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Abstract

This study goes beyond a purely financial perspective to explain why single
older workers prefer to retire later than their partnered counterparts. We
aim to show how the work (i.e., its social meaning) and home domain (i.e.,
spousal influence) contribute to differences in retirement preferences by
relationship status. Analyses were based on multiactor data collected in 2015
among older workers in the Netherlands (N = 6,357) and (where applicable)
their spouses. Results revealed that the social meaning of work differed by
relationship status but not always as expected. In a mediation analysis, we
found that the social meaning of work partically explained differences in
retirement preferences by relationship status. We also show that single
workers preferred to retire later than workers with a “pulling” spouse,
earlier than workers with a “pushing” spouse, and at about the same time as
workers with a neutral spouse.

Keywords

gender, marital status, older worker, retirement, decision-making

"Netherlands Interdisciplinary Demographic Institute (NIDI-KNAW), The Hague, the
Netherlands

2 Department of Sociology, University of Amsterdam, Amsterdam, the Netherlands
*Department of Health Sciences, University Medical Center Groningen (UMCG-RUG),
University of Groningen, Groningen, the Netherlands

Corresponding Author:

Maria Eismann, Netherlands Interdisciplinary Demographic Institute (NIDI-KNAW), PO Box
11650, NL-2502 AR The Hague, the Netherlands.

Email: eismann@nidi.nl


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6983-3671
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6983-3671
mailto:eismann@nidi.nl
https://sagepub.com/journals-permissions
https://doi.org/10.1177/0164027519873537
http://journals.sagepub.com/home/roa
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F0164027519873537&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2019-09-09

Eismann et al. 937

In the retirement literature, it is well known that single older workers retire
later than older workers with a partner (e.g., Van Solinge & Henkens, 2014).
A large number of studies include relationship status in the analyses even
when it is not a variable of primary interest (e.g., Bloemen, Hochguertel, &
Zweerink, 2016; Gonzales, Lee, & Brown, 2017; Stansfeld et al., 2018; Tang
& Burr, 2015). The effect of relationship status on the retirement decision is
often ascribed to financial factors (Finch, 2014), which is not surprising
because the retirement decision is driven by financial considerations, and
married and cohabiting individuals are generally wealthier than their single
counterparts (Lersch, 2017; Waite & Gallagher, 2000).

Alternative, nonfinancial explanations for the differences between single
and partnered workers are often ignored. The results of some analyses, how-
ever, suggest that the effect of relationship status on retirement remains
significant when financial circumstances are taken into account (Raymo &
Sweeney, 2006; Szinovacz, DeViney, & Davey, 2001). Moreover, the effect
seems to be more consistent for retirement intentions than for behavior
(Damman, Henkens, & Kalmijn, 2015). As retirement intentions are gener-
ally less financially restricted than behavior, this suggests that other than
financial factors contribute to the differences in the retirement transition by
relationship status. Factors such as the value of work for older adults’ social
lives (Smeaton & McKay, 2003) or the pull that might arise from a spouse at
home (Syse, Solem, Ugreninov, Mykletun, & Furunes, 2014) have been
suggested but not been investigated systematically.

The current study aims to contribute to the literature by enhancing our
understanding of differences in retirement preferences by relationship status.
Nowadays, a significant and increasing proportion of adults approach retire-
ment age as singles. The share of single adults aged 60-64 was 31% in the
United States (2010; Minnesota Population Center, 2018) and 27% in Europe
(2011; Eurostat, 2011). In the Netherlands, the country studied here, the
share of adults aged 60-64 who were single has risen steadily from 24%
in 2008 to 31% in 2018 (Statistics Netherlands, 2018b). The increase in the
share of single people in many countries has fueled a debate about the effects
of singlehood on people’s lives and society as a whole. Some scholars are
convinced that married individuals are better off than singles in many impor-
tant spheres of life and that marriage should therefore be promoted (Waite &
Gallagher, 2000). Other scholars insist that discrimination explains most of
the differences between married and single individuals and that, if discrim-
ination was counteracted, singles would fare at least as well as married
individuals (DePaulo & Morris, 2005). With regard to the effect of single-
hood at older ages, researchers have investigated diverse issues such as
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health and well-being (Thomas, Liu, & Umberson, 2017), quality of sleep
(Chen, Waite, & Lauderdale, 2015), or the threat of isolation as adults age
(Klinenberg, 2012). The special situation of singles with regard to retire-
ment—a major life transition in older age—has been largely neglected in this
literature. Given that work can facilitate the social integration of older sin-
gles, they might approach retirement differently than their partnered counter-
parts. Taking a nonfinancial perspective on retirement can provide valuable
insights into the differences between single and partnered workers in the
retirement transition. Moreover, focusing on retirement preferences as an
early stage in the retirement transition can highlight differences by relation-
ship status that might be masked in studies that focus exclusively on retire-
ment behavior but that can nonetheless impact well-being at later ages (Earl,
Bednall, & Muratore, 2015).

In this study, we aim to answer the following questions: Do singles indeed
prefer to retire later than older workers with a spouse? And if so, can factors
in the work domain and the home domain explain why singles prefer to retire
later? When looking at retirement preferences from a nonfinancial perspec-
tive, we expect that factors in older workers’ work and home domain con-
tribute to differences by relationship status. With regard to the work domain,
singles may critically rely on work to fulfill certain social functions in their
lives. With regard to the home domain, singles naturally are not exposed to a
spouse who might pull them out of the labor force. We base our analyses on
data from the first wave of the NIDI Pension Panel Study (NPPS) (Henkens,
Van Solinge, Damman, & Dingemans, 2017). The NPPS is a multiactor
study of employees aged 60—65 and (where applicable) their spouses. The
data allow us to compare the retirement preferences of about 1,200 single
older workers to those of partnered older workers.

