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Czech pension (non-)system requires many reforms

The Czech pension system officially consists of two pension pillars: public ‘pension insurance’
and private ‘supplementary pension savings’. Occupational pensions are de facto prohibited;
only soldiers, police and firefighters have special additional schemes funded by the state. In
parallel to the ‘supplementary pension savings’, there is also the traditional and unit-linked
‘private life insurance’ — with state support, which is identical and common to supplementary
pension savings only for employer contributions. Investment in housing is becoming
increasingly important as a form of old age security. In particular, financial payments require
a fundamental reform that would introduce a coherent system.

Genesis of the Czech ‘pension insurance’: from Bismarck to

Beveridge

In the former, predominantly uniform Communist pension system, the newly awarded old-
age pensions were mostly dependent on final salaries; the regime preferred ‘labor categories’
(miners and other risk-involving professions) and discriminated the almost non-existent
private farmers and entrepreneurs. With these exceptions, it was a defined-benefit pension
system and the pensions are calculated from the final salary (the average wage of the best
three years in the last ten years). An ordinary employee with a national average earning (NAE)
received a relatively high pension of 85-90% of the net wage in 1989 after 45 years of career
(employment and secondary and tertiary education). However, after 20 years of receiving the
pension, he or she may have expected a pension at the minimum level (‘social pension’), which
would be equivalent to 37% of net NAE. The relation of the nation-wide average pension and
net wage was at 64%, the relation to gross wage was at 50%. Inadequate indexation of
pensions was mostly caused by the hidden inflation (long-term average of the hidden increase
of consumer prices was approx. 2.5% annually); one-off campaign increases of pensions did
not take hidden inflation into account. Bend points were used to reduce higher earnings when
calculating pensions. However, the first bend point in 1989 was at 79% of NAE, the second
bend point at 189% of NAE. Up to the first bend point, the wage has not been reduced when
calculating the pension. Officially, it was a state ‘pension security’, not social insurance; the
public expenditure program was financed from the state budget. However, the construction
of pensions was considerably Bismarck-like.

Inflation and the low indexation of bend points in the first half of the 1990s substantially
reduced the dependence of newly granted old-age pensions on previous earnings. The
pension reform from 1996 created a ‘pension insurance’ with two ‘amounts’: flat-rate and
earnings-related. Each pensioner receives a flat-rate basic pension, not foreseen in the original
draft Act, it was in fact a ‘stick-on’ addition, replacing the previous universal ‘state
compensation contribution’ of 1990, which compensated the cancellation of retail price
subsidies. The addition has survived to this day and its amount is now 10% of NAE. The
earnings-related ‘percentage amount’ of the pension generates a partial dependence of
pension on previous lifetime earnings, adjusted by bend points and reduction coefficients: the
crucial earnings are reduced to just 26% once the first low bend point of 44% is exceeded. Up



to 2014, there was a second bend point, last time at 116% of NAE, above which the crucial
earnings were reduced to only 10% (2010). The original third bend point was 600% of NAE in
2010, then 400% of NAE; today's second bend point is at this level and from 2015 it is a classical
earnings ceiling, used in social pension insurance. Figure 1 shows these current parameters of
the Czech ‘pension insurance’. The ‘progressivity’ of this system is high: a newly granted old-
age pension is roughly by 30% earnings-related. Thus, 70% of it is a Beveridge type pension.
This is a rarity in Central Europe as ‘Bismarck’ clearly dominates in all neighboring countries.

Figure 1: Newly granted (net) old-age pension in relation to lifetime earnings, in % of NAE in
2020 (45 years of insurance)
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The transformation of the Czechoslovak predominantly Bismarckian pension system into the
Czech predominantly Beveridgean system was influenced by the liberal policy of Klaus’
government and by the creation of a complicated and poorly understandable calculation of
both newly granted old-age pensions and indexation (valorization) of pensions. Recently, the
marketing approach of politicians on these issues has also contributed to strengthening the
levelling of pensions. More than half of Czechs nevertheless prefer ‘Bismarck’ to ‘Beveridge’.

In 2010, the Czech Constitutional Court concluded that ‘whole complex design of the pension
system is non-transparent to a degree that it is de facto incomprehensible for its addressees;
and for the majority of the insureds the calculated amount of the pension benefit becomes
unverifiable’ [19]. In addition, the court declared the provisions of the Pension Insurance Act
on bend points unconstitutional, ‘because in its consequences and in combination with other
parameters and the existing construction of the pension system it does not guarantee a
sufficiently constitutionally guaranteed right to adequate material security in accordance with
... the Charter of Fundamental Rights and Freedoms and it leads to unacceptable inequalities
between different groups of pension insureds’ [20]. The Constitutional Court abolished the
section of the Act containing the bend points and reduction coefficients and it forced the
government to react quickly; the government has reintroduced the first bend point within the
scope of the half-hearted, so-called small pension reform. Unfortunately, the ‘small pension
reform’ (2011) did not increase the transparency and clarity of the pension system. The only
comprehensible parameter of the Czech ‘pension insurance’ has been the basic pensionable
age, which is differentiated for women according to the number of children raised (a remnant
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of the timid Communist pension policy). To date, it has also not been possible to establish a
comprehensible system of indexing the percentage amount of pensions; after the introduction
of parameterization of the basic pension amount, the indexation in the percentage amount of
the old-age pension depends on the total room for increasing the average old-age pension,
the increase in the basic amount being deducted; so far, no one has even tried to explain the
logic of this dependence of the indexation of the percentage-based amount on the
valorization of the basic pension amount.

The fundamental challenge for Czech ‘pension insurance’ is its paradigmatic or rather
technical reform, which would lead to the clarity and meaningful combination of the
Beveridge (non-insurance) and Bismarck (insurance) components of this ‘system’.

