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1. Background and research questions

The demographic ageing process in Germany shapes the discussion on the relation between
work and retirement and its consequences regarding economic growth and the welfare for
future generations.! The baby boomers, born between the 1950s and 1960s, are heading to-
ward retirement. In the following decade, the vast majority of this group will withdraw from
work leaving a large gap on the labour markets.? Thus, the increasing number of transitions
from work to retirement will be a societal phenomenon with tremendous dimension.

However, the nature of retirement has changed to some extent in the recent past. The tra-
ditional way of working life with a clear frontier between work and retirement becomes less
important. Instead, other forms of working careers are gaining importance.® Beside the fre-
guent occurrence of preretirement (typically associated with substantial episodes of unem-
ployment), a rising trend of working past 65 years (the normal retirement age in most devel-
oped countries) can be observed.* In recent years, a growing body of literature deals with
post-retirement work — also discussed as “bridge employment” — in Germany.® Looking at
this phenomenon today and understanding the underlying mechanisms might give academics
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and politicians valuable hints for designing the future of work. This applies to lengthening
working life particularly at the end of the working career, for example, by part-time or occa-
sional employment after official retirement.

Furthermore, unpaid work like volunteering in retirement is an attractive option for retir-
ees compensating the loss of the worker role. VVolunteering as a subset of informal productive
activities is discussed as a promising potential for tackling the economic consequences of de-
mographic change.®

In the light of the changing nature of retirement with a substantial amount of activities in
older adulthood (in particular, bridge employment and volunteer work), this study investigates
the prediction of paid and unpaid post-retirement work in Germany.

2. Conceptual framework
In order to explain this complex phenomenon related to post-retirement engagement, image
theory is used as a theoretical framework.” Different types of individual images describe how
people make important decisions with major impacts on their lives. The trajectory image is
“the preferred course of action or future outcome, goals and events that one thinks is appro-
priate and wants to achieve” (Griffin & Hesketh, 2008, p. 102).% In this study, we use the in-
tention of workers to work in retirement as the trajectory image. According to Griffin & Hes-
keth (2008), the actual engagement in retirement (post-retirement work) is conceptualised as
the retrospectively preferred goal chosen by retirees. Due to the usage of cross-sectional data,
the retiree group serves as a “control group” for cross validation purposes examining similari-
ties and differences in predicting paid and unpaid post-retirement work.

The self-image consists of personal beliefs, values or morals that guide the individual
through the decision making process. In the current study, generativity and job related self-
efficacy are two components of this concept. Within projected image, future events and states

are anticipated by the individual — in this case the anticipated satisfaction with financial re-
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sources in retirement of current workers. The action image includes plans to achieve the cho-
sen goal considering retirement planning activities related to paid and unpaid engagement in

retirement.

3. Data source and method

For empirical analyses, data were taken from the representative survey “Transitions and Old
Age Potentials — TOP” with 5,002 people aged 55 to 70 years. Both intentions to work in re-
tirement in a sample of older workers (N=1,068) and actual work in retirement in a sample of
pensioners (N=1,442) were examined. In line with Griffin & Hesketh (2008), the outcome
variable — trajectory image — consists of four types of work (no work as reference group, paid
work, unpaid work, paid and unpaid work). Independent variables were categorised by theo-
retical criteria as: self-image (image of current pre-retirement work), projected image (finan-
cial concerns in retirement), action image (retirement planning), and demographics (gender,
education, income). Multinomial regression analyses were applied for both workers and retir-

€es.

4. Results

In both samples, education plays a crucial role related to paid and unpaid work vs. no work
indicating a positive education gradient (workers sample: OR = 0.40, 95%-ClI: 0.24-0.68, ref.
cat. = high level of education; retirees sample: OR =0.57, 95%-Cl. 0.38-0.84, respectively).
A similar trend can be observed with respect to health (workers sample: OR = 0.55, 95%-ClI:
0.31-0.97, ref. cat. = good/very good health; retirees sample: OR = 0.45, 95%-CI: 0.26-0.80,
respectively). Compared to female retirees men are more prone to paid (and unpaid) work vs.
no work (paid vs. no work: OR = 0.41, 95%-CI: 0.26-0.65, ref. cat. = men, paid and unpaid
work: OR = 0.50, 95%-ClI: 0.34-0.73, respectively). The concept of self-image shows statisti-
cally significant results only in the sample of retirees (generativity: unpaid work vs. no work;
job related self-efficacy: paid work vs. no work). The action image (consisting plans toward
paid and unpaid activities in retirement) seems to play a major role in predicting paid and un-
paid post-retirement work. Planning activities and intentions/actual behaviour show positive

associations at a statistically significant level (see, Tables 1 & 2).