Theoretical Background
Work Domain

Work fulfills important functions in the life of an adult. This is particularly
apparent in the case of job loss, which has been shown to lead to declines in
physical and psychological health (Wanberg, 2012). Adverse consequences
of job loss are not solely due the financial implications of unemployment.
Classic work on employment suggests that besides providing financial secu-
rity, work also benefits people’s social networks, imposes a time structure,
provides common goals and status, and enforces activity (Jahoda, 1981,
1982). More recent research corroborates the idea that work—also of the
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unskilled, manual type—provides nonfinancial benefits that positively affect
health and well-being (Paul & Batinic, 2010; Vander Elst, Naswall,
Bernhard-Oettel, De Witte, & Sverke, 2016). Workers experience more con-
tacts, time structure, collective purpose, and enforced activity than people
who are unemployed or out of the labor force (Paul & Batinic, 2010). Besides
finances, contacts and structure seem to mediate the effect of employment on
psychological health (Selenko, Batinic, & Paul, 2011). Thus, work has an
important function in assuring a socially meaningful life characterized by
regular social contact and some degree of externally imposed structure.

Work is not the only means through which contacts and a daily structure
can be achieved. Close family ties, and a spouse in particular, have been
suggested to help non-working individuals in compensating for work
(Huffman, Culbertson, Wayment, & Irving, 2015; Van Hoye & Lootens,
2013). Originally, work was seen as providing individuals with contacts
outside of the nuclear family (Jahoda, 1982). However, one might expect
that work will benefit the social contacts of singles in particular because
their home situation generally facilitates social interaction to a lesser extent
than the home situation of people with a spouse. In line with this reasoning,
Smeaton and McKay (2003) explain their finding that singles continue to
work longer than partnered older workers by a “desire to leave the house
and meet people” (p. 16). Partnered individuals usually interact with at least
one person (their spouse) even if they do not engage in any out-of-home
activities. Likewise, singles are generally only weakly subjected to an
externally imposed structure, whereas the lives of people with a spouse are
to some degree structured by their spouses’ activities and the coordination
of two lives. Thus, work may have a stronger social meaning for singles
than for partnered individuals.

New retirees face the challenge to compensate for the loss of social con-
tacts and an externally imposed structure work provides by creating their
own routine (Ekerdt & Koss, 2016). Given that we expect work to be par-
ticularly meaningful for the social lives of singles, singles might also have a
weaker preference for retirement because they anticipate more difficulties
upon retirement. We propose two related hypotheses.

Social meaning of work hypothesis: The social meaning that work provides
is more important for single workers than for partnered workers.

Mediation hypothesis: The heightened social meaning of work for single
workers (partially) explains why singles are generally less likely to
prefer retirement than partnered workers.
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Home Domain

A second reason why single workers may prefer to retire later is that they do
not have a spouse who “pulls” them out of the labor market. This mechanism
can be examined by comparing single workers to workers with different
types of spouses. One relevant difference here is between partnered workers
with a working spouse and partnered workers with a nonworking spouse. The
argument is that couples tend to spend considerable proportions of their time
with one another (Neilson & Stanfors, 2018) and that they do so because they
enjoy being together (Van Klaveren & Van den Brink, 2007). The retirement
of one member of the couple increases the time partners spend in each other’s
company, but it does so most strongly when the other member of the couple
does not work for pay (Genadek, Flood, & Moen, 2017). Therefore, workers
whose spouse does not work are more likely to be pulled out of the labor
market than workers with a working spouse (Pienta, 2003; Radl & Himmel-
reicher, 2015; Syse et al., 2014; Warren, 2015). Consequently, we might
expect that differences in retirement preferences are larger between single
workers and partnered workers with a nonworking spouse than between
single workers and partnered workers with a working spouse.

Investigating the effect of spousal work status on workers’ retirement
preferences is a rather indirect approach to studying spousal influence: It
assumes that spouses’ work status is a good proxy of their preference for the
worker to retire. However, spouses can have many reasons to prefer a work-
er’s retirement that are not necessarily correlated with their own work status,
such as worrying about the worker’s health (Eismann, Henkens, & Kalmijn,
2019). Investigating these preferences provides a more direct way to study
spousal influence. In the presence of a spouse, the decision whether or not the
worker should retire is more of a couple-than an individual-level decision.
Depending on the spouses’ preferences, their influence might either pull
older workers out of the labor market or induce them to stay employed.
Naturally, singles are not subjected to any spouse-specific influences. We
might therefore expect that the retirement preferences of single workers are
similar to those of workers whose spouse takes a neutral stance on the
workers’ retirement. We propose a spousal influence hypothesis:

Single workers have a weaker preference to retire compared to (a) workers
whose spouse does not work and (b) workers whose spouse prefers them to stop
working. In contrast, single workers have similar retirement preferences com-
pared to (a) workers whose spouse works for pay and (b) workers whose spouse
has no preference regarding their retirement.
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Method
Data

This study used data from the first wave of the NIDI Pension Panel Study
(NPPS) which were collected in 2015. The NPPS is a multiactor survey of
60- to 65-year-old workers and (where applicable) their spouses. All workers
were members of three large pension funds in the Netherlands. A vast major-
ity of Dutch employees (91%) are enrolled in occupational pension plans.
These plans are usually of the defined benefit type (94%) and offer high
pension replacement rates (around 90%; The Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development, 2017). The three selected funds together
represent about 49% of the wage employed workers in the Netherlands.
A stratified sample of organizations was drawn based on organizational size
and sector (civil service and education, care and social work, construction).
Within the selected organizations, workers of the birth cohorts 1950-1955
were randomly sampled. For more information on the sample and design of
the NPPS, see Henkens and colleagues (2017).