Small pension reform

The non-restoration of the previous second bend point in the key range from 44% to 400% of
NAE in 2011 created the preconditions for a simple reform of the basic and percentage
amounts of the old-age pension without fundamentally changing the total amount of the old-
age pension. Taking into account that earnings up to 44% of NAE are basically an exception,
we can increase the total old-age pension in this range (Figure 1) so that the total amount
curve ‘straightens’ according to the grade of the straight line demonstrating the dependence
of the total pension amount in the 44-400% of NAE range. The result of this operation is an
increase in the basic old-age pension amount from 10% to 32% of NAE and a reduction in the
pension rate for 1 year of insurance from 1.5% to 1.5 * 0.26 = 0.39%, resulting in a substantial
but adequate reduction in the percentage amount of the old-age pension — see Figure 2.

Figure 2: Small pension reform: newly granted (net) old-age pension in relation to lifetime
earnings, in % of NAE in 2020 (45 years of insurance)
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The outlined small pension reform does not change anything for the absolute majority of old-
age pensioners. Only those whose pension is calculated from a wage lower than 44% of NAE
will ‘profit’ from it. | believe that such a small pension reform can be feasibly implemented in
a span of one year. Its main effect will be a demonstration of the real ‘progressivity’ of the
Czech pension system: it will be clear to everyone that ‘pension insurance’ is not, in fact,
mainly a social pension insurance, but a flat-rate pension. | assume that later the interest in
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changing the structure in favor of earnings-related pensions will prevail. In order to facilitate
this restructuring, it would be useful to cancel the parameterization of the basic old-age
pension amount (32% NAE) and set a fixed sum for this amount: under the conditions of 2020,
it would be CZK 11,141 per month (near the OECD poverty threshold). This redefinition of the
basic pension amount will also allow for a substantial simplification of the indexation of the
(new) earnings-related pension amount, which will become understandable — as well as the
indexation of the basic old-age pension amount.

Disability pensions can continue to ‘copy’ the old-age pension formula after the small pension
reform. For survivor pensions, it will be necessary to derive separately their basic and
earnings-related pension amounts, as we have derived the rationalized the basic and earnings-
related old-age pension amounts.

The key objective of the small pension reform is the ‘irreversible’ removal of the degenerate
basic bend point used in calculating the earnings-related amount of old-age pension. This will
significantly increase the understandability of the Czech pension system. A small pension
reform can be implemented by the current Czech government, with the approval of the
opposition.

Major reform of public pensions

A consistent pension reform requires the division of the Czech current ‘pension insurance’ into
two pension pillars: pillar 0 and pillar 1, according to the World Bank classification. Pillar O, in
its starting form a flat-rate pension at 32% of NAE, shall be financed from general taxes. On
the other hand, the insurance pension (pillar 1) is to be financed from the social pension
contributions, which does not exclude the financing of childcare credits from the state budget.

Significant differences should or could be made in the basic conditions for entitlement to the
flat-rate pension and the insurance pension. The minimum insurance period for (insurance)
pension entitlement should be no more than 5 years. By contrast, a full flat-rate pension may
continue to be subject to paying insurance premiums or, more generally, taxes (or length of
stay) for 35 years — as is the case in the UK today.

Modern social pension insurance products include:

e Notional Defined Contribution (NDC) system of individual pension accounts, in which
the resulting balance of the account is converted into a lifetime pension according to
actuarial principles, including the application of adequate mortality tables. The NDC
generic scheme has also built-in stabilization mechanisms in the valorization of
individual accounts as well as in the indexation of pensions.

e ‘Points system’, where for each insurance year the client receives a fraction where the
numerator is the client’s wage (up to the earnings ceiling) and the denominator is
represented by the national average earning (NAE); the client accumulates the points
until the old-age pension is granted, the law and the government set a point value
(e.g. EUR 31.03) for each year, thus providing the actual amount of the pension paid.

e (Austrian) pension accounts system (Rentenkontensystem), where pension
entitlements are credited every year, calculated according to the pension formula e.g.



1.78% * annual wage of the insured (up to the earnings ceiling — as in previous cases),
with the valorization of pension accounts using the wage index (amount of granted
yearly old-age pension = final balance of the pension account), with indexation of paid
pensions according to the law.

In 2003, World Bank expertise for the Czech Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs [5]
recommended us to move to the NDC system. This expertise was published in a World Bank
monograph in a slightly widespread form [6]. Two options were recommended here as a
solidarity pillar: flat-rate or minimum pension. On my recommendation, the Czech Social
Democratic Party subscribed to the transition to this system. However, a simulation of the
NDC system in the first Bezdék's Pension Commission was accompanied by putting a ceiling
on the pensionable age at 65 years, which suggested that NDC pensions would be very low at
the end of the century. Until recently, Bezdék was claiming on the basis of this ‘analysis’ that
the NDC system is not suitable for Czechia because pensions would be low [10]. The lesson
learned is trivial: any pension system can be ‘destroyed’ by bad parameters.

All three products, which fit into a modern social pension insurance system, are transparent
and understandable. After learning the relatively new Austrian pension accounts system, | am
in favor of its introduction in Czechia. It is a defined benefit system and its novelty consists in
the fact that the insurance pension for the given year is definitively calculated after the end
of this calendar year. Table 1 shows an example of the calculation of a pension account for an
employee who started working in 2005. The allowance is calculated according to the formula
1.78% * annual assessment basis, which includes not only earnings, but also the basis for
calculating sickness and other benefits, as well as e.g. valuation of childcare. Such care can be
valued, for example, by the average national wage — just like, for example, in the German
points system. In the Czech conditions, the (default) rate for the year of insurance would be
0.39%. The annual calculation of pension entitlement (account balance after the end of the
year) is an important contribution to the comprehensibility of Czech social pension insurance.

Table 1: Austrian pension accounts (example)

Year Annual Annual increment Account after the end of the

assessment basis (1.78% * annual year (valorization of account
assessment basis) | after previous year + increment)

2005 30,000 534.00 534.00

2006 31,000 551.80 1096.48

2007 32,000 569.60 1688.01

2047 72,000 1281.60 57 365.13

2048 73,000 1299.40 59811.83

2049 74,000 1317.20 62 325.27

Source: [17]

The preparation of the major pension reform bill would take 1 to 2 years and we might
implement the pension accounts system in waves, as it was done in Austria: to start with new
insureds, continue with e.g. 10 following years of birth and only in the further wave extend
the system to the remaining clients incl. persons of pre-pensionable age.



