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A Foreword by Jerry Moriarty,
‘_' - Chairperson of PensionsEurope

1 .

As the Chairperson of PensionsEurope, it is with great pleasure that | introduce the paper
“Road to DC: Understanding the Shift”. This publication studies the transition from Defined
Benefit (DB) to Defined Contribution (DC) pension schemes in Europe.

In recent years, many Member States have experienced a shift from traditional DB pension
schemes to DC or hybrid models. Millions of Europeans already depend on workplace and/or
occupational DC pension schemes alongside state benefits, and this reliance is set to grow.
Employers are shifting away from DB to more stable options, while governments are working
to bridge the gap between state pensions and citizens' retirement needs amidst economic
and demographic challenges. These transitions have significant implications for the design
and delivery of retirement benefits.

This paper offers a comprehensive study of the ongoing shift to DC in Europe, examining its
ramifications and outlining key principles to design resilient pension schemes tailored to the
diverse needs of retirees across Member States. By providing these insights, it aims to guide
policymakers and other stakeholders in navigating the evolving pension landscape and pave
the way for sustainable and adequate retirement provisions for future generations.

Prepared by the Standing Committee Future of Pensions, this publication underscores our
commitment to understanding present and future pension challenges and finding optimal
solutions. We present this paper as a contribution to the evolution of DC schemes and a
natural follow from our previous papers on the topic. Through our Member Associations and
our Corporate and Supporter Members, we have access to resources and expertise, which

will continue to be used to participate in the debate on DC schemes and help to ensure better

outcomes for members and beneficiaries.

| would like to thank all the members of the Board and Secretariat of PensionsEurope, who
contributed to this paper, as well as the Members of the Standing Committee Future of
Pensions.




A Foreword by the Eversheds
Sutherland DC Team

We are delighted to have worked with Pensions Europe on this hugely important and timely publication:
“Road to DC: Understanding the Shift".

Across Member States, we are starting to see a wholesale shift from traditional Defined Benefit (DB)
pension schemes to Defined Contribution (DC) or hybrid alternatives. This trend is being driven by
political, socio-economic, and regulatory changes. These make it less palatable for many employers to
continue running — and financially underwriting — traditional DB pension arrangements.

The shift to DC has seen a fundamental change in the structure, risk, and implications of pension
provisions. In DB arrangements, members benefit from a pension promise of a set level of retirement
income. In DC and other hybrid arrangements, there may be no guarantees and savers often bear the
investment and longevity risks in relation to their retirement savings.

While the precise nature of DC often differs across Member States, and there is no “one-size-fits-all’,
there are several consistent themes emerging in the shift to DC. Policymakers, supervisors, and the
governing bodies running DC funds are all grappling with how to ensure that savers: achieve good retire-
ment outcomes and an adequate pension; obtain good value for money; benefit from decent risk-ad-
justed investment returns; engage with their retirement savings so they can plan from an earlier stage;
and receive the right level of support and guidance they need to make complex decisions at retirement.

Most of the focus so far has been on the “save” or accumulation phase of DC. But a generation of DC
savers will soon start to reach retirement. At this point, the challenges associated with the “payout” or
decumulation phase of DC — how to turn a finite pot of money into a reliable source of retirement income
— will become pressing.

In this publication, we explore these key themes and look at how they apply holistically and strategically
to all Member States on the road to DC, while drawing out some of the differences in approach between
jurisdictions.

There is a societal and social obligation for policymakers, industry stakeholders, and supervisors to
work collaboratively, embrace innovation, and adopt a solutions-driven approach. This will help to miti-

gate the changing landscape and ensure savers have sufficient savings for a dignified retirement.

We look forward to playing our part in that collaboration and hope you enjoy this publication.

Francois Barker Michael Jones

Head of Pensions Partner, Head of DC Pensions
Eversheds Sutherland Eversheds Sutherland
(International) LLP (International) LLP



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The paper “Road to DC: Understanding
the Shift” provides an exhaustive analy-
sis of the ongoing transformation from
Defined Benefit (DB) to Defined Con-
tribution (DC) pension schemes across
European Member States.

The objective of this paper is to explore the shift
from DB to DC schemes taking place in many Euro-
pean countries and to provide some general solu-
tions for building resilience and adequate retirement
provisions in a more DC-orientated world.

The precise nature of DB and DC often differs
across Member States, and there is no single
approach to pensions. This paper uses the OECD
taxonomy of DB and DC schemes to streamline the
discussion.

While the shift has been in place for many years

in some European countries and remains steady,
the paper indicates that some historically DB/hy-
brid-dominated countries have been experiencing
a more recent transition towards DC schemes with
different magnitude levels. Despite the growing
importance of DC schemes, it outlines that DB
provisions persist in Europe, with the majority of
members still enrolled in those schemes at the
moment.

Various general factors, including demographic
shifts and accounting standards changes, have
caused this shift. Different trajectories are taken by
countries. Country-specific reforms are

important drivers as illustrated by the Dutch
transition from DB to DC and the adoption of
auto-enrolment in the UK and Ireland.

The transition to DC schemes shifts a greater bur-
den of risk onto employees, potentially jeopardising
pension adequacy. Factors, such as inadequate
contribution levels or suboptimal decision-making
by participants can exacerbate these risks. How-
ever, the degree of risk exposure varies based on
the scheme model. Collective Defined Contribution
(CDC) schemes and hybrid models, for example,
provide greater risk-sharing among participants
compared to individual DC schemes. in addition, it
is essential not to overlook the advantages of DC
schemes, particularly for employers seeking cost
predictability.

While DC frameworks are different among Member
States, several common themes are emerging. The
paper advocates for key principles spanning from
robust scheme design to comprehensive decumu-
lation options, and tailored legislation to national
contexts. Striking a balance between regulation
and operational efficiency is essential to safeguard
members'’ interests and minimise administrative
burdens.

Ultimately, the paper stresses the importance of en-
suring savers achieve secure retirement outcomes,
receive adequate support and guidance throughout
their pension journey, while also optimising value for
money and participation costs.



INTRODUCTION

Occupational pension schemes can take two primary
forms: Defined Benefit (DB) and Defined Contribu-

tion (DC) (although it is perfectly possible to combine
elements of both within "hybrid arrangements”. These
schemes differ in how pension benefits are determined,
and who bears the associated risks. In traditional DB
schemes, where benefits are often linked to a worker's
final salary, employers bear the vast majority of the
risks, while in traditional (or sometimes called pure)

DC schemes, risks are shifted towards the individual
employees. Between these extremes, various hybrid ar-
rangements exist in practice, featuring different degrees
of risk-sharing between employers and employees, which
may be accompanied by certain guarantees or collective
risk-sharing.