An initial sample of 15,470 older workers received a questionnaire which
they could choose either to return in a stamped envelope or to fill in online. In
total, 6,793 older workers returned a questionnaire (response rate 44%; 753
online; Henkens et al., 2017). We excluded 163 older workers who did not
live with their romantic partner. The response rate among spouses was high;
84% of the spouses of partnered workers filled in the questionnaire designed
for spouses (N = 4,409). In the sample of 6,630 single and partnered workers,
item nonresponse was low in general (2%) with a maximum of 9% for our
measures of wealth. We dealt with missing data by imputing 25 data sets
(Stata Version 14: mi impute chained) using information from the dependent,
independent, and control variables, as well as suitable auxiliaries. Our esti-
mates represent the combined results of analyses performed on 25 data
sets (Stata Version 14: mi estimate). We limited our final sample to those
cases in which the dependent and mediator variables had not been missing
(N = 6,357).

Measures

Older workers’ preferences for retirement were measured based on the question,
“What would be your preferred work situation one year from now?” Answer
categories ranged from strong preference for not working to strong preference
Jfor working on an ordinal 5-point scale. Older workers in our sample tended to
have pronounced preferences regarding their retirement—either strongly
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Table I. Descriptive Statistics of All Variables by Gender and Relationship Status.

Men Women
Partnered Single Partnered Single
Variables M SO M SO M SD M SD
Dependent variable
Retirement preference
Strong preference working  0.29 0.33 0.36 0.40
Weak preference working  0.13 0.15 0.16 0.13
No preference 0.11 0.12 0.09 0.10
Weak preference not 0.16 0.13 0.15 0.13
working
Strong preference not 0.31 0.27 0.25 0.23
working
Social meaning of work
Expectation to miss contacts
Not at all 0.10 0.09 0.05 0.06
Very little 0.27 0.23 0.17 0.18
Somewhat 0.39 0.35 0.36 0.37
A lot 0.19 0.26 0.30 0.27
Extremely 0.05 0.06 0.12 0.12
Expectation to miss structure
Not at all 0.28 0.24 0.20 0.15
Very little 0.35 0.32 0.31 0.27
Somewhat 0.26 0.28 0.30 0.33
A lot 0.09 0.10 0.15 0.17
Extremely 0.02 0.06 0.04 0.07
Independent variables of interest
Single (Reference = 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
partnered)
Spouse’s work status
Working spouse 0.60 0.00 0.58 0.00
Nonworking spouse 0.40 0.00 0.42 0.00
Spouse’s preferences
Pulling spouse 0.44 0.00 0.42 0.00
Neutral spouse 0.14 0.00 0.19 0.00
Pushing spouse 0.42 0.00 0.40 0.00
Control variables
Age 62.06 1.61 6209 1.63 61.84 1.54 62.15 |.67
Education (in years) 13.10 3.04 12.70 329 13.65 239 1347 257
Household wealth
Below €50,000 0.41 0.65 0.42 0.69
Between €50,000 and 0.32 0.24 0.31 0.22
€100,000
Above €100,000 0.26 0.12 0.26 0.09

(continued)
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Table I. (continued)

Men Women
Partnered Single Partnered Single
Variables M SO M SO M SD M SD
Net income
Below €1,500 0.04 0.09 0.41 0.20
Between €1,500 and 0.27 0.35 0.32 0.37
€2,000
Between €2,000 and 0.29 0.28 0.15 0.26
€2,500
Above €2,500 0.40 0.28 0.12 0.17
Subjective health 320 086 3.13 0.83 3.27 0.87 3.12 087
Children (reference = no 0.93 0.64 0.89 0.73
children)
Observations 3,109 356 1,975 833

Note. Descriptive statistics are based on original, nonimputed data. Due to missing values, the
number of cases might differ per variable.

intending to continue working (33%) or strongly preferring to retire soon (28%;
see Table 1 for percentages by gender and relationship status).

To measure the social meaning of work, older workers were asked to what
extent they expected to miss contacts via work and a daily structure when
they stop working. Answer categories to these two questions ranged from not
at all to extremely on an ordinal 5-point scale. As can be seen from Table 1, a
substantial number of older workers expected to miss contacts or a daily
structure a lot or even extremely upon retirement.

We measured relationship status by asking workers whether they had a
partner. Those who were married or cohabited were categorized as partnered
older workers (81%). Those who had no partner were categorized as single
(19%). This dichotomy was extended by information on spouses’ work status
to create a variable that distinguished between older workers with a working
spouse (48%), older workers with a nonworking spouse (33%), and single
older workers (19%). The multiactor nature of our data allowed us to also
extend relationship status based on spouses’ answers to the question, “What
would be your preference with regard to the work situation of your wife/
husband/partner 1 year from now?” Answer categories ranged from strong
preference that my partner does not work to strong preference that my
partner works on an ordinal 5-point scale, with the midpoint no preference.
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Spouses who prefer the worker to retire can be called “pulling,” spouses who
do not have a preference for the worker can be called “neutral,” and spouses
who want the worker to remain in the labor force can be called “pushing.”
Table 1 shows that partnered workers in our sample tended to have either a
pulling (men: 44%, women: 42%) or a pushing (men: 42%, women: 40%)
spouse.

