subsidised through taxa(io fact, through deductions on taxes, which is
only possible after having paid the contributiorstch a scheme). Secondly, in the 90s, the
government promoted a personal savings schemegcapaarloon’. It became possible to save
money from gross wages, before taxation, with theldion to freeze the amount saved for at least

five years. After five years one can spend it aswants. Financial organisations have profited to



offer a particular third pillar product, an indivdl pension scheme, financed by this ‘spaarloon’,
with two advantages: to begin with, the contribatio such a scheme comes from ‘untaxed’
income, and secondly, as a contribution for old-semurity, it is deductible from taxes.
Calculations have shown that in such a way, anyl@yep converting the ‘spaarloon’ into a third
pillar pension, gets this pension almost for friéex, 2000). However, as Cox already concluded,

one has to have a sufficient level of income faregating such a ‘free’ additional pension.

In Germany, the public scheme, which is a contrdsubased, i.e. occupational one, is after various
changes more strictly linked to a continuous irdlinal labour-market biography. Although some
pension credits for care tasks were introducedfariber develope the calculation norm now
bases on defined contributions as a kind of peftsaangs account for old age (Frericks et al.
2008). The additiondRiester or other private pensions are subject to increpegulations. These
regulations also apply to the -first abandonedran reinstalled- investment in home-ownership,
but also to all kinds of other old-age investmeartd their allowed form of usage and take-up.
Regulations concerning pension savings schemetitted a variety of state certified private
products. The criteria for these produces aredist¢he “old age investment contract certification
act” (AltZertG, 2001). Since 2006A{terseinkiinfteges@tzhese criteria were reduced and
simplified, with a guarantee of nominal value o tontributions as well as the obligation to pay
out benefits as life-long unisex annuities. Theo#s regulations, however, result in a rather
complex differentiation of the products of whiclms®are evaluated as being ‘supportable’, i.e.
they may be tax subsidisedi€sterfahig), and others are guaranteed to be ‘non-deductible’
investments, i.e. also in the case of long-termmpieyment these schemes do not have to be used
before being entitled to means-tested unemploydemefits (hartzsicher). These classifications

do not necessarily include the same productsnioe-deductible’ schemes are not necessarily

‘supportable’.

3) The form of marketisation and the concrete Ige&kaf institutions to a constellation that frames

old-age social protection have very different imntpaan the different social citizens.

In the Netherlands, it is first of all the pensfands that form the “additional and occupational”
ones to the people’s pension. These occupatiohahses are compulsory; and apart from the so-
called white spot of very few employees (those wligastrous labour contracts or some self-
employed) all employees are participating in pem$imds. Depending on the sector one works in

! This twofold strategy to subsidise ‘human cagitakestment’ and ‘real capital investment’ is dissein Sinn
(2000).
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and depending on the quality of employment contact employer’s contributions, people have
better or worse respectively bigger or smaller pen&inds investments. Since these funds are
arranged and partly managed by one’s own compasgaior, membership in these occupational
schemes is, in a way, a collective insurance agstment. Dutch pension funds are currently highly
marketised or financial-marketised and after periofdfinancial market difficulties highly regulated
so that, despite the current crisis of the findntiarket and some necessary adjustments in the
pension schemes, they are still quite wealthy,aéa dn the impressing ratio of pension funds in the
GDP show: at the end of 2006 it was 1.8 times #ieevof the GDP (CBS 2007), and although it
shrank with the financial crisis, it is since somenths increasing again. The individualising
component of the Dutch pension combination carobad in so-called third pillar pensions, which
are much less regulated and depend on the willsgyteeinvest, the literacy in taxation and
financial products, the personal decision for aermrless risky product, and last but not least on
the disposition of funds to be invested, eithenfieersonal wealth or from labour or other income.
Special tax incentives were provided for those witonot reach the pension norm of 70 per cent
(SZ 2003) up to 2006. Since 2006, the tax subsidiethe third pillar products have been reduced,
and depend on the level of contributions duringpfezeding years up to a certain limit, which is
much less than the previously very generous sussigihich profited mainly employees with a
high salary. In principle, this could be advantagefor people with shorter work biographies, i.e.
with less than the obligatory 40 years of payingtabutions in the pension funds. They are not,
however, very helpful for lower income earners,duse of the limited disposition of funds for

supplementary pension investments.