5. Discussion
The current study showed that there are more differences than similarities in prediction post-

retirement work when differentiating by the stage of retirement process (pre-retirement vs.
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retirement). The underlying assumption that the intention to work in retirement is a strong
predictor for subsequent behaviour (see, Griffin & Hesketh, 2008, p. 102) is called into ques-
tion. Future research should carve out the mechanisms and relevant factors behind the inten-
tion-doing gap related to post-retirement work.

Interestingly, financial concerns do not play a major role in explaining paid post-
retirement work. According to Hofacker & Naumann (2015), the reasons for post-retirement
work possibly differ by socio economic status (SES): individuals with lower SES work after
retirement to avoid poverty in old age, whereas individuals with high SES are rather driven by
personal needs. These results emphasise the fact that the social structure of older adulthood is
characterised by a high variability.

Multivariate analyses reveal that planning of paid and unpaid activities in retirement (*“ac-
tion image”) is a reliable predictor regarding post-retirement work (both intentions and actual
behaviour). In conclusion, encouraging older adults in proactive retirement planning seems a

promising starting point in dealing with the demographic ageing process in Germany.



Table 1. Multinomial regression results, dependent variable: paid and unpaid work (workers, N=1,068)

Unpaid and paid work vs.

Unpaid work vs. no work Paid work vs. no work no work

Variable OR 95%-Cl p-value | OR 95%-Cl p-value | OR 95%-Cl p-value
Gender (ref. men) 1.24 | 0.79-1.96 | 0.350 1.07 | 0.58-2.00 | 0.822 0.89 0.56-1.39 0.597
Education (ref. high) 0.60 | 0.36-1.01 | 0.053 0.44| 0.22-0.88 | 0.020 0.40 0.24-0.68 0.001
Income (ref. Q5): Q1 1.42 | 0.67-3.02 0.361 0.80 | 0.29-2.19 | 0.657 2.51 1.16-5.36 0.017
Q2 2.10 | 0.94-4.67 0.069 0.99 | 0.34-2.86 | 0.988 3.81 1.70-8.51 0.001
Q3 1.11 | 0.54-2.28 0.778 0.55| 0.21-1.48 | 0.238 1.48 0.72-3.08 0.290
Q4 1.55 | 0.74-3.23 0.243 1.07 | 0.42-2.75| 0.888 1.52 0.72-3.24 0.275
Health (ref. good/very good) 0.80 | 0.46-1.38 0.420 045| 0.19-1.10 | 0.079 0.55 0.31-0.97 0.039
Expected retirement age (ref. 70+): 60-64 0.64 | 0.05-8.10 0.728 0.13| 0.01-1.65| 0.115 1.61 | 0.09-30.10 0.748
65-69 0.67 | 0.05-8.30 | 0.751 0.28 | 0.02-3.30 | 0.309 2.95| 0.16-53.98 0.466
Generativity 1.38 | 0.98-1.95 | 0.069 0.81| 0.51-1.27 | 0.353 1.23 0.87-1.74 0.234
Self-efficacy 0.99 | 0.65-1.49 0.950 1.53 | 0.84-2.76 | 0.0163 0.94 0.63-1.43 0.786
Changes at work 1.14 | 0.79-1.63 0.484 0.99 | 0.60-1.65| 0.976 1.16 0.80-1.67 0.431
Opportunity to post-retirement work (ref. yes) 1.69 | 1.08-2.64 0.023 0.80 | 0.43-1.48 | 0.467 0.68 0.43-1.07 0.092
Expected financial situation in retirement (ref. good/very 0.61 | 0.36-1.01 0.056 1.02 | 0.51-2.03| 0.961 0.87 0.53-1.44 0.582
good)