Over the past few decades, several Member States
have experienced a shift from traditional DB pension
schemes to DC or hybrid schemes, a trend that has also
been highlighted by EU policymakers. This shift has
been driven by a combination of factors, including de-
mographic changes, economic pressures, and evolving
regulatory landscapes. Many European citizens already
rely upon workplace and/or occupational DC pension
schemes to supplement their pension benefits from the
first pillar, and it is expected to grow in the future.



m

The paper "Road to DC: Understanding the Shift” repre-
sents an in-depth study of this ongoing transition from DB
to DC schemes occurring in many European countries.

Through this project, PensionsEurope’s Standing Commit-
tee on the Future of Pensions surveyed PensionsEurope’s
members to gain insights into the factors driving this shift,
and the various challenges and opportunities it presents in
Member States. The findings of this survey showcase the
heterogeneity of the occupational pension landscape in Eu-
rope, highlighting the diverse approaches taken by different
countries and ways of structuring DC pensions.

The paper continues the series of PensionsEurope’s pub-
lications on Defined Contribution schemes, which include
Good Decumulation of Defined Contribution Pension Plans

throughout Europe, Principles for Securing Good Out-

comes for Members of Defined Contribution Pension Plans

throughout Europe, Pension Design Principles applied to

modern Defined Contribution solutions, and Key Principles

of Good Governance for Workplace Defined Contribution

Pension Plans throughout Europe. These publications aim
to benefit not only regulators and policymakers across the
EU, but also researchers, employers, and those responsible
for pension schemes. Through this paper, we also aim

to update our previous research by analysing the current
state of DC schemes in Europe, assessing their impacts,

and reflecting on how to promote policies and best practic-
es that ensure good pensions in light of these changes.

In addition, the paper aims to reflect on policies and best
practices that can ensure good pensions. It also under-
scores the complexity of the transition towards DC schemes,
emphasising the continued importance of DB schemes and
many hybrid models that combine elements of both DB

and DC. As the leading voice of occupational pensions in
Europe, PensionsEurope advocates for the development of
robust workplace pensions that provide adequate retirement
incomes for workers. Achieving this goal requires policies
that take into account this heterogeneity in Europe and are
adapted to national contexts.

The primary objective of this paper is to explore the ongo-
ing shift from DB to DC schemes by providing an overview
of the DB and DC pension landscape in Europe (Chapter 1).
It looks at the drivers behind this shift and makes the case
that while general factors exist, national drivers, particularly
reforms or changes in legislation, also need to be consid-
ered (Chapter 2). The paper highlights the associated risks
and opportunities with DC schemes (Chapter 3). Finally, it
provides some general principles for building resilience and
adequate retirement provisions in a more DC-orientated
world (Chapter 4).


https://pensionseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/Good-Decumulation-of-DC-Pension-Plans-FINAL-1.pdf
https://pensionseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/Good-Decumulation-of-DC-Pension-Plans-FINAL-1.pdf
https://pensionseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/Principles-for-Securing-Good-Outcomes-for-DC-Members-FINAL.pdf
https://pensionseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/Principles-for-Securing-Good-Outcomes-for-DC-Members-FINAL.pdf
https://pensionseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/Principles-for-Securing-Good-Outcomes-for-DC-Members-FINAL.pdf
https://pensionseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/DC-paper-web-version-final.pdf
https://pensionseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/DC-paper-web-version-final.pdf
https://pensionseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/PensionsEurope_Paper_DC_Governance.pdf
https://pensionseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/PensionsEurope_Paper_DC_Governance.pdf
https://pensionseurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/PensionsEurope_Paper_DC_Governance.pdf
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This chapter presents an overview of the occupational pension landscape in Europe. It
analyses the split between DB and DC schemes.

Occupational pension schemes are those linked to
an employment relationship between the scheme
member and the entity that generally establishes
the scheme (the plan sponsor). They may be estab-
lished by employers or groups of employers (e.g.,
industry associations), sometimes in conjunction
with labour associations (e.g., a trade union). Gen-
erally, the plan sponsor is responsible for making
contributions to occupational pension schemes, but
employees may also be required to contribute or al-
lowed to pay voluntary contributions. Sponsors may
have administrative or oversight responsibilities for
these schemes, or there can be a separate govern-
ance structure. The pension benefits can either be
DB or DC - (or a blend of the two) depending on
how pension benefits are calculated and who bears
the different risks.

According to the OECD taxonomy, a Defined Benefit
pension scheme is “any pension plan in which the
financial or longevity risk is borne by the plan sponsor.
Benefits to members are typically based on a formula
linked to members’ wages or salaries and length

of employment”. Defined Contribution Pension
schemes are ‘pension plans in which benefits to
members are based solely on the amount contributed
to the plan by the sponsor or member plus the invest-
ment return thereon. This does not include schemes
in which the employer that sponsors the plan guaran-
tees a rate of return.” As there is no guaranteed rate
of return, any costs incurred from the fund within the
DC scheme are the other critical element that will
impact the level of benefits The OECD definition com-
bines two elements: the legal nature of the accrual (a
benefit or capital) and financial risk-bearing (either by
the sponsor, the employee or an external party).

The distinction between DB and DC schemes is

not always straightforward. For instance, Belgium
introduced a legal minimum guarantee return on their
Defined Contribution schemes. This guaranteed risk
is carried by the employer, which technically means

the schemes are DB as set out under the OECD
definition. However, in the national context, they are
still called DC.

Other countries have introduced hybrid DB
schemes, which come in different forms, but effec-
tively combine promising a benefit to members — a
Defined-Benefit characteristic — with risk-sharing by
those members — a Defined-Contribution char-
acteristic. This was the case for instance in the
Netherlands until the new Pension Act, which came
into effect in July 2023. Until recently, benefits were
accrued, but ultimately were conditional on the
funding status of the pension provider.

Using the OECD definitions, the proportion of assets
in DB and DC schemes varies greatly between
European countries. Some countries operate mostly
DB schemes. Finland and Norway have traditional
DB schemes, which correspond to 100% of the
assets allocated in the second pillar. DB and hybrid
schemes are also dominant in countries, such as
Belgium, Germany, the Netherlands, Luxembourg,
Portugal, Spain, and Sweden.