Here, a very special scheme should be mentionatditt not have the aim the provide pension
entitlements in the first place. It is the so-adlléfe Course Savings Scheme (LCSS), introduced in
2006. The primary aim of this LCSS was to offeroagbility of “time off” during the ‘peak hour’

of life, in other words during the period rangimgrh roughly 30 to 50 years; a period when

children are born, and when women and men are edgagvork and life-long learning. This life
course savings scheme is offered to every empl@ay employer is obliged to offer this
Scheme), but it is a personal choice to participeite scheme is highly regulated, but it is managed
by private financial firms, such as insurance conngs In short, it is not a compulsory scheme,
such as the additional occupational pension. Té¢heme permits to save a bit more than 200 % on
one’s yearly gross salary, and offers the possjiiti have up to two years ‘time off’ from work

without losing the employment status (however wtnentime off is taken has to be negotiated



with the employer). The ‘free’ time can be useddoy purpose, such as care tasks, learning, or just

an extended holiday. Once used, every employesteainagain to save with this scheme.

The original aim has not been completely realibedause in a package deal between the
government, employers and employees organisatiowas also made possible to use this scheme
for early retirement, which was not the intentiorbegin with. Using the Life Course Savings
Scheme for early retirement was a condition ofuhiens because at that period the government
abolished the possibilities of early retirementetiivere introduced during the 80s (Maier et al.
2007). Some of the uses of this scheme, such astaateave, is moreover subsidised in a
substantial way. At the moment less than 10 % dtBemployees have chosen to participate in
this scheme. However, prospective studies have stiost women will probably use this scheme
primarily for case tasks, whereas men will useiinprily for early retirement, with a possible exit
from the labour market two and a half years betoeemandatory retirement age. In case, an
employee chooses to continue to work until the ratorg retirement age (at the moment 65 years,
but there are serious plans to extend this ages)pibssible to use the saved amount within this Li

Course Savings Scheme for increasing the pensieh le

In Germany, the outsourced part of the public seheorthe privat&iesterpensions is voluntary.
For the first years, very few of such pension cacts were signed, however in recent years the
percentage increased due to several reasonsof-aitthere was a massive promotion by the
Ministery of Work and Social Issues and differeahks and insurance companies. Secondly, after
changes in 2006A({terseinkiinftegesgtansurance agents were more motivated sincedbelyd
spread their profits over 5 instead of 10 yeard, &nally, the simplification of certification dgria

for customers and providers increased the motimaticsell and buyRiestercontracts (Bésch-
Supran et al. 2008). However, there are obstacles/esting into this ‘necessary’ private pension
(necessary, because only with the help of it omeccanpensate the losses of the public scheme
entailed by the recent reform of 2001): 90 per oérll Germans above 18 said that they did not
enter into eRiestercontract by the end of 2008 (SOEP 2009). Thisabably the case because
regulations are not at all transparent and alsp e@mplex in the sense that customers don't really
understand which policy is regulated in what wéne (inawareness and reluctance of the citizens is
much discussed in the newspapers and proved by reprgsentative polls ordered by banks and
insurances). The state certificates do not say rabolit the pros and cons of the different policies

of private providers. And there are no public adkgsfree of charge as they exist in Italy or Sweden
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to help the citizen who is forced to invest intd agge individually to find the best fitting prodtfct
While Riesterpensions were explicitly created as an outsoupeetiof the public pension
insurance, other additional and subsidised penssuth as th&uruppension and thEichel
pension (each called after the minister in chavgggke introduced rather for self-employed or for
the better-off. They are nonetheless sold to egesyomer, if they are willing to listen to the ptof
oriented advisor who gains from each contract. &@leea huge frustration especially among the
younger employees about the lack of transparendytenover-challengein particular after some
scandals on advisor costs, administration costgpestsliems on the financial market
(Eurobarometer 2007). As a matter of course,pasicularly the better-paid who can and do afford
additional state subsidised pensions. To nRiksteralso attractive for lower and low paid
employees, specific subsidies and regulations wreduced, for instance to offer incentives to
employees with a so-called Mini-job. However, th@imum additional contribution of low income
earners who work continuously in a full-time job@mts to € 30 per month for 30 years

continuously, just to balance the losses of thel2@@orm (Schmabhl et al. 2003: 7).