The major reform of public pensions will also include a reform of disability and survivor
pensions. The existing Czech disability pensions use the ‘pension-type’ concept of disability
pensions: their construction is parallel to the construction of old-age pensions [3]; disability is
conceived as a kind of premature aging, or loss of ability to work. An alternative, more modern
is the ‘sickness’ concept of disability benefits, conceiving disability primarily as a prolonged
illness, until resuming work (if possible). Disability benefits/compensations are part of the
sickness benefit system under this concept. Norway is one of the countries which apply the
sickness benefit concept of disability pensions. Since 2015, the disability pension has been
provided as 66% of the final wage (average wage in the best three of the last five years before
disability; earnings ceiling), with a minimum disability pension at 40-50% of NAE, applying
even to persons without previous employment. The minimum degree of disability is 50% [15].
Since 2011, Norway has introduced an NDC-type old-age pension system, supplemented by
the ‘guarantee pension’. Both pensions and (other) social security benefits are subject to
income tax. We also recommend reforming the Czech disability pensions (and all sickness
insurance benefits) in the same manner, including the cancellation of bend points.

The old-age pension system with a predominance of a flat-rate pension is best paired with a
flat-rate orphan pension, in our country up to 25% of NAE. The flat-rate orphan pension (for
orphans aged 10 and over) is of similar amount in the Netherlands, where the individual's flat-
rate old-age pension is equal to about 30% of NAE. Such an orphan pension may be classified
as a family benefit. It is not only from the perspective of Czech pensioners that universal child
benefits should replace the current refundable child tax credit), which cannot be claimed by
not only low-income families but also by non-earning pensioners, because they are not subject
to the personal income tax. The decisive argument for the transition from universal child
benefits to child tax allowances in our country was an effort to compel ‘non-adaptable’ citizens
living on social assistance benefits to take up employment. Apparently, advocates of these
views did not even try to make a simple example to confirm their ideas; the fact is that in the
universal child benefit scheme, only the final social assistance benefit (subsistence benefit) is
(substantially) reduced: by child benefits paid. The very discrimination against Czech
pensioners as regards the tax credit for children may, of course, be eliminated by introducing
taxation of old-age and disability pensions; but this is not foreseen in the framework of the
major pension reform: we are postponing this problem for the future.

The importance of widow pensions has long been declining in the western countries, also as
a result of the unification of social insurance systems. The trend is to move to a ‘bridging’
widow/widower pension, paid for 6 to 12 months after the spouse's death — so that the
surviving spouse can adapt to the new situation. (Widely conceived costs of raising orphans
should be concentrated in the amount of orphan pension.) Modern systems of social old-age
pension allow for the sharing of pension entitlements of couples. In any case, it is advisable to
introduce into Czech law the sharing of pension entitlements of divorced couples, unless there
is another agreement reached during the divorce proceedings.

The key content of the proposed major pension reform is the reform of old-age pensions: the
transition to a flat-rate pension, funded by general taxes, and the transition to a modern social
old-age insurance system. In the interest of this transition to the two-pillar system in a



relatively short period of time, it may be advisable to postpone the solution of some other
issues that we mentioned in this section of the paper.

Reform of insurance premiums

Czech public pensions are funded by the state budget; pension insurance premiums are a
regular receipt of the state budget. The premium rate is 28% of the gross wage, of which 6.5%
is paid by the employee and 21.5% by the employer. It is customary to compare public
expenditure on pensions with collected premiums; in addition, the Ministry of Finance
calculates the administrative costs of the operation of this system and all these data enter the
‘pension system balance’. This gives an impression that the ‘pension account’ and its balance
have a separate meaning for the functioning of public pensions. In fact, the only thing holding
a certain theoretical significance is the ‘special pension insurance reserve account’ to which
the possible annual positive balance of the pension system since 2018 has been transferred.
The funds in this account can only be used for expenditure on pension insurance benefits and
for transfers back to the state budget to cover the negative difference between these
revenues and expenditures. The practical importance of this special account is null because it
does not limit pension expenditure, nor it has been indicated that, for example, the negative
balance of the pension system is to be reflected in the pension insurance premium rate.

The amount of expenditure on public pensions reflects the (non-)taxation of pensions: in the
West, pension taxation is the predominant practice; in a number of countries, pensions also
are liable to health insurance contributions. In Czechia, only pension with the annual total
exceeding 36 times the minimum (monthly) wage on 1 January of the given year is subject to
the income tax; these are absolutely exceptional cases. The introduction of a public pension
taxation system will be reflected in a substantial increase in expenditure on these pensions.
In Germany, the transition to full taxation of pensions is spread over the period from 2005 to
2040; currently, the pensions are taxed at 80%.

The rate of Czech pension insurance premium (28%) is very high in international comparison.
A fleeting comparison with our western neighbors shows that a significant reform of pension
insurance premiums suggests itself. German social insurance pensions are on average
relatively about 15% lower than in our country; the premium rate is 18.6% of gross wage,
which is one third less than in Czechia. Austrian “full’ social insurance pensions are about one-
half higher than Czech public pensions, while the pension insurance premium rate is ‘only’
22.8%. It is also important that both these countries have modern social insurance systems in
which pensions are earnings-related and, in particular, care for small children (reflected in the
pensions) is financed from the state budget. In Austria and Germany, subsidies to the social
pension insurance scheme from the state budget account for about 23% of the total revenues
of these schemes. We should apply a similar method of financing in Czechia as this construct
is primarily an instrument of family policy. In addition, Germany is pursuing a policy aimed at
a certain reduction in pension insurance premium rates in the interests of the international
competitiveness of the German economy.

The prevalence of hidden flat-rate pension in the Czech old-age pensions implies that a
maximum of 30% of pension expenditure should be covered by pension insurance premiums.