By contrast, some European countries only operate
DC schemes in the second pillar. This is the case in
many countries of the Central and Eastern Europe-
an (CEE) region, including Bulgaria, Croatia, Estonia,
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, and Romania. The share
is also particularly high in countries, such as Austria,
Greece, France, Iceland, and Italy.

DC schemes are gaining prominence at the expense
of DB in some Member States. This shift has been
in place for many years in countries including
Ireland, Denmark, and Sweden, where there has
been a steady increase in the asset allocation to

DC schemes for the past 15 years. There, new and
younger employees are usually covered by new DC
schemes. Older employees remain covered by DB
schemes.


https://www.oecd.org/finance/private-pensions/2488707.pdf
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More recently, some historically DB/hybrid-dominated countries have been
experiencing a transition towards DC schemes:

On 1 January 2018, the “Law Strengthening Occupational Pensions” entered into force in
Germany. This allowed the social partners to set up collective DC schemes exclusively via
collective agreements — before this, German law did not allow occupational DC schemes. The
first projects of collective DC schemes were already introduced in 2019. In 2022, the first DC
schemes — one at the company and one at the industry level (chemical industry) - started
operating. A third DC scheme, also at the industry level (banking sector), started operating in
early 2024. While DB and hybrid schemes remain predominant, an increase in asset allocation
in DC schemes can be expected over time. For the time being, most German pension schemes
are treated as DC in international accounts (which is possible under certain requirements), but
will remain, in legal terms, DB.

The newly adopted Dutch Pension Act will abolish the system of DB accruals. Under the old
system, indexation (or benefit reductions) was dependent on the funding status of the pension
provider, and sponsor support was absent, meaning that the financial risk was shared collec-
tively by members. Most pension funds are expected to convert the existing DB accruals into
DC capital and annuities will become variable in principle. However, the majority of DC schemes
will retain strong solidarity elements, including a solidarity buffer to mitigate the impact of
financial shocks on pensions and risk-sharing between generations. The Dutch model therefore
will be hybrid.

Ireland is advancing on its journey to DC. The numbers of Irish DB schemes are incrementally
declining each year, and most are closed to new members, with 36% frozen to further accruals.
DC assets are growing annually and are now running at 65 — 70% of DB assets. DC schemes
are consolidating into large master trusts, which are expected to further drive growth and inno-
vation. Mandatory automatic enrolment into a pension scheme is being introduced in Ireland,
and all the asset growth this will drive will be in DC.

N J

In 2020, the EIOPA Consumer Trends Report noted Active Members split by DB/HY and DC schemes (23 MS)
that 55% of active members in 23 Member States
were enrolled in DC schemes. Since then, this

trend has continued to grow. The 2023 edition of 80%
the EIOPA Consumer Trends Report shows that
number of new members in DC pension schemes
in 2022 increased by 115% compared to 2021, with
an increase in France (610%), and Sweden (90%).

60%
40%

It corresponds to an increase of 11% in one year in 20%
active members in DC schemes as a percentage of
total active members at the aggregate level.

Source: EIOPA financial stability statistics Hoc HDB

Consumer Trends Report 2020 - EIOPA



https://www.eiopa.europa.eu/document/download/2538b590-ee54-4a36-ab54-d113726b0ea8_en?filename=Consumer%20trends%20report%202020.pdf
https://www.eiopa.europa.eu/publications/consumer-trends-report-2023_en
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DB and hybrid schemes still remain larger both in
terms of membership and assets under manage-
ment. In 2022, DB pension schemes added more
members in absolute terms (2.5 m for DB and 2.1
m for DC). It is important to note that the trend is
not unilateral in Europe and that DB schemes will
remain relevant as some Member States, such
as Germany, will continue to provide mostly DB
contracts.
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This chapter investigates the factors behind the shift from traditional DB to DC schemes.

Some of these factors are faced by many countries, and others are specific to national

contexts.

CHANGES IN ACCOUNTING
STANDARDS

)

In 2007, the International Accounting
Standards Board (IASB) was adopted

to bring convergence between nation-

al accounting standards through the
development of global standards. The
IASB established new accounting and
regulatory changes, which impacted both
DB and DC schemes. It requires an entity
to recognise a liability when an employee
has provided service in exchange for his or
her benefits to be paid in the future. This
implies that the value of the DB scheme’s
liability had to be shown on a company’s
balance sheet. This calculation could lead
to significant volatility on the balance
sheet as interest rates and investment
returns fluctuate, and no smoothing is al-
lowed. Conversely, for DC schemes, costs
are expensed when contributions are
made — and the only defined element is
the promised level of contributions — sim-
plifying accounting. The adoption of these
standards has encouraged a gradual shift
towards DC schemes in the UK, Ireland,
Austria, and Belgium, as it simplifies the
accounting process, and removes volatility
from sponsors’ balance sheets.

SOLVENCY AND FUNDING RULES

o)

Solvency and funding rules in Europe,
shaped by a combination of the IORP di-
rective and national regulations, have also
had a significant impact on the treatment
of pension liabilities for DB schemes.
These rules require pension plan sponsors
to ensure that their IORPs are adequately
funded to meet their pension obligations.

As solvency and funding rules have be-
come more stringent, even more pressure
has been put on plan sponsors to ensure
schemes are always well-funded. This has
resulted in strong contribution demands
on employers, even when employers are
struggling financially. This funding strain
on sponsors (and the associated volatility)
makes DC schemes more attractive as
the only corporate promise concerns the
contributions to be paid. There is no corpo-
rate promise concerning the benefit, which
emerges from the plan when members
retire. This means employers have greater
certainty about their pension costs, and
are no longer exposed to the risks and
volatility associated with DB schemes.

~
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Mortality

Population aging has been increasing
over the past decade and is expected

to accelerate significantly over the next
20 years. Life expectancy has also in-
creased, which means pensions are paid
for longer, increasing the cost of pro-
viding them. Demographic changes are
resulting in notable shifts in population
structures in Europe.
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Structural changes in populations

Several Member States, including Greece,
Lithuania, and Poland, face challenges

as their working-age populations are
projected to shrink by at least one-third
by 2060. These demographic changes
place significant strain on existing and
future pension systems, particularly Pay-
As-You-Go structures. Age dependency
ratios (the ratio of dependents compared
to the working-age population) are also
expected to rise in some countries. Some
projections indicate that in over half

of the EU Member States, there will be
fewer than two working-aged individuals
for each person over age 65 by 2060.