Control variables included workers’ age, education in years of schooling,
and subjective health as measured by the question, “How would you char-
acterize your health in general?” with answer categories ranging from very
poor (= 1) to excellent (= 5). Workers were also asked whether they had any
children. We controlled for two financial indicators: total household wealth
and individual net monthly income. This was done to account for financial
differences by relationship status which have previously been put forward as
the primary source of differences in the retirement transition of single and
partnered older workers. Table 1 presents the mean and standard deviation of
all variables by gender and relationship status.

Analytic Strategy

The empirical analyses were carried out in three steps. First, to investigate
the effect of relationship status on the social meaning of work, we conducted
ordinal logistic regression analyses on workers’ expectation to miss contacts
(Model 1) and structure (Model 2) upon retirement (Table 2). We controlled
for workers’ age, education, wealth, income, health, and whether or not they
had children.

Second, we tested the effect of partner status on retirement preferences
and examined whether differences in the social meaning of work mediated
differences in retirement preferences of single and partnered older workers
(Table 3). In Model 3, we regressed relationship status on retirement pre-
ferences in an ordinal logistic regression while controlling for workers’ age,
education, wealth, income, health, and whether or not they had children. In
Model 4, we added the expectation to miss contacts and structure to see
whether the social meaning of work affected retirement preferences. This
allowed us to see whether relationship status still significantly affected retire-
ment preferences when taking the social meaning of work into account. We
used the Karlson—-Holm—Breen (KHB) method (Stata Version 14: khb) to
formally test whether the two indicators of the social meaning of work
mediated the relationship between relationship status and retirement prefer-
ences. This method provides unbiased decompositions of total effects into
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direct and indirect effects for logistic models with categorical mediators
(Breen, Karlson, & Holm, 2013).

In a third step, we investigated the role of spousal pull in explaining
differences in retirement preferences by relationship status in two ways
(Table 4). In Model 5, we compared singles to workers with a working and
a nonworking spouse. In Model 6, we compared singles to workers with a
pulling, neutral, or pushing spouse. In both models, we accounted for the
social meaning of work and all control variables. We used these models to
test our spousal influence hypothesis.

Given that older workers were nested within organizations, we used clus-
tered standard errors in all analyses (Stata Version 14: vce(cluster)). To gain
some information about the size of the effect of relationship status on mul-
tiple dependent variables, we calculated Cohen’s d based on ordinary least
squares (OLS) analyses with standardized dependent variables. Under these
circumstances, the coefficient of dummy variables—such as relationship
status—can be interpreted as the effect size Cohen’s d. All models are esti-
mated separately for men and women, but we have no a priori hypothesis
about how the results may differ by gender.

Results

The effect of relationship status on the social meaning of work is presented in
Table 2. Models 1a and 1b show the effects of relationship status on workers’
expectation to miss contacts for men and women, respectively. For men,
single workers expected to miss contacts significantly more than partnered
workers (Model 1a). The size of this effect, based on OLS analysis, was small
(Cohen’s d = .20). For women (Model 1b), we found no significant effect.
Additional analyses showed that the effect was significantly stronger for men
than for women (z = 3.23, p = .001).

Models 2a and 2b show the effects of relationship status on workers’
expectation to miss structure. For both men (Model 2a) and women (Model
2b), single older workers expected to miss structure significantly more than
partnered older workers. The effect size was small for men (Cohen’s d = .19)
and moderate for women (Cohen’s d = .25). In sum, our social meaning of
work hypothesis was supported in three of the four cases. The exception was
that single and partnered women expected to miss social contacts to approx-
imately the same degree.

We now turn to the models explaining retirement preferences, our main
dependent variable. Model 3 in Table 3 presents the effects of relationship
status on retirement preferences for men (Model 3a) and women (Model 3b)
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separately. For both genders, relationship status affected retirement prefer-
ences in the expected direction: Single older workers were significantly less
likely to prefer retirement than partnered older workers even when control-
ling for important sociodemographic and economic variables. The size of
the effect was small for both men (Cohen’s d = .17) and women (Cohen’s
d=.17).

Model 4 in Table 3 shows the effect of the social meaning of work on
older workers’ retirement preferences for men (Model 4a) and women
(Model 4b). The results lend preliminary support to our mediation hypoth-
esis. Generally, workers who attached more social meaning to work had
weaker preferences to retire soon. This held for the expectation to miss
contacts and for the expectation to miss structure. The effect of expecting
to extremely miss contacts and structure versus not expecting to miss these at
all was of medium size for both men (contacts: Cohen’s d = .48; structure:
Cohen’s d = .32) and women (contacts: Cohen’s d = .42; structure: Cohen’s
d = .35). Using the KHB method yielded strong support that the social
meaning of work partially mediated the effect of relationship status on retire-
ment preferences. For men, the indirect effect of relationship status on retire-
ment preferences via the social meaning of work was significant (b = —.12,
p <.001) and accounted for 34% of the total effect. In Model 4a, the direct
effect of relationship status on retirement preferences remained significant
for men when adding the social meaning of work. For women, the indirect
effect of relationship status on retirement preferences via the social meaning
of work was statistically significant (b = —.06, p = .016) and accounted for
16% of the total effect. In Model 4b, the direct effect of relationship status on
retirement preferences remained significant for women when adding the
social meaning of work.