In fact, opportunities to build up ‘adequate’ olgegprotection are different in Germany and in the
Netherlands with their specific mix of various pemsschemes. The institutional constellation
works rather well in the Netherlands, it does mirsGermany. Differences in the design of partly
outsourced and marketised pension provisions deterthe degree of social protection of the
various social citizens in the two countries. Ti&edences hold for the following points: (1) the
coverage of the population, (2) the kind of guagastof the investments, (3) the marginalisation of

some groups, and (4) the redistributive effectthisf type of social protection.

Firstly, it is the coverage which differs in bothuntries. While in the Netherlands, nearly all
employees are covered (cf. Frericks et al. 2006Farmany, the coverage is still quite low. While
German citizens increasingly see the need of adhditinvestments for old age protection, they are
not at all convinced by the product. This is dugh®complex political and media discourse in
public space, often dominated by experts accuseithéir conflicting interests (e.g DRV 2009) and

to insurances and banks adopting a very offengiemetion strategy.

% The statement of the ministry of work and socalies (BMAS) simply advises: “Get informed at ypension
insurance or at your bank if you are satisfied titbr ask to an insurance agent whom you trusf. Get independent
information. The Journal ‘FINANZtest’ [...] gives ades”. (translation by author, BMAS 2009a. The jpeledence of
the journal’s advises might be challenged givenstlesmen character of its articles.)

% So-called independent advisors go so far to ptagaemg employees calculations of investments neééalenaintain
only their current income level (taking inflationdaso forth into account) saying that they neeidest at least half of
their current net-income to the different “privatdti-age products.
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Secondly, the guarantees differ in the two coustWdthough there is no financial guarantee given
by the Dutch state for the level of additional pens of third-pillar pensions, there is a highly
regulated state supervision, supplemented withtsarsc In addition, customers are not as highly
individualised as they are in Germany since ihessémployer or the sector which offers the pension
fund and the Life Course Savings Scheme, and iryroases also the third pillar individual
schemes. In Germany, guarantees are given towrdlrse risks, i.e. some of the certified
products, chosen by the individual, cannot be redus case of receiving means-tested welfare
benefits. The market risks, however, vary per podicd depend on the individual choice for more

or less risky products.

Thirdly, some groups of citizens are differentlyrginalised in the two additional pension designs.
In the Netherlands, additional occupational pengi@visions through pension funds, the Life
Course Savings Scheme or state subsidised ‘tHled pivestments’ are disadvantageous for low
income earners and part-time employed. In partictitiés disadvantage is due to the threshold for
additional occupational pensions, calle@nchise(Frericks et al. 2006), still applied by many
pension funds. This threshold points to the le¥eVage, which must be superior the minimum
income for building up pension entitlements finahbg the employer and the employee. The
introduction of this threshold was justified by tiaet that any citizen has a right to a public
people’s pension corresponding to the minimum ineofmd while this minimum income was
reduced in the past two decade, employees withitelil wage (or working part-time) do not build
up any pension entitlement in the second pillaGarmany too, the lower paid employees are

marginalised, as are those being less well-informed

Fourthly, redistribution within the current pensidesign differs between the two countries. In the
Netherlands, the better-off gain by tax incentig@sx 2000), however, to a lesser degree since
2006. Redistribution measures hardly exist andipaasare assumed to be increasingly
individualised (abolishing partners allowanceseterm). In Germany, it is all those disposed to
invest (let’s say the well-paid and well-informed$, well as the non-working spouses
(‘housewives’), families (child allowances), ana tbowest paid; although the minimal amount of

the own investment is, as a percentage for low waggher high and therefore quite unrealistic.

* The ministry simply states: ,Independent of age onight say: Only someone who is willed to accelpigaer risk for
possibly higher returns should consider to investtocks, equity funds or a unit-linked life-insoica. Private pension
schemes, endowment policies, bank savings platesj-fnterest securities on the other hand areivelaecure
products of old-age provisions.” (translation byrew, BMAS 2009b)
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Indeed, only a small ratio of low income earnergadicipating inRiesterschemes (SOEP 2009,
Bdsch-Supran et al. 2008, Corneo et al. 2009).