In response to these changes, some
governments have developed policies
that encourage or require employers to
instead DC schemes.

~
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J Changes in the labour market and

companies’ preferences

The changing landscape of the labour
market, including the rise in workforce
mobility, self-employment, and flexible
work arrangements, is also contributing
to the shift towards DC pension schemes.
There is a growing preference for pension
options that match evolving work pat-
terns, and provide easy portability when
employees leave a job or take breaks
from work. Companies are also choosing
DC schemes as they offer greater control
over pension costs and less exposure to
the risks and volatility associated with DB
schemes (see above).

~
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Economic pressures

Pension expenditure as a percentage of
GDP has risen in some European coun-
tries, with Greece and Italy allocating over
15% of their GDP to pensions. Eurostat
data indicates that, on average, pension
expenditure in the EU stood at 12.9%

in 2021. This significant share of GDPs
allocated to pensions can be explained

by demographic changes, employment
trends, and variations in the labour share
of GDP In the second pillar, declining inter-
est rates, from the late 1980s to recently,
have also made it difficult for DB schemes
to generate sufficient returns to meet their
obligations. These factors have further
intensified the shift towards DC.



https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/tps00103/default/table?lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/tps00103/default/table?lang=en
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@ Regulatory changes

National legislation, regulation, and tax
incentives can drive or encourage the
transition from DB to DC. For instance,
the UK's Pension Regulator has promot-
ed lower-risk investment and funding
strategies, which increase the sponsor’s
cost of DB schemes, thereby boosting
the popularity of DC schemes. Changes
in tax rules, and greater flexibility around
how benefits can be taken, have also
made DC schemes more financially at-
tractive to members. In particular, the UK

has a developing DC master trust sector,
which allows employers to offer their
employees a trust-based DC occupation-
al scheme without the need to set this up,
and administer it themselves. The UK's
automatic enrolment requirements mean
that employers are required to make a
pension scheme available, and contribute
to it for their employees.




03 Consequences
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This chapter explores the outcomes that arise when moving from DB to DC schemes.
It analyses the consequences of this shift in retirement strategies and the broader im-

pact it brings to pension systems.

SHIFTING RISKS

In traditional DB schemes, most of the risk rests with
employers, who effectively promise that the scheme
will provide a predetermined payout at retirement.

DB and hybrid schemes may offer more protection
against biometric risks in comparison to DC schemes.
Indeed, traditional DC schemes shift more risk onto
employees; each employee generally has an individual
pension account, the size of which depends on contri-
butions, charges, and investment performance. When
members can make choices as it is the case for some
DC schemes, their decisions can directly influence
their retirement benefits.

The extent of the risk to which members and ben-
eficiaries are exposed varies significantly based on
the DC scheme design. In general (although there
are notable exceptions), employees’ participation in
the decision-making process is limited, and most
decisions are taken by employers, the fiduciaries or
governing boards running the pension funds or social
partners.

Collective Defined Contribution (CDC) schemes and
hybrid models provide greater risk sharing among
participants compared to individual DC schemes. This
distinction is evident in the recent pension reform in
the Netherlands. The reform aims to accumulate a
form of individual pension capital while incorporating
the advantages of collective risk-sharing. Another
example is Denmark, which operates a compulso-
ry-funded CDC scheme with a unique contribution
structure. Here, 80% of contributions come from the
‘guaranteed contribution”, serving as the basis for

the guaranteed nominal pension. The remaining 20%
corresponds to the "bonus contribution’, directly chan-
nelled into reserves or buffers for future pension index-
ation and accrued entitlements based on conditions.
In Germany, the possibility of establishing occupation-
al collective pure DC schemes was legally introduced
in 2018 with the “social partner model”, which can only
be established via collective agreements. Investment
decisions are taken by the schemes” committees, in
which the social partners are involved. Their partici-
pation in the implementation and management of the
scheme is mandatory. Investment risk is collectively
shared by the scheme’s participants.

It is important to note that the implications and risks
associated with DC schemes are described below in
general terms. In practice, they will be heavily depend-
ent on national rules and specific scheme design.

COVERAGE AND ADEQUACY

DC schemes are a useful tool to help employ-

ees save for their retirement and to improve the
coverage of funded pensions. For employers, DC
schemes offer a higher predictability in terms of
cost planning compared to DB schemes. Their
obligations are limited to paying a defined level of
contributions rather than guaranteeing specific
retirement benefits, which can encourage them to
enrol their employees’. Participation can be addi-
tionally facilitated by measures such as automatic
enrolment and/or be regulated via collective agree-
ments or agreements at the company level, which
often also provide the basis for the joint financing of

1 In some DC schemes, employers’ involvement is not limited to paying contributions. Depending on the scheme/ national
context, they might be required to provide a security buffer or guarantee or participate in the scheme’s management.
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contributions by employer and employee. Auto-en-
rolment is becoming more widespread in Europe,
and has been a successful driver to improve the
number of people saving via a pension scheme.
Notably, the UK introduced auto-enrolment in 2012.
Over the period to 2019, it led to a tenfold increase
in total membership of DC occupational schemes,
from 2.7 million in 2011 to 21 million. Lithuania
implemented an auto-enrolment reform in 2019. In
one year only (2020), it led to a participation rate of
75.7%. Ireland is set to implement auto-enrolment in
2024. It is estimated that the reform will encourage
750,000 workers to start a pension.

However, a significant challenge with DC schemes
is that they can fall short of providing adequate
retirement incomes. There are several reasons: con-
tribution levels are often too low; an individual may
hold multiple small pension accounts which frag-
ment his or her purchasing power at retirement; or
the DC savings are only a small proportion of his or
her retirement planning. This means they are unable
to secure an adequate level of income in retirement
lifelong income — whether through annuitisation or
otherwise.

4 N

A study by the Pensions and Lifetime Savings
Association (PLSA) (2023) revealed that:

only 79% of individuals saving in a DC
scheme across the UK were on track to meet
its Minimum Retirement Living Standard
(£19,900 for a couple?) and assume enti-
tlement to a full State pension (£10,600 in
2023/2024)

only 30% were on track to reach their Moder-
ate Living Standard (£34,000 for a couple).