The pension insurance premium rate should (or could) thus fall below 10%, by 19-20
percentage points. Therefore, most of the pension insurance premium should be replaced e.g.
by income taxation.

Very high rates of social security contributions and very low rates of personal income tax incl.
low capital income taxation are typical for Czechia and other post-Communist countries. In
our country, the 1993 tax reform divided the wage tax, paid by employees, into social and
health insurance premiums (today's total rate is 11%) and the personal income tax, which
today has a rate of 15% from the super-gross wage, which now corresponds to the rate of
20.07% of the gross wage. It is clear from these facts that it is possible and advisable —in order
to increase the comparability of personal income taxation and social security contributions (in
our country and in the West) — to integrate insurance premiums paid by employees into the
personal income tax with the total rate of approximately 31.1% of gross wage. This proposal
is aimed at achieving a rapid effect in this direction, and this reform will have to be
complemented by a revision of a number of tax deductions — simply because the nominal rate
of personal income tax will change substantially, which may have an immediate impact on tax
deductions. In the course of this reform, it is not desirable to increase the effects of tax
deductions.

In order to rationalize the pension insurance premium rate, we could reduce this premium
rate by 11% of the gross wage — by increasing the personal income tax rate by the same
percentage points. We estimated the total room for reducing this premium at 19-20% of gross
wage. (If we were to consider the existing non-taxation of pensions, the room for reducing the
rate would be reduced to about 14-15% of the wage.) From this perspective, we can integrate
the 11% pension insurance premium into the personal income tax. It is sufficient to ‘swap’ the
health insurance premium paid by the employees (4.5%) with the pension insurance premium
paid by the employers (4.5%). In the course of this tax reform, we can also cancel the ‘solidarity
increase of personal income tax’ (7% of gross wage), which applies to incomes higher than
400% of NAE, since the reform will also eliminate the earnings ceiling of 400% of NAE for
pension insurance premiums, paid by the employees (the rate of this premium is 6.5% of the
gross wage). In essence, ‘nil and nil leave a clean slate’. Notwithstanding the fact that the
earnings ceiling of 400% of NAE concerns only about 1% of employees.

A competitive rationalization reform (to the transfer of the pension insurance premium at 11%
to the personal income tax) is the health insurance premium reform, consisting primarily of
integrating the same premium rate into the same income tax. The emergence of health
insurance premiums during the 1993 tax reform was influenced not only by the historical
model of sick funds in the Czech lands, but also by efforts to at least partially privatize health
insurance or to introduce a competition between non-profit health insurance companies.
Fifteen of these insurance companies were established in advance of the tax reform, in 1996
there were 27 of them. Then the integration process started: today we have 7 health insurance
companies. There were attempts to privatize them (following the Dutch model, which has in
the meantime de facto returned from the health insurance market to the ‘polder system’), as
well as efforts to introduce Singapore-style medical savings. The consequence of the cost
explosion following the introduction of market methods of reimbursement of health services
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by health insurance companies was a fundamental change in state policy: the introduction of
the so-called reimbursement decree of the Ministry of Health, which sets all basic financial
parameters of health care provision every year. Thus, we have de facto returned to the system
of detailed central management in this department, with a number of shortcomings caused
mainly by varying interests in individual health insurance companies. In principle, we have a
system of national health service now in Czechia, which is unnecessarily complicated by the
existence of 7 public health insurance companies. In such a system, the existence of health
insurance premiums or rather the whole health insurance is redundant. The optimal reform
in this situation is the transition to a single-payer system in which universal basic health care
is financed by the state from taxes.

The main technical irrationality and absurdity of the health insurance premiums is the fact
that these premiums are collected by individual health insurance companies. Individual
employers must thus communicate with up to 7 health insurance companies (employees may
transfer from one to another), including inspections of the collection of insurance premiums.
The amount of health insurance premiums paid by employees and for employees is very high
— three times higher than it would be suitable for the applied concept of having to pay
insurance premiums for each policyholder/citizen. The counterpart is the extremely low
premium for the ‘state insureds” (e.g. pensioners), which the state pays into the system from
the state budget. Persons without taxable income must pay (universal) premiums themselves,
even though they have no income. Therefore, health insurance premium is often referred to
as health tax + (unnecessary) extra accounting. It must be added that this is an unfair taxation
— no matter which welfare regime we consider. For these reasons, we prefer the elimination
of health insurance premiums to a reduction in pension insurance premiums.

Integration of the 11% health insurance premium rate into the personal income tax will ‘swap’
pension and health insurance premiums between the employee and the employer. After this
tax reform, the entire pension insurance premium (28% rate) will be paid by the employer.
The rest of the health insurance premium (2.5% rate) paid by the employer will be included,
for example, into the sickness insurance, which is a revenue of the state budget. This will
eliminate the collection of health insurance premiums, which will be associated with
considerable savings in administrative costs, from which we will also pay for the unilateral
cancellation of insurance premium payments by persons without taxable income. The health
care industry will not lose any financial resources in the course of this operation. The state will
finance health care according to the existing rules (including the reimbursement decree) —
transitionally maybe even through health insurance companies. The state will thus replace the
100% redistribution of premiums among health insurance companies.

Another unnecessary Czech rarity is the ‘statutory liability insurance of the employer for work
injuries and occupational diseases’, which is de facto a supplementary social accident
insurance administered by two private insurance companies (employers are allocated
according to a historical key). The two insurance companies collect statutory premiums, settle
claims and pay benefits; they charge these revenues and expenses to the Ministry of Finance
every year, all for an overhead fee. This is another separate channel of insurance premium
collection that can be ‘dissolved’ into the existing social security contributions. Today’s
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accident benefits can be transformed into supplementary sickness and pension benefits and
even be partially cancelled [22].

Including the basic accident insurance premium (0.28%), the social insurance premium rate
will increase to a total of 34.08% of gross wage. The entire insurance premium will be paid by
the employers, the principle of one collection point will be applied here. Social insurance
premiums as a whole will have ‘consciously’ a predominant nature of a tax, in the same sense
as e.g. in Sweden [14]. In this situation, it makes no sense, among other things, for the Czech
social insurance to apply the earnings ceiling when calculating the premiums. There is also
room to support e.g. the employment of the elderly.