To test our spousal influence hypothesis, we first distinguished between
partnered older workers with a working and a nonworking spouse and com-
pared these two groups to single workers. We controlled for the social mean-
ing of work and other relevant variables. Model 5 in Table 4 shows the results
for men (Model 5a) and women (Model 5b) separately. As expected, singles
were significantly less likely to prefer retirement than partnered workers with
a nonworking spouse. This was true for both men and women, although the
effects were small (men: Cohen’s d = .15; women: Cohen’s d = .16). When
comparing singles to partnered workers with a working spouse we found, as
expected, that the two groups preferred retirement to a comparable degree
among men. For women, single workers were significantly less likely to
prefer retirement than partnered workers with a working spouse. This effect
was small (Cohen’s d = .12).
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To investigate our spousal influence hypothesis more directly, we distin-
guished between partnered older workers with a pulling, neutral, or pushing
spouse, based on spouses’ preferences for workers’ retirement. We compared
these three groups to single workers, while controlling for social meaning of
work and other relevant variables. The results presented in Model 6 in Table 4
support our spousal influence hypothesis for both men (Model 5a) and
women (Model 5b). As hypothesized, single workers had a weaker prefer-
ence to retire than partnered workers with a pulling spouse, but a stronger
preference to retire than partnered workers with a pushing spouse. The effect
of a pulling spouse was of medium size (men: Cohen’s d = .56; women:
Cohen’s d = .54) and bigger than the medium-sized effect of a pushing
spouse (men: Cohen’s d = .31; women: Cohen’s d = .28). Moreover, the
preferences of singles did not significantly differ from those of workers with
a neutral spouse. These results yield strong support for our spousal influence
hypothesis: Single workers have weaker preferences to retire because they do
not have a spouse at home who pulls them out of the labor force.

In the analyses above, we excluded 163 older workers who were dating
but did not live with their partner. It did not seem theoretically justifiable to
categorize these workers as either partnered or single because couples can
have different reasons to live apart together (LAT; Liefbroer, Poortman, &
Seltzer, 2015) which might result in varying degrees of closeness and time
spend together. However, additional analyses (not shown) revealed that our
mail results hold when categorizing workers in LAT relationships as either
partnered or single.

To gain additional insight into the effect of relationship status on the
social meaning of work and retirement preferences, we analyzed Models
1-3 while making additional distinctions within the group of singles. It might
be argued that singles who are divorced, widowed, or never married differ
from one another. We did not initially expect such differences with regard to
our hypotheses. For all three groups, work is likely to be an important source
of social contacts and structure (work domain) and none of the group has a
spouse who might influence their retirement preferences (home domain). We
tested these expectations in supplementary analyses and indeed found that
likelihood to miss social contacts, likelihood to miss daily structure, and
retirement preferences did not significantly differ between the three types
of singles (results not shown). Moreover, ¥ tests revealed that the distinction
within the group of singles did not significantly improve our models on the
two mediators, men: %2, ..(2) = 2.01, p > .05; %2 e (2) = 0.93, p > .05;
women: Y2 aes(2) = 0.43, p>.05; %2 cture (2) = 3.08, or retirement prefer-
ences, men: x*(2) = 4.22, p > .05; women: x*(2) = 0.56, p > .05.
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Discussion

The number of workers who reach retirement age as singles is substantial and
increasing. Previous research has shown that single older workers intend to
and actually do retire later than older workers with a partner (Van Droogen-
broeck & Spruyt, 2014; Van Solinge & Henkens, 2014). Theoretical con-
siderations moreover suggest that retirement is a more difficult transition for
single workers than for partnered workers. The present study examines
whether and how factors in the work and home domain can explain why
singles prefer to retire later than partnered older workers.

We find support for our social meaning of work hypothesis which states
that single older workers attach more value to the social context of work than
their partnered counterparts and that this contributes to singles’ preference to
retire later. However, this explanation applies to men to a stronger degree
than to women. Single men, as compared to partnered men, rely on the
contacts and structure provided by work more strongly. Single women, how-
ever, do not differ from partnered women in their reliance on contacts and
only value the structure more strongly. This finding contributes to the liter-
ature on singles more generally. It shows that work plays a particularly
important role in the social lives of single men. Singlehood is often associ-
ated with a disadvantaged position in society among men (Klinenberg, 2012).
Our findings suggest that work benefits older single men by providing social
meaning through externally imposed contacts and structure. Work might
ensure a socially integrated life for single men and thus benefit their overall
situation. The finding that singe and partnered women value work for the
contacts that it provides to a comparable degree is in contrast to our hypoth-
esis. Perhaps for women, work provides an easy and accepted way to enjoy
social connections outside of the family. Upon retirement, partnered women
tend to increase the time they spend with their spouse (Genadek et al., 2017)
and on housework (Leopold & Skopek, 2018), and this may come at the
expense of other social contacts. Therefore, partnered women might expect
to miss contacts at work to the same degree as single women, but for different
reasons. With regard to retirement, the special meaning of work for the social
lives of single men and women plays some role in explaining why they are
more reluctant to retire than partnered workers. Differences in retirement
preferences by relationship status persist when the importance of work is
taken into account, so clearly other mechanisms are at work as well.