Retirement planning (paid work) 1.47 | 0.97-2.21 0.067 3.21| 1.94-5.32 | 0.000 2.15 1.43-3.22 0.000
Retirement planning (unpaid work) (ref. plan) 0.20 | 0.11-0.37 0.000 1.13 | 0.48-2.66 | 0.774 0.25 0.14-0.44 0.000

Notes: “ref.”: reference category, “OR”: odds ratio, “CI”: confidence interval; —2LL: 2,236.474; * (df): 247.564 (48); p<0.001; Pseudo R? (Nagelkerke): 0.229.

Source: Transitions and Old Age Potentials — TOP 2013, unweightet data, own calculations.




Table 2: Multinomial regression results, dependent variable: paid and unpaid work (retirees, N=1,442)

Unpaid and paid work vs.

Unpaid work vs. no work Paid work vs. no work no work
Variable OR 95%-Cl | p-value OR 95%-CI | p-value OR 95%-Cl | p-value
Gender (ref. men) 0.87 | 0.66-1.14 | 0.308 0.41 | 0.26-0.65 | 0.000 0.50 | 0.34-0.73 | 0.000
Education (ref. high) 0.71 | 0.53-0.95 | 0.020 0.74 | 0.50-1.18 | 0.204 0.57 | 0.38-0.84 | 0.005
Income (ref. Q5): Q1 1.13 | 0.71-1.80 | 0.600 1.04 | 047-2.30 | 0.931 1.44 | 0.76-2.73 | 0.262
Q2 1.14 | 0.75-1.73 | 0.541 1.33 | 0.66-2.69 | 0.432 1.11 | 0.61-2.01 | 0.743
Q3 0.97 | 0.64-148 | 0.901 144 | 0.72-2.89 | 0.302 1.27 | 0.72-2.24 | 0.400
Q4 1.20 | 0.79-1.81 | 0.395 161 |0.81-3.22 | 0.177 1.44 | 0.82-2.52 | 0.200
Health (ref. good/very good) 0.58 | 0.40-0.83 | 0.003 0.60 | 0.32-1.10 | 0.097 0.45 | 0.26-0.80 | 0.006
Actual retirement age (ref. 65+): <60 1.23 | 0.81-1.88 | 0.330 0.51 | 0.24-1.07 | 0.075 0.88 | 0.50-1.55 | 0.657
60-64 1.25 |0.91-1.72 | 0.176 0.70 | 0.44-1.13 | 0.144 0.72 | 0.48-1.09 | 0.123
Generativity 1.50 | 1.18-1.90 | 0.001 0.74 | 0.51-1.07 | 0.110 1.20 | 0.86-1.69 | 0.285
Self-efficacy 1.12 | 0.84-1.49 | 0.430 2.68 1.56-4.60 | 0.000 1.44 | 0.95-2.20 | 0.089
Changes at work 1.15 | 0.91-1.46 | 0.235 0.81 | 0.57-1.16 | 0.250 1.09 | 0.78-1.54 | 0.602
Opportunity to post-retirement work (ref. yes) 1.11 | 0.85-1.47 | 0.439 0.67 | 0.43-1.03 | 0.069 0.68 | 0.47-0.98 | 0.038
Financial satisfaction (ref. good/very good) 1.07 | 0.70-1.65 | 0.745 2.03 | 1.09-3.80 | 0.027 0.91 | 0.49-1.68 | 0.762
Retirement planning (paid work) 0.78 | 0.62-0.97 | 0.026 261 | 1.93-3.53 | 0.000 1.99 | 1.53-2.58 | 0.000
Retirement planning (unpaid work) (ref. plan) 0.21 | 0.15-0.28 | 0.000 1.31 | 0.76-2.25 | 0.333 0.33 | 0.22-0.49 | 0.000

Notes: “ref.”: reference category, “OR”: odds ratio, “CI”: confidence interval; —2LL: 3,099.004; y? (df): 431.999 (48); p<0.001; Pseudo R? (Nagelkerke): 0.278.

Source: Transitions and Old Age Potentials — TOP 2013, unweightet data, own calculations.