Reform of personal pensions

The introduction of the ‘supplementary pension insurance with state contribution’ in 1994
was a relatively positive step towards the development of financial services not only in the
area of pension savings — new distribution networks were established and developed. The
state contribution played an important role in kick-starting the pension pillar 3. With the rapid
growth in the number of ‘supplementary pension insurance’ contracts, a strong pension lobby
was created, which led to a strengthening of the sector's fiscal stimulus. The lobby of insurance
companies was also partially successful. The result was the emergence of a segmented system
of the pension pillar 3, which is unprecedented in the world. The number of the
supplementary pension insurance contracts at the end of 2012 exceeded 5 million. In addition,
there were 3.5 million ‘private life insurance’ contracts, of which about 1.5 million contracts
drew deduction from the income tax base.

The major pension reform of 2013 increased the transparency of supplementary pension
insurance and introduced cost limits for the pension companies, but it did not affect private
life insurance, tax deductions and non-payment of income tax and social and health insurance
premiums in the case of employer contributions to supplementary pension insurance or
private life insurance. The indirect state support for employer contributions is highest in the
world, accounting for 65% of the employer contribution. State support for citizens'
contributions is ‘only’ above average in an international comparison [12], since this
comparison assumes contributions of 5% of wage (the products compared in other countries
are occupational pensions where the situation is significantly different!). The calculation also
reflects the low rate (15%) of the Czech personal income tax. The Czech state support of
supplementary pension savings in the form of employer contribution is 2.4 times higher than
the support of the same product in the form of a participant's contribution (if 5% of wage are
to be saved). All state regulation of the state-supported pillar 3 should be — by its very nature
— uniform.

The main purpose of taking out Czech supplementary pension insurance is not individual
security in old age, let alone in a form of an annuity. The main purpose is the tax optimization
and getting rid of excess liquidity. The construction of the product taken out till the end of
2012 was of fundamental importance for its high penetration: it was essentially a simple
savings product, with high explicit state support in the form of a state contribution, with a
guarantee of a non-negative nominal yield. Fiscal illusion, based on the assumption that the
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state support is for free, also played an important role. All of this explains the unusually high
number of participants. ‘Personal pensions have relatively wide take-up in only a few Member
States (over 60% coverage in the Czech Republic, over 30% in ... Germany) while in most
Member States take-up is moderate and fragmented, and in some, nearly non-existent’ [4]. In
general, ‘... the third pillar is not really a pension scheme. It is akin to a tax-advantaged savings
account. The system should not be presented to the public as a source of meaningful future
replacement income’ [24]. If we think this through to all its consequences, we come to the
conclusion that: ‘Pillar 3 (voluntary retirement savings) should not receive tax subsidies, which
are regressive and, in any case, have not been shown to have any significant effect on private
saving’ [23]. Therefore, the persistently repeated ideas of some Czech party experts that the
impact of the ageing population can be solved by pension savings in the third pillar are
completely unrealistic. The standard pension pillar 3 is of no practical importance to most of
the population anywhere in the world.

The 2001 German pension reform relied on the concept that not only the first pension pillar
but also two other pillars must be used to maintain the standard of living so far: occupational
and personal pensions. For this purpose, the Riester pension was introduced in the third pillar,
with a state contribution that also takes into account the number of children raised,
everything on the condition of saving 4% of wage. According to leading German experts, the
results of this reform are more than problematic: ‘Riester pension is extremely ineffective.
Most of the contributions go to administration and commission’ (Fratzscher). ‘With Riester
pension we subsidize savings of people who save anyway. It is a redistribution in favor of well-
earning persons and financial service providers’ (Fuest) [19]. The conclusions are clear-cut:
‘Riester pension must go! The state generously distributes contributions to Riester savers. It
is a waste of money. It should rather increase the level of old-age security provided by the
state’ (Bofinger) [1]. Only 7 million Germans make full use of Riester pension, out of the 35
million eligible [9]. The providers of these products are mainly life insurance companies, there
are no specialized pension insurance companies in Germany. Germany ranks second behind
Czechia in relative amount of the state support.

The parallel existence of several Czech systems of generous fiscal support (state contribution,
tax deductions, exemption of employer contributions from income tax and from payment of
social and health insurance premiums), even for one single product (supplementary pension
savings), is unconstitutional, because it significantly distorts the (oligopolistic) market and it is
also a manifestation of clientelism and illiteracy. Last year, public spending (including tax
expenditures) on these subsidies for supplementary pension savings and private life insurance
amounted to approximately CZK 22 billion. Real investment returns for clients are increasingly
negative. Due to the extreme state support and the consequent very high number of
participants, this (hypertrophic and chaotic) ‘system’ can be included in the rank of ‘soft
compulsion’. According to the World Bank's classification of pension pillars, this is essentially
pillar 2, not pillar 3. It is a chaotic variant of the neoliberal model of private pensions/savings.
More efficient systems of this kind use auto-enrolment, opt-out, auto-escalation of
contributions, matching contributions, mostly in the pillar of occupational pensions.
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Top managers of the pension companies (Poklop, Homolka) recommend the introduction of
compulsory employer contributions, boosting of state support and auto-enrolment of citizens
or employees; they like the new 2019 Polish system, which is essentially a copy of British
workplace pensions. It is a neoliberal pension concept that has nothing to do with the typical
pillar 3. It must be noted that even specialized pension (joint stock) companies do not belong
to the third pillar. This is a Czech specificity, which arose only because public servants in 1993
did not want the new business (supplementary pension insurance with state contribution) to
fall into the lap of the then almost monopoly Czech Insurance Co. (the reason were two
increases in premiums for motor liability insurance — in a short time interval). The existence
of special pension companies is completely unnecessary; moreover, almost all these
companies outsource most of their activities to affiliated companies within their respective
financial groups.