The results of this study support our spousal influence hypothesis, which
states that differences between single and partnered older workers’ retire-
ment preferences can be explained by the influence from a spouse at home.



954 Research on Aging 41(10)

Single workers do not have a spouse who “pulls” them out of the labor
market and this in part explains why they want to retire later. Evidence for
this is presented by the finding that the retirement preferences of single
workers do not differ from those of partnered workers whose spouse has a
neutral attitude toward the workers’ retirement. Interestingly, single workers
actually prefer to retire earlier than partnered workers with a spouse who
prefers them to continue working. The reason why single workers nonethe-
less prefer to retire later than partnered workers in general is that the influ-
ence of a pulling spouse is about twice as strong as the influence of a pushing
spouse.

When interpreting our results, some limitations of this study should be
kept in mind. First, due to the cross-sectional nature of our data, we were
unable to empirically test the causality of the effect that a pulling or pushing
spouse has on partnered workers’ retirement preferences. The results of this
study might also be interpreted such that workers select spouses who find
work similarly important and thus, at older ages, agree on the worker’s
retirement or that, over time, workers influence their spouse’s preference for
the retirement of the worker. In both cases, workers are not actually pulled or
pushed, but spousal preferences simply reflect worker’s a priori preferences.
However, previous research suggests that spousal influence plays an impor-
tant role in the decision to retire and that at least part of the effect we find in
the current study can be interpreted as causal (Henkens & Van Solinge,
2002). When taking workers’ preferences into account, spouses have been
shown to be more likely to support retirement when they are concerned about
the worker’s health, when the worker has a stressful job or when marital
quality is high (Eismann et al., 2019; Henkens, 1999). This suggests that
spousal preferences do not simply reflect workers’ preferences but have an
additional influence on them. Directly asking spouses about their preferences
for workers’ retirement is a key strength of our study, it cannot be ruled out
that our results somewhat overestimate spousal influence.

Second, we do not empirically test whether our hypotheses hold for
retirement behavior. Previous studies have shown that retirement preferences
strongly predict subsequent retirement behavior (Henkens & Tazelaar, 1997;
Solem et al., 2016) and that preferences and behavior are partially affected by
the same factors (Dal Bianco, Trevisan, & Weber, 2015; Damman et al.,
2015). However, preferences—as an early stage in the retirement process—
are also important in their own right.

Third, our measures of the social meaning of work do not allow us to
distinguish between the importance of social contacts and a daily structure
and whether or not these are characteristics of workers’ current job. It is, for
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example, possible that workers think that contacts and structure are impor-
tant, but that their own job does not provide these. In this situation, they
might not indicate that they will miss these aspects of work upon retirement,
because they miss them already or because they found ways to compensate
for the lack of contacts and structure in ways that are also available upon
retirement. In future research, it might be interesting to investigate the effects
of the general importance of the social meaning of work separately from the
satisfaction with the social meaning of one’s current job.

Fourth, we assume that the home situations of singles generally facilitate
social interaction to a lesser extent than the home situation of people with a
spouse. However, singles might live with their children or roommates.
Unfortunately, we were unable to investigate the effect of the number of
other residents in the household on the expectation to miss social contacts
and a daily structure upon retirement. Research along these lines might be
able to show whether living with a spouse affects the social meaning of work
and retirement preferences differently than living with a child or roommate.

Fifth, any gender differences need to be seen in the context of the special
cohort of women in the Netherlands studied here. In 2015, only 44% of the
women aged 60-64 participated in the labor force (men: 68%; Statistics
Netherlands, 2018a). This suggests that the women in our study are a selec-
tive group who are probably more attached to the labor market than the men
in our study. Future cohorts of women might participate in the labor force to a
similar degree as men. It remains to be seen whether gender differences in the
social meaning of work persist under these circumstances.

Despite the limitations, our results provide valuable insights into the lives
of single older workers approaching retirement. The prevalence of single-
hood at older ages is substantial and likely to further increase in the future.
Given that retirement is one of the major life transitions in older age, it is
important to understand the context in which singles decide to retire. Our
study is the first to look at differences in retirement preferences of single and
partnered older workers from a nonfinancial perspective. We unravel the
value of work for the social lives of singles. Based on multiactor data, we
also show that singles do not only prefer to retire later because they do not
have a spouse per se but also because they do not have a spouse who pulls
them out of the labor market.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research,
authorship, and/or publication of this article.



956 Research on Aging 41(10)

Funding
The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial support for the research,

authorship, and/or publication of this article: This research was supported by The
Netherlands Organisation for Scientific Research (VICI-grant 453-14-001 to K.H.).