\_ /

2 This assumes a couple is mortgage and rent free in retirement

This is compounded by the fact that most individ-
uals do not know how much they need to save (or
to contribute) to secure an adequate income in
retirement. There is a need for contributions to DC
schemes (and within any auto-enrolment regime) to
be set at an appropriate level to help savers achieve
an adequate retirement income. Some countries
have implemented tools to assist savers practically
in estimating the amount of money needed for
their desired lifestyle in retirement. For instance, the
PLSA has introduced the Retirement Living Stand-
ards, which help individuals envision their retirement
lifestyle and the associated expenses needed to
maintain a specific standard of living. Similarly, the

ASFA Retirement Standard Explainer offers insights
into the lump sum required by the average Austral-
ian to afford a comfortable or modest retirement.

It is important to note that these conditions vary
significantly on the country. A study conducted

by the OECD on the role of private pensions in the
retirement readiness of the working-age population
across various countries, such as Chile, France, and
the Netherlands, highlights that factors including
the mandatory or voluntary nature of individuals’
enrolment in the private pension system, retirement
age preferences, and economic conditions, lead

to varying degrees of reliance on private pensions.
Consequently, countries require tailored strategies
to their national context to assist their citizens in
understanding how much they need in retirement
and how to achieve their goals.

LONGEVITY RISK

Longevity risk refers to the uncertainty that an indi-
vidual, or a group of individuals, might live longer than
initially estimated. When a retirement income is not
guaranteed to be paid for life, the risk is that individ-
uals exhaust their retirement savings prematurely or


https://www.plsa.co.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Policy-Documents/2023/Five-Steps-to-Better-Pensions-Final-Report-Oct-2023.pdf
https://www.retirementlivingstandards.org.uk/
https://www.retirementlivingstandards.org.uk/
https://www.superannuation.asn.au/resources/retirement-standard/
https://www.superannuation.asn.au/resources/retirement-standard/
https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/finance-and-investment/oecd-pensions-outlook-2014/saving-for-retirement-and-the-role-of-private-pension-provision-in-retirement-readiness_pens_outlook-2014-6-en#page28

are forced to live with reduced income during their
retirement years. In a traditional DC scheme, individu-
als may face the uncertainty of accurately estimating
the savings needed for a secure retirement, and the
possibility of outliving their savings. This depends

on the types of decumulation that are allowed under
national social, labour, and tax law.

The cost of self-insuring longevity risk can be signif-
icant. In general, however, these biometric risks are
less significant in collective DC schemes due to the
nature of the pooling of resources and risk-sharing
mechanisms inherent in these schemes.

The risk of running out of savings can also lead
some individuals to be too cautious with the result
that they do not spend their savings effectively and
proportionately across their retirement.

In addition, there is a common tendency for people to
underestimate their life expectancy. A study con-
ducted in the United States by Jackson Financial Inc.
and Boston College (2023), which aimed to identify
and assess retirement-related risks, surveyed 1,000
investors aged 55-84, along with over 400 financial
professionals and financial psychologists. The study
revealed that only 12% of participants accurately pre-
dicted their life expectancy in line with the mortality
tables of the US Social Security Administration. A
significant portion of participants, over 32%, underes-
timated their life expectancy.

INVESTMENT STRATEGY

The shift to DC can impact the demand from
pension schemes for specific asset classes due

to different risk and investment characteristics
between DB and DC schemes, and how investment
strategies are implemented.

In a DB scheme, the body running the fund is
usually responsible for deciding how the fund

is invested, following the "prudent person” rule.
Some regulatory limitations have more influence
on DB schemes, impacting how portfolios are
allocated. In some jurisdictions, DB schemes are
restricted by minimum investment ratios or by
regulatory requirements, setting a lower limit on
anticipated returns, and/or are exposed to interest
rate risks through their liabilities. How deficits in
DB schemes must be reported in the employer’s
accounts or to regulators can also lead employ-
ers and schemes to seek to match the profile of
the scheme’s assets and liabilities as closely as
possible. This can lead schemes to de-risks, which
will greatly increase the chance of delivering the
promised benefit, but reduce the chance of outper-
forming it.

In contrast, traditional DC schemes may offer a
more extensive array of investment options: often,
they provide default funds for members, who do
not choose (or want to choose) their investments,
and also, they may allow members to choose

from a range of investment options, which include
potentially higher-risk investments with greater
growth potential or funds with an ethical or specific
ESG component (e.g., impact investing funds). This
can result in increased investment returns, thereby
bolstering assets and eventual retirement benefits
for the scheme’'s members. However, these kinds of
DC investments may also experience greater vola-
tility the performance of these investments heavily
depends on the strategies available to members,
guidance in navigating risk-return preferences, but
also the ongoing monitoring and adjustment of the
available options.

An important consideration when participants can
choose between different investment options is
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that they may lack sufficient financial knowledge,
leading to uninformed or poor decisions that may
impact their investment choices.

INTEREST RATE RISK

Interest rate risks pose significant challenges for
both DB and DC pensions. In DB schemes, fluctua-
tions in interest rates affect the valuation of pension
liabilities. When interest rates are low, the value of
future benefit payments increases, straining pen-
sion fund finances, and potentially requiring extra
contributions from employers to maintain solvency.
In DC pensions, interest rates changes affect in-
vestment returns and annuity payouts. Low interest
rates can imply lower returns on fixed-income
investments (but increase the value of bonds) in DC
portfolios and reduced annuity payments for retir-
ees, impacting their retirement income. On the con-
trary, high interest rates can push down the value of
bonds, which can negatively impact the value of DC
pensions invested in this asset class, for example
during a “lifestyling” phase (which typically moves
assets from growth-related classes to bond-related
classes as individuals get closer retirement)

FLEXIBILITY

Individual DC schemes typically offer individuals
control and flexibility in managing their retirement
funds. This flexibility enables participants to tailor
their investment choices according to their risk
tolerance, financial goals, and market conditions.
Additionally, it can help to foster a sense of own-
ership and engagement, as individuals actively
manage their retirement funds, potentially opti-
mising returns. As discussed above, this depends
on individuals having the required knowledge, and

being interested enough to engage with their DC
retirement savings. Scheme design with flexibility
therefore needs to mitigate the risk that individuals
make choices that are not in their interest.

FINANCIAL LITERACY AND
BEHAVIOURAL BIASES

When members make active decisions regarding
their DC scheme, their understanding is important
in determining retirement outcomes. Achieving an
optimal investment strategy can require substantial
financial skills, time, and motivation from partici-
pants. However, in Europe, financial literacy remains
relatively low. The Eurobarometer (2023) reports

that only 18% of EU citizens have good financial
knowledge.