Building savings arose as a sharing economy after the First World War in Germany (1924), at
the time of absolute shortage of credit resources. It moved to Austria and after World War Il
it was a normal business with state support (in West Germany since 1952). After 1990 the
product was exported to Czechia, Slovakia, Hungary and Romania. Building savings can be
used in Austria and Czechia as pension savings because they are ‘non-purpose’ — clients can
use the savings after 6 years in any way. In Austria, the state contribution is 1.5% (up to EUR
18 per year), in Czechia, it is 10% of the annual deposit (up to CZK 2,000). When concluding a
contract, Austrian clients receive a gift — in Czechia we have to pay a fee for signing the
contract (in the optimal savings option the fee is CZK 1,500). The biggest Czech absurdity is
the provision of the state contribution to faked building savings contract within the ‘bridging
loan’ (Zwischenkredit); higher interest of this loan draws most of the state contributions. (The
volume of bridging loans is 6 times higher than the volume of the so-called loans from building
savings provided after the expiration of the saving phase of building savings.)

In Slovakia, building savings reform has been carried out from 2019: the state contribution fell
from 5% to 2.5%, (new) bridging loans do not qualify for the state contribution to ‘savings”,
only clients with an income of up to 130% of NAE are eligible for state support and the savings
can only be used for construction purposes. The Institute of Financial Policy of the Slovak
Ministry of Finance has been proposing to cancel state support for building savings for several
years now. Hungary has cancelled the state contribution (30%) for new contracts from 2019,
while simultaneously abolishing interest income taxation (16% tax rate). On the whole, it is
clear that general building savings are basically an unnecessary product, but there is no reason
to prohibit the sale of such a banking product by universal banks (the Czech Necas government
proposed to legalize this from 2014). The fiscal cost of the state contribution to building
savings is CZK 4 billion; in 2005 it was CZK 16 billion — as the original state contribution rate
was 25%.

A fundamental reform of the supplementary pension insurance, supplementary pension
savings, private life insurance and building savings is indispensable and, in general, we have
several options for the ‘public choice’. From a technical point of view, liberal policy is the
simplest solution: abolishing all fiscal support for financial products and reducing taxes. Social
democratic policy could have a broader scope: the abolition of fiscal support for financial
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products could be linked to an increase in pensions or other social expenditure — for example
based on the argument that the relative amount of old-age pensions in our country (slightly)
lags behind the OECD or EU (‘a pension gap’). A conservative (Christian Democratic) policy can
be described as the transition to exclusive tax deductions, with the pay-out of pension savings
being fully burdened by a personal income tax (EET tax regime). This is the most common
practice in the world, which is especially beneficial for higher income groups, due to the usual
existence of progressive income tax rates. Under the conditions of a single income tax rate (as
in Czechia), this system is equivalent to the TEE tax regime, where savings or investments are
made from taxed income and the state support has the form of an exemption of capital
income from taxation. In Czechia, the TEE tax regime applies to mutual and investment funds.
The TEE tax regime has been increasingly recommended around the world over the last
decade, at the expense of the EET regime, as it is significantly simpler and more equitable
(equal approach to all income groups); notwithstanding the fact that when applying EET, there
is a significant risk that tax rates will be different in the future (when, for example, entire
pension savings are taxed). Thus, the TEE tax regime can be unambiguously recommended for
Czechia.

The transition to the TEE tax regime can be linked to an increase in the basic personal income
tax credit, which has been CZK 2,070 per month since 2008. The progressivity measure of the
Czech personal income taxation of a single childless taxpayer, used by the OECD, was at the
OECD average in 2008; it is significantly lower today. The amount of the basic tax credit,
comparable to 2008, would be CZK 3,101 per month in 2020 — it would be by CZK 1,031 higher!
For comparison: the current maximum state contribution for building savings is CZK 2,000 per
year, the maximum state contribution to a participant's pension savings contribution is CZK
2,760 and the maximum tax saving resulting from the participant's contribution is CZK 3,600
per year; all together, it accounts to CZK 8,360 per year or CZK 697 per month. Average values
are considerably lower: CZK 115 for building savings + CZK 190 for pension savings per month;
on average, this is just pocket change. Therefore, there should be no (political) problem with
the cancellation of today's (non-)system of building and pension savings. It would be optimal
if we could declare that all participants in building and pension savings will be ‘compensated’
in the form of a higher basic income tax credit or in the form of higher pensions.

It would be useful if we could also cancel tax deduction of interest on mortgage loans and
similar loans from building savings banks. IMF recommends us to eliminate mortgage interest
deductibility on a steady and predictable schedule because it encourages households to take
on debt to own a property [7]. More generally, it can be said that these tax deductions increase
the price level of apartments and housing. Indeed, homeownership is a significantly more
important tool for old-age security than pension savings in the second or third pension pillars,
e.g. in the US [2]; probably also due to high tax deductions of mortgage interest. Great Britain
and Slovakia, among others, have no mortgage tax deductions.

In general, annuity is an ideal product for old age security. However, this is relatively
unsatisfactory for clients, if they would have to buy such (expensive) annuity from their own
funds. These annuities are also a problem for the private sector, as evidenced by recent British
and German experience: the mandatory annuitization of pension savings had to be cancelled;
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in the UK, this happened under the liberal slogan ‘freedom and choice’. Pension savings alone
are a fairly imperfect substitute for annuity, as evidenced, among other things, by the fact that
such savings products are often modified by the option of buying a home or taking a loan from
these savings. Building savings are not a much better option, and that is why it is of practical
importance only in Austria, Germany and Czechia. Under this situation, a product like British
Individual Savings Accounts (ISA) or Canadian Tax-Free Savings Accounts (TFSA) seems to be
the optimal solution. However, it would require state support. Their basic behavioral trick is
that the client is limited in the annual and lifetime deposit/investment (in our conditions for
example 30,000 CZK per year) and the time and amount of savings withdrawal is unlimited.
Therefore, it is stated that TFSA is best utilized as a retirement savings vehicle [8]. The tax
regime for these products is TEE: the only regime that can alternatively be recommended for
Czechia. These products are provided by regular financial institutions (of course there are no
pension companies or building savings banks among them). As we have seen, even the notion
of personal pension itself is not optimal either.