ORCID iD
Maria Eismann (© https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6983-3671

References

Bloemen, H., Hochguertel, S., & Zweerink, J. (2016). Gradual retirement in the
Netherlands: An analysis using administrative data. Research on Aging, 38,
202-233. doi:10.1177/0164027515585358

Breen, R., Karlson, K. B., & Holm, A. (2013). Total, direct, and indirect effects in
logit and probit models. Sociological Methods & Research, 42, 164—191. doi:10.
1177/0049124113494572

Chen, J. H., Waite, L. J., & Lauderdale, D. S. (2015). Marriage, relationship quality,
and sleep among US older adults. Journal of Health and ISocial Behavior, 56,
356-377. doi:10.1177/0022146515594631

Dal Bianco, C., Trevisan, E., & Weber, G. (2015). “I want to break free.” The role of
working conditions on retirement expectations and decisions. European Journal
of Ageing, 12, 17-28. doi:10.1007/s10433-014-0326-8

Damman, M., Henkens, K., & Kalmijn, M. (2015). Women’s retirement intentions
and behavior: The role of childbearing and marital histories. European Journal of
Population. doi:10.1007/s10680-014-9335-8

DePaulo, B. M., & Morris, W. L. (2005). Singles in society and in science. Psycho-
logical Inquiry, 16, 57-83. doi:10.1207/s15327965pli162&3_01

Earl, J. K., Bednall, T. C., & Muratore, A. M. (2015). A matter of time: Why some
people plan for retirement and others do not. Work Aging and Retirement, 1,
181-189. doi:10.1093/workar/wau005

Eismann, M., Henkens, K., & Kalmijn, M. (2019). Origins and mechanisms of social
influences in couples: The case of retirement decisions. European Sociological
Review. Advance online publication. doi:10.1093/esr/jcz037

Ekerdt, D. J., & Koss, C. (2016). The task of time in retirement. Ageing & Society, 36,
1295-1311. doi:10.1017/S0144686x15000367

Eurostat. (2011). EU 2011 population and housing census. Retrieved from https://
ec.europa.eu/CensusHub2/intermediate.do?&method=forwardResult

Finch, N. (2014). Why are women more likely than men to extend paid work? The
impact of work-family life history. European Journal of Ageing, 11, 31-39. doi:
10.1007/s10433-013-0290-8


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6983-3671
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6983-3671
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6983-3671
https://ec.europa.eu/CensusHub2/intermediate.do?&method=forwardResult
https://ec.europa.eu/CensusHub2/intermediate.do?&method=forwardResult
https://ec.europa.eu/CensusHub2/intermediate.do?&method=forwardResult

Eismann et al. 957

Genadek, K. R., Flood, S. M., & Moen, P. (2017). For better or worse? Couples’ time
together in encore adulthood. The Journals of Gerontology: Series B, gbx129-
gbx129. doi:10.1093/geronb/gbx129

Gonzales, E., Lee, Y., & Brown, C. (2017). Back to work? Not everyone. Examining
the longitudinal relationships between informal caregiving and paid work after
formal retirement. Journals of Gerontology, Series B: Psychological Sciences and
Social Sciences, 72, 532-539. doi:10.1093/geronb/gbv095

Henkens, K. (1999). Retirement intentions and spousal support: A multi-actor
approach. The Journals of Gerontology, Series B: Psychological Sciences and
Social Sciences, 54, S63-S74. doi:10.1093/geronb/54B.2.563

Henkens, K., & Tazelaar, F. (1997). Explaining retirement decisions of civil servants
in the Netherlands. Research on Aging, 19, 139-173. doi:10.1177/
0164027597192001

Henkens, K., & Van Solinge, H. (2002). Spousal influences on the decision to retire.
International Journal of Sociology, 32, 55-74. doi:10.1080/15579336.2002.
11770249

Henkens, K., Van Solinge, H., Damman, M., & Dingemans, E. (2017). Design and
codebook of the NIDI pensioen panel study (NPPS) first wave, 2015. The Hague,
NL: NIDL

Huffman, A. H., Culbertson, S. S., Wayment, H. A., & Irving, L. H. (2015). Resource
replacement and psychological well-being during unemployment: The role of
family support. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 89, 74-82. doi:10.1016/].jvb.
2015.04.011

Jahoda, M. (1981). Work, employment, and unemployment: Values, theories, and
approaches in social research. American Psychologist, 36, 184—191. doi:10.1037/
0003-066x.36.2.184

Jahoda, M. (1982). Employment and unemployment. Cambridge, England: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Klinenberg, E. (2012). Going solo: The extraordinary rise and surprising appeal of
living alone. London, England: Duckworth Overlook.

Leopold, T., & Skopek, J. (2018). Retirement and changes in housework: A panel
study of dual earner couples. Journals of Gerontology, Series B: Psychological
Sciences and Social Sciences, 73, 733-743. doi:10.1093/geronb/gbw121

Lersch, P. M. (2017). The marriage wealth premium revisited: Gender disparities and
within-individual changes in personal wealth in Germany. Demography, 54,
961-983. doi:10.1007/s13524-017-0572-4

Liefbroer, A. C., Poortman, A. R., & Seltzer, J. A. (2015). Why do intimate partners
live apart? Evidence on LAT relationships across Europe. Demographic Research,
32, 251-286. doi:10.4054/DemRes.2015.32.8



958 Research on Aging 41(10)

Minnesota Population Center. (2018). Integrated Public Use Microdata Series,
International (7.0) [dataset]. Minneapolis, MN: IPUMS. doi:10.18128/
D020.V7.0

Neilson, J., & Stanfors, M. (2018). Time alone or together? Trends and trade-offs
among dual-earner couples, Sweden 1990-2010. Journal of Marriage and Family,
80, 80-98. doi:10.1111/jomf.12414

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. (2017). Pensions at
a glance 2017. Paris, France: Author.