A multitude of challenges contribute to this
financial literacy gap. They encompass an
overwhelming abundance of financial choices
and information available to individuals, incon-
sistencies in how much time individuals have for
financial matters, reliance on mental shortcuts in
decision-making, reluctance, or unwillingness to
pay for financial advice, susceptibility to framing
effects, excessive confidence overreliance on
past trends, the terminology associated with
pensions and financial products, which is often
technical and difficult to understand, and aversion
to losses.

Insights from behavioural science emphasise that
when confronted with complexity and presented
numerous options, individuals tend to make subop-
timal choices within DC schemes (particularly when
they come to access their savings at retirement).
For instance, a large number of options often leads
to decision paralysis or choices that do not align


https://finance.ec.europa.eu/news/eurobarometer-survey-reveals-low-levels-financial-literacy-across-eu-2023-07-18_en

with long-term financial goals. Mental shortcuts and
biases, such as overconfidence or loss aversion,
can further influence an individual's decision-mak-
ing and may lead them to make decisions that may
not be in their best financial interests. This is why
default options are important. Many people prefer
not to, or find it difficult, to make choices.

COSTS, CHARGES AND VALUE

Operating pension schemes involves various
expenses related to governance, administration,
reporting, and investment activities, which are typi-
cally covered by contributions from both members
and employers. Some pension schemes, particu-
larly those offering a wide array of options, tend to
incur higher costs, ultimately impacting the final
retirement income. The OECD notes that annual
costs amounting to 1% of assets could potentially
reduce pension income by over 20% after 40 years
of saving, requiring more than a 20% increase

in contributions to achieve the same retirement
income level.

However, according to EIOPA’s Costs and Past
Performance Report of December 2023, in only

three out of 18 EEA-countries, the average ratio of
total expenses over total assets of DC schemes is
above 1%. A single focus on costs without taking
into account benefits presents an incomplete
picture. A DC IORP that invests also in private
equity and other alternative investments probably
has higher operational costs than one that is not
investing in these asset classes — but is also more
likely to benefit from higher capital yields and

thus justifies these additional costs. Furthermore,
IORPs that insure their members against biometric
risks usually display higher costs.

Overall, while it remains an unanswered que
tion whether the costs/fees of DC schemes a
higher than the costs/fees of DB schemes, so
research suggests lower administration costs in
DB schemes. The reason is economies of scale
in DB schemes, especially regarding investment
costs. In addition, recent commentary from the
Netherlands — which is undergoing a major shift
from DB to DC in its pension provision — is also
that DC governance and administration is decep-
tively complex and that the overall costs ina DC
environment could end up being higher than they
were with DB. This may be due to a combination of
factors including fewer economies of scale as DC
schemes operate individual member accounts and
investment choices, and different communication
needs as members become more responsible for
managing and investing their accounts.

GOVERNANCE

Regarding governance, workplace DC pension
schemes are designed for the long term, and
require oversight by individuals or entities bound by
law or regulation to act in the interests of scheme
members and beneficiaries. Inadequate manage-
ment of default funds, and/or offering a range of
investment options that are too narrow, too wide,
not kept under review, or otherwise unsuitable, can
expose participants to various risks, including inap-
propriate investment and withdrawal options, poor
investment performance, excessive volatility and
costs, misleading communications and potential
regulatory breaches. A well-governed scheme with
efficient administration is fundamental in ensuring
favourable retirement outcomes for members.
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This chapter aims to propose solutions to the implications and risks associated with DC
schemes by outlining key principles for achieving good retirement outcomes.

In recent years, EU policymakers have consistently
highlighted the trend of transitioning from DB to DC.
The IORP Il Directive, which sets common standards
on occupational pensions, is currently under review,
The technical advice of EIOPA on the IORP Il review
includes a chapter on the “Shift from Defined Benefit
to Defined Contributions’, in which EIOPA provides
recommendations for regulating DC schemes and to
address their specific risks.

PensionsEurope advocates for the development

of strong workplace pensions, many of which are
transitioning to DC schemes. However, it is essential to
consider national differences when creating legislation
for DC occupational pensions. Member States have
varying interpretations and definitions of DC pension
schemes and regulatory requirements depend on the

specific type of DC pension in place. Different social
systems reflect policymakers’ diverse goals regarding
workplace pension systems. Policymakers must bal-

ance the need for proper regulation and governance of
schemes with the risk of imposing overly burdensome
regulations on pension administrators and employers,
potentially harming members and beneficiaries by
increasing participation costs. Regulators need to
recognise that compliance costs in DC schemes are
typically borne by members, either directly or indirectly.
Therefore, any proposed regulations specific to DC
schemes should be thoroughly assessed to ensure
they are also justified, necessary, and proportionate.

Building on our previous work on DC schemes, this
chapter establishes general principles for achieving
adequate retirement provisions within DC schemes
and other hybrid alternatives.
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DC SCHEME DESIGN

Workplace DC pension schemes should prioritise good outcomes for members, based on a
robust yet flexible design.

Consideration should be given to providing a default lifetime income during the pay-out phase
unless other pension structures which are already in place in the national jurisdiction guarantee
adequate payments.

Determining the desired outcome is challenging and depends on various factors like the state pen-
sion level, members’ demographics, and individual savings. Despite these challenges, the scheme
should establish clear objectives for its participants. Inclusivity is key and eligibility criteria that
may exclude certain groups should be minimised and avoided as far as legally possible.

While auto-enrolment can enhance participation, contribution levels often remain insufficient.
Enrolment mechanisms embedded in collective agreements hold promise for boosting contribution
levels by addressing the specific needs of workers in a scheme, but also by providing joint financing
of employer and employee contributions. Defining acceptable levels of retirement income within
each country can serve as an initial guide for members and employers alike to improve adequacy.
Additional methods include employer-matching contributions, leveraging technology to streamline
contribution processes, and facilitating access to affordable financial planning services. In some
Member States, such as Germany, the state offers subsidies employers, who enrol their low-income
employees in the occupational pension scheme, which as proven to be effective.

Individuals will only receive an adequate income in retirement if they have saved enough throughout
their careers, but also depending on how costs and investment performance are managed. Helping
savers to focus on understanding their savings needs is therefore crucial because the timing of when
contributions start to be paid has large impacts on the ultimate pension outcome. Starting to save for
retirement early increases the likelihood of achieving a higher pension, especially with increasing life
expectancies. Simplifying the decision process for members by limiting options for contribution rates,
investment strategies, and payout choices can enhance participation.