Future reforms

The current Czech pension ‘system’ requires the above-mentioned fundamental reforms to
introduce some order/system into it and at the same time to get rid of a lobbyist weed that
eats up a considerable part of the pension ‘cake’ or the national income as such. It would not
be surprising if, for example, the social pension insurance is to be strengthened at the expense
of the flat-rate state pension in the coming period — we are not so different from the
neighboring nations so that the flat-rate old-age pension would have to dominate in our
country.

However, due to the ageing of the population, there will be no need for (further) paradigmatic
pension reform, despite many experts (and institutions) trying to give an impression that it
would. The ineffective ‘second’ pension pillar in any form will not become effective or at least
economically acceptable due to ageing of the population. | leave aside the issue of
occupational pensions, which are basically already past their prime in western countries.
Especially when trade unions in our country are too weak in most private sectors to negotiate
pensions or savings of this kind. (Nevertheless, | recommend lifting the de facto Czech ban on
occupational pensions.) Pension savings are not even a partial solution to the problem of
population ageing, even if investment yields should return to the 1990s levels. In the upshot,
if a miracle were to become and investment returns could be an argument for their large-scale
use in the pension system, it would have to be advantageous to gradually replace taxes as
such by those. But this will not happen, because the globalized world is full of savings that are
difficult to utilize. And many governments prefer to borrow from elites instead of taxing them
[16].

Retirement age is one of the essential parameters of pension systems. Flat-rate pension
generally includes a different concept of the basic pension age than that in the social insurance
pension. In the solidarity pillar, the statutory pension age should be fixed, and in the insurance
pillar, the retirement age might be flexible. With regard to the now largely prevailing
retirement just after reaching the current basic pensionable age, it can be recommended that
the pensionable age for the basic pension remains fixed (inflexible), preferably at the level of
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the current basic retirement age for men (including its increasing in accordance with the
current law); raising of the pensionable age of women with children should be accelerated
[13]. Conversely, in the case of the insurance pension, we can afford — to begin with —to set a
(minimum) pensionable age at 60-61 years — while concurrently the ‘premature’ retirement
would be eliminated; the system simplifies. At present 80% of Czechs could work without
problems until the age of 65.

A family policy reform can contribute to reducing the pace of demographic ageing: in
particular, the integration of parental allowance into the basic maternity benefit, the payment
of a new single parental benefit for up to 100 weeks (up to 150 weeks for twins) from the
sickness insurance system, in the amount of the gross wage of the mother/father (however,
at least 50% of NAE, at most 200% of NAE), after deduction of income tax (including the
current insurance premiums). It is also necessary to introduce the right to a place for all
children from one year of age in full-day preschool facilities at an affordable price or even free
of charge of charge [21]. ‘It is also advisable to shorten the inefficiently long periods of formal
study’ [11]. ‘The current setting of labor taxation, along with parental leave setting and low
availability of creches and kindergartens contributes to the highest drop in employment of
Czech mothers with young children across the EU’ [18]. This has a considerable impact also on
the state budget, incl. the pension system.

Conclusions

The 1996 Pension Insurance Act has added a small basic amount of all pensions to the system
of ‘percentage amounts’ of individual pensions, heavily levelled by bend points and reduction
coefficients; ‘Beveridge’ prevailed over 'Bismarck’ but he left the pension insurance premiums
live. Substantial conceptual contradictions were not removed by later pension reforms. The
main problem is the lack of transparency and comprehensibility of the system not only for its
regular clients. With regard to the unpreparedness of the overall reform of public pensions,
and also of the forthcoming parliamentary elections, we recommend dividing this reform into
two steps: a small reform and a major reform. Small pension reform shall focus on simple but
fundamental rationalization of the basic and percentage amounts of the old-age pensions. The
new basic amount of these pensions should be at the level of 32% of the national average
earnings; for the percentage amount, the valuation of one year of insurance shall be reduced
from 1.5% to 0.39%.

The major pension reform might be a paradigm reform of old-age, disability and survivor
pensions. The basic amount of old-age pension will be transformed into a separate flat-rate
pension, with an independent system of retirement age, minimum residence or economic
activity (35 years) in Czechia and valorization. The percentage amount of the old-age pension
will become an independent pension pillar of social insurance, optimally with the construction
of the Austrian pension accounts, with a separate retirement age and valorization system and
with a minimum insurance period of 3-5 years. Disability pensions can be newly designed as
social insurance and incorporated into the sickness insurance. Orphan pensions may be
redefined as a universal, flat-rate benefit. The significance of widow and widower pensions
may decrease, given the introduction of a flat-rate old-age pension and the assumed increase
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in the (average) orphan pension. All these proposals are based on the pension development
trends in the OECD countries.

Only social pension insurance is to be financed by insurance premiums on a model basis, which
would allow for a substantial reduction in the pension insurance premium rate. However, the
general economic approach favors the cancellation of health insurance premiums — with
regard to the existing system of Czech public health care and to the absurd conception and
structure of health insurance premiums and their collection by all seven health insurance
companies. Anyway, we can simply cancel insurance premiums only by integrating employee
premiums (11% of gross wage) into the personal income tax — which is desirable also in view
of the low capital income taxation (when compared to the western countries and the OECD
average). When reforming the personal income tax, we get rid of the super gross wage
taxation. This reform of personal income tax is also important in the interest of reforming
pension (and building) savings: for political reasons, we need to compensate for the reduction
in state support for these products by increasing the basic tax credit. An increase in this tax
credit is also needed in order to increase the progressivity of income taxation.