Paul, K. 1., & Batinic, B. (2010). The need for work: Jahoda’s latent functions of
employment in a representative sample of the German population. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 31, 45-64. doi:10.1002/job.622

Pienta, A. M. (2003). Partners in marriage: An analysis of husbands’ and wives’
retirement behavior. The Journal of Applied Gerontology, 22, 340-358. doi:10.
1177/0733464803253587

Radl, J., & Himmelreicher, R. K. (2015). The influence of marital status and spousal
employment on retirement behavior in Germany and Spain. Research on Aging,
37, 361-387. doi:10.1177/0164027514536403

Raymo, J. M., & Sweeney, M. M. (2006). Work-family conflict and retirement pre-
ferences. Journal of Gerontology: Social Science, 61B, S161-S169.

Selenko, E., Batinic, B., & Paul, K. (2011). Does latent deprivation lead to psycho-
logical distress? Investigating Jahoda’s model in a four-wave study. Journal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 84, 723-740. doi:10.1348/
096317910X519360

Smeaton, D., & McKay, S. (2003). Working after state pension age: Quantitative
analysis (Research Report No. 182). Leeds, England: Department for Work and
Pensions.

Solem, P. E., Syse, A., Furunes, T., Mykletun, R. J., De Lange, A., Schaufelik, W., &
I[Imarinen, J. (2016). To leave or not to leave: Retirement intentions and retirement
behaviour. Ageing & Society, 36, 259-281. doi:10.1017/S0144686x14001135

Stansfeld, S. A., Carr, E., Smuk, M., Clark, C., Murray, E., Shelton, N., & Head, J.
(2018). Mid-life psychosocial work environment as a predictor of work exit by age
50. PLoS One, 13. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0195495

Statistics Netherlands. (2018a). Arbeidsdeelname; kerncijfers [Labor participation;
key figures]. Retrieved from http://statline.cbs.nl/statweb/

Statistics Netherlands. (2018b). Bevolking, geslacht, leeftijd en burgerlijke staat, 1
Jjanuari [Population; gender, age and marital status, January 1]. Retrieved from
http://statline.cbs.nl/statweb/

Syse, A., Solem, P. E., Ugreninov, E., Mykletun, R., & Furunes, T. (2014). Do
spouses coordinate their work exits? A combined survey and register analysis
from Norway. Research on Aging, 36, 625—-650. doi:10.1177/0164027513516151


http://statline.cbs.nl/statweb/
http://statline.cbs.nl/statweb/

Eismann et al. 959

Szinovacz, M. E., DeViney, S., & Davey, A. (2001). Influences of family obligations
and relationships on retirement: Variations by gender, race, and marital status.
Journal of Gerontology: Social Sciences, 56B, S20-S27. doi:10.1093/geronb/56.
1.520

Tang, F. Y., & Burr, J. A. (2015). Revisiting the pathways to retirement: A latent
structure model of the dynamics of transition from work to retirement. Ageing &
Society, 35, 1739-1770. doi:10.1017/S0144686x14000634

Thomas, P. A., Liu, H., & Umberson, D. (2017). Family relationships and well-being.
Innovation in Aging, 1. doi:10.1093/geroni/igx025

Van Droogenbroeck, F., & Spruyt, B. (2014). To stop or not to stop: An
empirical assessment of the determinants of early retirement among active
and retired senior teachers. Research on Aging, 36, 753-777. doi:10.1177/
0164027513519449

Van Hoye, G., & Lootens, H. (2013). Coping with unemployment: Personality, role
demands, and time structure. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 82, 85-95. doi:10.
1016/j.jvb.2013.01.004

Van Klaveren, C., & Van den Brink, H. M. (2007). Intra-household work time
synchronization—Togetherness or material benefits? Social Indicators Research,
84, 39-52. doi:10.1007/s11205-006-9072-4

Van Solinge, H., & Henkens, K. (2014). Work-related factors as predictors in the
retirement decision-making process of older workers in the Netherlands. Ageing
and Society, 34, 1551-1574. doi:10.1017/S0144686X13000330

Vander Elst, T., Naswall, K., Bernhard-Oettel, C., De Witte, H., & Sverke, M. (2016).
The effect of job insecurity on employee health complaints: A within-person
analysis of the explanatory role of threats to the manifest and latent benefits of
work. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 21, 65-76. doi:10.1037/
20039140

Waite, L., & Gallagher, M. (2000). The case for marriage. New York, NY:
Doubleday.

Wanberg, C. R. (2012). The individual experience of unemployment. Annual Review
of Psychology, 63, 369-396. doi:10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100500

Warren, D. A. (2015). Retirement decisions of couples in Australia: The impact of
spousal characteristics and preferences. The Journal of the Economics of Ageing,
6, 149-162. doi:10.1016/j.je0oa.2015.08.002

Author Biographies

Maria Eismann is a researcher at the Netherlands Interdisciplinary Demographic
Institute and the University of Amsterdam (sociology). Her research aims at under-
standing the retirement transition from a couple perspective.



960 Research on Aging 41(10)

Kéne Henkens is the leader of the Work and Retirement theme group at the Nether-
lands Interdisciplinary Demographic Institute; professor of Aging, Retirement, and
the Life Course at the University Medical Center Groningen; and professor of sociol-
ogy of retirement at the Faculty of Social and Behavioral Sciences, University of
Amsterdam. He has published extensively in the field of retirement.

Matthijs Kalmijn is a professor of sociology and leader of the programme group
Institutions, Inequalities and Life Courses at the University of Amsterdam. He is also
affiliated to the Netherlands Interdisciplinary Demographic Institute. His research
focuses on family sociology and social demography.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