4) The design of the combined pensions has an ingpethe trust citizens have in their future
pensions. As the Eurobarometer-data of 2007 sh@nm@ns have very little trust in their future
pensions while the Dutch are quite confident alloeir old-age financial situation. 72 per cent of
the Germans (a bit more in the former East thaherformer West) are not confident or rather not
confident about the future of one’s pension, againy/ 28 per cent of the Dutch. 66 per cent of the
Dutch are very confident or rather confident alibetfuture of one’s pension (only the Fins and the
Danes show even more trust into their future persgiagainst only 25 per cent of the Germans, by
far the lowest mark in EU 27 comparison (Eurobar@m2007). There is also a slight difference in
citizens’ acceptance to help guaranteeing the filmhsustainability of their pension system. The
Dutch are, more than the Germans, willing to warkger for the sake of their pension system’s
sustainability (25 per cent of the Dutch, 16 pertad the Germans) as well as to pay higher social
security contributions (37 to 33 per cent). Hereasthe place to discuss the reasons for these
pessimistic respectively optimistic views; moreqveis not the expertise of the authors to analyse
the influence of media and political discourse pmmns. Fact is, firstly, that Germans distrust
their pension systems much more than their westeighbours do. Secondly, they invest in the
outsourced (and therefore necessary) semi-privatsipn scheme much less that the Dutch into
private additional pension schemes. This is the,acagen though the Dutch on average are already

‘well’ covered by the people’s pension and the gdiory additional occupational pension.

To sum up, one might say that the Dutch combinedipe design guarantees a high coverage
(although benefits might differ tremendously betwewdividuals), and participation in pension
funds is almost universal for employees. This,afrse, increases shared identities and interests,
and, thereby, political power. The German combipeaision design, on the contrary, creates a low
coverage, low levels of trust into old-age pensionstal, very little collective consciousness and
shared (positive) social identities. Therefore, as consequence of little transparency, there are

hardly any interest groups and, consequentlye lidlitical power.

Conclusions

® Interestingly, it is first and foremost Germanyhigh has the highest number of pensioners’ pairiiéise European
elections.
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The design of the institutional constellation prg pensions for old-age security determines (1)
to what degree social citizens, with all their éiffinces, have the opportunity to build up ,adedquate
pensions and (2) in how far citizens trust the cowdb pension system that increases or decreases
the willingness to support the national pensiorieysand, if necessary or desirable, to invest in

additional old-age provision.

For working out, as announced in the part ‘aimsmethods’, an overview and a categorisation of
the characteristics of institutional constellatiamsl their impact on different life-course ecolagie

it Is necessary to develop more in detail the irgggn between the life-course theory, the institiut
economic process theory and the social citizeni@pry. In this preliminary version, we limit

ourselves to indicate some evident points of suct@gorisation.

First of all, provisions for old age, in order te &dequate have to offer some basic guarantee or
level of means, which should be above the povaertit.IThis problem has been solved in the
Netherlands with the public people’s pension, @ponding to the level of minimum income. In
Germany, there is at the moment no serious probfgmoverty, however the reforms of the public
pension scheme entailing substantial reductiontisarfuture, might increase the fear that such a
problem can arise in the future. In any case, na@ynans don'’t trust individualised pension
investments as a supplement to the assumed ingeahlie pension. This distrust into the
institutional constellation of social protectioreates a so-called savings trap of not investirail at

and consequently ending up below “adequate” perisigis.

Secondly, it seems necessary that provisions tbagé are structured and organised in a
comprehensive way. Any pension system is very cmafgd, and it can only inspire trust when
being instituted with the participation of collectiactors. These might focus on labour related
rights (such as unions, employers associations)ave in general on social citizen rights (the gtate
possibly participating in the management of thespgnsystem and being involved in reforms of
the system. These actors can help to create trtis¢ andividual participants, whether they are

employees and/or citizens.
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Thirdly, contextual factors, such as a financiadisy a recession, or a sudden significant politica
transformation, can entail serious problems foeasgpn system. According to the institutional set-
up of country-specific pension systems, one cartate the potential fault-lines of each system,
which might be affected by one or the other of ¢hesntextual factors.

A more detailed elaboration of these points preegpg first some theoretical developments, which

will be offered in a further version of this paper.
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