Default funds can serve in scenarios where multiple investment options are available, offering a
safety net for participants who are hesitant to actively manage their investments. However, there is
a fundamental tension between default and apathy on one side and choice and engagement on the
other. This tension is at the core of designing a successful DC scheme in practice. Auto-enrolment
has proven effective in initiating DC savings by placing individuals into a scheme, leveraging their
apathy to keep them enrolled. Yet, as the payout phase approaches, greater engagement, and mem-
ber decision-making, and a range of choices become necessary to tailor the DC benefits to each
individual's needs. Navigating this transition requires careful consideration.




INVESTMENT DECISIONS

Investments should be suitable to participants’ needs. Any default should also be appropriate.
When individuals choose how their funds are invested, the scheme should offer a variety of op-
tions, which consider members’ preferences and profiles. In the context of collective investment,
the profile of the fund must be suitable for the membership as a whole.

Implementing these strategies implies that schemes must enable effective diversification with
funds primarily invested in regulated markets with a prudent level of exposure to unregulated
markets. Offering funds that invest in less liquid investments can boost returns over the longer
term, but care should be taken over liquidity management. Individuals should also receive timely
and adequate information, including details about costs and charges.

The ongoing performance and appropriateness of available investment funds should be regular-
ly reviewed by those managing the scheme with adjustments made as necessary. This review
should consider the risks affecting DC pensions in the short-term, but also for long-term sustaina-
bility.

Risk assessment must also be duly considered to establish appropriate investment strategies.
The Own Risk Assessment (ORA) outlined in the IORP Il Directive rightly emphasises the risks
facing IORPs and their impacts on members and beneficiaries, while providing adequate space for
national implementation. DC schemes can take many different forms in Member States, so flexi-
bility in the implementation of risk assessment and other exercises is therefore important. Policies
must be tailored to national contexts to be effective.

When relevant, a default fund should be available. Empirical evidence demonstrates that most
people will not choose even if they can. In the UK, the Pensions Regulator reveals that between

2022-2023, 97% of memberships in DC schemes followed the default investment strategy. This
means that the design of the default must be suitable for large numbers of participants, who may
not exercise a choice. It is especially relevant in a system where auto-enrolment is put into place.
The fund must strike a balance between reasonable returns, security, and reduced volatility. The
default fund's structure should also align with the objectives of the DC pension system, and ideally
be suitable not just during the accumulation phase, but also for the payout phase. For example,
life cycle investment strategies can allow members to take on more risk when young, and mitigate
extreme negative outcomes as they approach retirement.
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VALUE FOR MONEY

Promoting cost-effective retirement arrangements is important both in the accumulation and
pay-out phases. Costs and charges, especially, must offer value for money to ensure affordable
access to quality DC pensions, but it is important to avoid a “race to the bottom” where a focus on
low costs can come at the expense of wider value, quality, performance, and service delivery.

Transparency is particularly important when members and beneficiaries make their own invest-
ment choices. Collective DC schemes tend to be more cost-efficient relative to individual products
since these IORPs are in most cases set up by social partners, enjoy economies of scale, and act
of their accord in the best interests of their members and beneficiaries. There should be a focus
on costs because they directly impact members outcomes.

IORPs must diligently monitor their costs to ensure optimal value. Experience in the Dutch market
illustrates that transparency of costs effectively combats high pension administration and asset
management costs. It helps social partners who are engaged in benchmarking exercises to as-
sess effectively whether their scheme is cost-effective. Low and transparent costs also facilitate
standardisation of compulsory participation in pension schemes.

Rules regarding costs and charges, including their granularity, should be left to Member States.
National policymakers should also consider additional measures to enhance value for money. For
instance, many countries have imposed caps on payable fees, particularly those linked to assets
under management, which is a common method for pension providers to charge members.

Setting the cap at the appropriate level is crucial yet challenging. If set too high, savers may not
receive adequate value. Conversely, if set too low, pension providers may resort to suboptimal
investment strategies and lower service quality. It is important to avoid proposing suboptimal in-
vestment strategies; for example, diversification across less liquid assets, albeit with higher costs,
can offer benefits.

Consideration should also be given to identifying the elements of service and delivery that contrib-
ute to good value — it is not just a question of cost. In the UK, there is an active debate on improv-
ing the value of DC pension schemes and shifting away from the dominant focus on costs and to
focus on other factors including investment performance and quality of services. The goal is to
ensure that pension schemes offer meaningful value to their members beyond just cost consider-
ations.

Tax regulations should be clear, consistent, and uniform in each pillar to prevent confusion. The
structure of financial incentives should align with the different retirement saving needs and capaci-
ties of different population subgroups.




COMMUNICATION

Good communication must ensure that participants in a retirement scheme have a clear under-
standing of what to expect at retirement and their responsibilities in achieving those expectations.

Clear and balanced communication is required to empower participants in their planning efforts.
Communication must set out the risks and the benefits of, where possible, changing contribu-
tions. If joining a scheme is voluntary, the risks of not joining should be specified, along with the
benefits of joining. Those managing the schemes should communicate with the participants on
an ongoing basis so that they can track their progress toward their goals.

National governments should be able to determine their own pace and direction of change in com-
munication. Differences in terms of structure and layout do not necessarily hinder an adequate
understanding of pension communication. The most important is that the means of communica-
tion work effectively in a national context.

Simplicity is key, especially because information overload can harm a participant’s comprehen-
sion. Communicating about complex information, such as investment rules and returns may
not be relevant. This is especially the case when members cannot make investment decisions,
for instance in Collective Defined Contribution schemes. Overburdening participants should be
avoided.

The ongoing transition towards digitalisation offers a good opportunity to enhance pension com-
munication. Digital tools can empower participants to better understand their options and the po-
tential impacts of their decisions, particularly when confronted with making investment choices.
However, communication channels and formats should not be codified in regulation because new
ones might emerge, and focusing on one form of communication can exclude members, who are
more comfortable with or can only access other forms of communication. Considering the speed
of change in the field of communication technology, any envisaged regulation should be flexible
and principle-based to make it possible to change the modes of communication as digitalisation
progresses.

Financial literacy is important when members make decisions concerning enrolment in a pension
scheme or investment choices. National strategies, including national tracking systems, should
not only offer general information about retirement options, but also aim to raise awareness of the
critical importance of consistent savings for retirement. Importantly, the continuous nature of fi-
nancial education, featuring focused messages that evolve with changing life stages, ensures that
participants are well-informed and capable of making sound decisions throughout their retirement
planning journey. This is, however, likely to be a long-term strategy that will take considerable time
to show results.
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Governance

Managing DC schemes requires good administration systems for accurate benefits, prompt trans-
actions, and positive retirement outcomes.

Accurate recordkeeping, effective systems, and good governance are important to ensure that
participants receive the right benefits. Administration tasks include recording participants’ choices
(for example, around joining, leaving, investment funds, and contribution levels), calculating and
deducting the correct contributions from salaries, ensuring proper investment alignment with
participants’ instructions, promptly allocating contributions to the correct investment funds, calcu-
lating, and allocating the investment returns (positive or negative) due to member accounts, and
calculating and deducting charges correctly.

Effective scheme management requires robust oversight to ensure adequate service levels, espe-
cially if administration is outsourced, with good checks and balances in place. Regular monitoring
and assessment of administrator performance are essential for proper plan administration.

Diversity in management bodies can also contribute to improved decision-making processes

by better reflecting the profile of members amongst decision-makers, and ensuring a variety of
cognitive approaches to decision-making. IORPs cannot always represent the entire society in
their management bodies, but should aim to represent appropriately the population of the pension
fund, and take into account other elements as needed to ensure diversity. Finding board members
can be challenging, especially for small IORPs. However, some steps can be taken to increase

the pool of candidates, including using inclusive recruitment language. All that said, the fitness

of potential Board members is fundamental, and should always be the primary factor taken into
account.




Decumulation

DC pension schemes should default to providing lifetime income during the pay-out phase, unless
other pension arrangements cover adequate lifetime payments.

Flexibility could be provided by allowing partial, deferred, or delayed lifetime income combined with
programmed withdrawals. Full lump sums should generally be discouraged, except for low account
balances or special circumstances, such as extreme financial hardship. During the COVID-19 pandem-
ic, some countries allowed early access to retirement funds, such as France for self-employed workers
or Iceland. The main concern is that it could leave individuals with no retirement savings. They may
have to resort to social assistance to support them in their old age.

In the pursuit of good outcomes for members and beneficiaries, many workplace DC pension
schemes grant participants the autonomy to choose how to access or use their pension accounts
upon retirement. Within the national legal and regulatory framework, schemes should offer suitable
decumulation options that deliver value for money, and provide support for members over the rate and
extent of withdrawals in the pay-out phase.

Members should have access to appropriate information. Early enough before their anticipated retire-
ment, they should start considering potential decumulation options when available. They should be
aware of how to use their funds to support their initial years of retirement lifestyle, while also knowing
the risk of exhausting funds prematurely. If feasible, pension plan administrators should consider
enabling access to advice or guidance on drawdown options for their members and beneficiaries.
However, administrators or employers may be hesitant to provide advice due to the potential legal lia-
bility involved. For these reasons, national governments and regulatory bodies could consider specific
measures to encourage providers to give information without being liable. For instance, by establishing
relevant frameworks to define what constitutes advice, and how to deliver information in the form of
guidance instead which does not have the same legal responsability.

In essence, the organisation of the decumulation phase in the pension system is a matter of national
competence. National social policy, regulatory framework, and taxation should be considered when
considering potential changes to existing decumulation options. Defining an “adequacy” level for
retirement income is primarily a decision for national governments. Flexibility in how benefits are taken
is also a decision for Member States.

So far, most thinking on DC has focused on the accumulation phase (the process of building up the
account). However, as an increasing number of people start to retire in circumstances where DC benefits
make up a larger proportion (and possibly all) of their retirement wealth, more time and attention will
need to be given to delivering good member outcomes in the decumulation or pay-out phase, to ensure
that the time, effort and money spent during the accumulation period is not wasted. Decumulation is
the critical time when accumulated DC savings are converted into benefits to support members through
their retirement, and hopefully to provide an adequate income. Finding a balance between the ability to
continue to invest post-retirement and the need for predictable income for the rest of a lifetime is difficult.
Options can range from a lifetime annuity to 100% post-retirement investment with a flexible drawdown.
Some forms of longevity protection can deal with the concern of money running out, but there is also an
issue about the extent to which pensioners will be able to make decisions as they age.
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CONCLUSION

The analysis presented in this research project sheds light on the ongoing transition from DB to DC
pension schemes across European countries. In Chapter 1, we provide an overview of this shift,
which highlights the complex landscape of occupational pension schemes in Europe, wherein
distinctions and definitions between DB, DC, and hybrid models vary significantly across different na-
tions. Moreover, the chapter outlines the heterogeneous nature of the transition, with some countries
experiencing recent shifts, such as the Netherlands or Germany, while others witness more steady
transformations, as exemplified by Sweden’s case.

Chapter 2 delves into the reasons driving the evolution towards DC schemes. While general factors
such as demographic changes and shifts in accounting standards are discussed, the research
underscores the crucial role of country-specific factors, including government reforms and tax poli-
cies, in shaping the pension landscape. Notably, cases like the Dutch reform and the introduction of
auto-enrolment in the UK and Ireland illustrate the diverse paths taken by individual countries.

Chapter 3 explores the consequences of this transition, highlighting both risks and opportunities. It
points out that DC schemes often transfer more risks to employees. These risks include - but are not
limited - to insufficient savings, primarily due to low contribution levels, and the potential for poor

decision-making stemming from limited financial knowledge among members leading to suboptimal
decisions. The level of risk varies depending on the scheme's structure. A clear distinction is drawn be-

tween pure DC schemes and Collective DC schemes, which involve more risk-sharing. The chapter also
discusses the potential benefits of DC schemes, including broader coverage and increased flexibility.

Finally, Chapter 4 offers some solutions to address the implications and risks associated with

DC schemes and other hybrid models by proposing key principles for achieving good retirement
outcomes ranging from the scheme design to decumulation options. It stresses the importance

of tailoring legislation to national specificities. The chapter advocates for a balanced approach to
regulation and governance to prevent imposing excessive burdens on pension administrators and
employers, which could raise participation costs, and negatively impact members and beneficiaries.

In conclusion, this research project offers a comprehensive exploration of the transition from DB to
DC pension schemes in Europe, underscoring the factors driving this shift, its consequences, and
some key principles for designing resilient pension schemes tailored to the diverse needs of retirees
across Member States. It provides insights to navigate the evolving pension landscape and to en-
sure long-lasting and adequate retirement provisions for future generations.
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