The extremely complicated system of state support for ‘personal pensions’ is almost entirely
the result of lobbying by the completely superfluous ‘pension companies’ that have a
monopoly on the provision of supplementary pension savings. The rate of state support for
employer contributions to these savings is 87%, which is by far the highest one in the world.
State support for participant contributions is lower. More than half of the population is
involved in the system, but its role in protection is as low as in other countries. The main
purpose of ‘pension savings’ (and ‘building savings’) is tax optimization, coupled with the fiscal
illusion that the state support is a free lunch. State support essentially ends in the overhead
and profit of the providers. In accordance with the relevant social models, we recommend
either a complete cancellation of state support for all financial products or the transition to a
uniform TEE regime (exemption of returns from income tax) — optimally in the form of British
Individual Savings Accounts (ISA) or Canadian Tax-Free Savings Accounts (TFSA), where annual
deposits are limited and withdrawals are unlimited. Not only in our country the (previous)
housing investments are far more important for (future) pensioners than any third pension
pillar.
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Cesky diichodovy (ne)systém vyzaduje vice reforem

Cesky dlchodovy systém se oficidlné sklddd ze dvou penzijnich pilifd: z vefejného
,dlichodového pojisténi“ a ze soukromého ,dopliikového penzijniho sporeni”.
Zaméstnanecké penze jsou de facto zakazany; zvladstni doplikovd schémata, financovana
statem, maji pouze vojaci, policisté a hasici. Paralelné k ,, doplfikovému penzijnimu sporeni”
existuje téz klasické a investi¢ni ,,soukromé Zivotni pojisténi“ — se statni podporou, ktera je jen
u prispévkl zaméstnavatele shodna a spolecna s doplfikovym penzijnim spofenim. Stale vétsi
vyznam maji investice do bydleni jako forma zabezpecdeni ve stafi. PfedevSim penézité
prispévky vyzaduji zdsadni reformu, kterd by do nich vnesla néjaky uceleny systém.

Geneze , dlichodového pojisténi“: od Bismarcka k Beveridgeovi

V dfivéjsSim prevainé jednotném komunistickém systému byly nové pfiznavané starobni
dlchody vyrazné zavislé na findlnich vydélcich; rezim zvyhodnoval preferované ,pracovni
kategorie” (horniky, jiné rizikové profese) a diskriminoval jiz témér neexistujici soukromé
rolniky a Zivnostniky. S témito vyjimkami se jednalo o univerzalni davkové definovany penzijni
systém; dichody se vypocitavaly z finalni mzdy (mzdovy primér tfi nejlepsich let z poslednich
deseti let). BéZny zaméstnanec s celostatni primérnou mzdou (PM) obdrzel v roce 1989 po 45
zapoctenych letech (zaméstnani a studia na stfedni a vysoké skole) pomérné vysoky dlichod
ve vysi 85-90 % Cisté mzdy. Po 20 letech pobirani dichodu vsak mohl ocekavat dichod na
urovni minima (,,socialni dlichod”), které ovsem bylo na Urovni dnesnich 37 % Cisté PM. Relace
celostatniho pramérného dichodu a Cisté mzdy byla tehdy 64 %, relace k hrubé mzdé pak 50
%. Nedostatecna indexace dlchodl byla zplsobena zejména tzv. skrytym rdstem cen
(dlouhodoby primeér skrytého ristu spotrebitelskych cen byl asi 2,5 % roc¢né); jednorazové
kampanovité zvySovani dlchod( tento skryty rlst cen nebralo na zretel. K redukci vyssich
vydélka pfivypoctu dichodu se pouzivaly redukéni hranice. Prvni redukéni hranice v roce 1989
byla ale na urovni 79 % PM, druhd redukéni hranice pak na drovni 189 % PM. Mzda do prvni
redukéni hranice nebyla a neni ani dnes pfi vypoctu dlichodu redukovana. Oficidlné Slo o statni
,dlchodové zabezpeceni”, nikoliv o socidlni pojisténi; verejny vydajovy program byl
financovan ze statniho rozpoctu. Konstrukce dichod( byla ale vyrazné Bismarckovska.

Inflace a nizkd valorizace redukénich hranic v prvni poloviné 90. let podstatné sniZily zavislost
nové pfiznavanych starobnich dichodl na predchozim vydélku. Dlchodovou reformou od
roku 1996 vznikd ,dlchodové pojisténi“ se dvéma ,vymérami“: zakladni a procentni.
Jednotnou zakladni vyméru dostdva kaidy dlchodce; v plvodnim ndvrhu zdkona se s ni
nepocitalo, fakticky $lo o ,,pfilepek”, nahrazujici u téchto osob predchazejici univerzalni ,statni
vyrovnavaci prispévek” z roku 1990, ktery kompenzoval zruseni dotaci maloobchodnich cen.
Prilepek vydrzel dodnes, jeho vyse je nyni parametrizovana na 10 % PM. Procentni vyméra
dlchodu generuje diléi zavislost dichodu na predchdazejicim celozivotnim vydélku, upraveném
pomoci redukénich hranic a redukénich koeficientl: smérodatny vydélek je pfi prekroceni
nizké prvni redukéni hranice 44 % PM redukovan na pouhych 26 %. Do roku 2014 existovala
druha redukéni hranice, naposledy na drovni 116 % PM, nad tuto uroven byl smérodatny
vydélek redukovan na pouhych 10 % (2010). PUvodni tfeti redukéni hranice cinila v roce 2010
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600 % PM, poté 400 % PM; na této Urovni je i dnesni druha redukéni hranice s tim, Ze od roku
2015 se konstrukéné jedna o klasicky vydélkovy strop, pouzivany v socidlnim dlchodovém
pojisténi. Obrdzek 1 znazorfiuje tyto dnesni parametry ¢eského ,dichodového pojisténi®.
,Progresivita“ tohoto systému je vysoka: nové priznany starobni dliichod je zavisly na vydélku
rdmcoveé z pouhych 30 %. Ze 70 % se tedy jednd o dichod typu Beveridge. Ve stfedni Evropé
se jednad o raritu: ve vSech sousednich zemich zcela jasné dominuje ,,Bismarck”.

Obrazek 1: Vyse nové priznaného (Cistého) starobniho dlichodu v zavislosti na celozivotnim
vydélku, v % priumérné hrubé mzdy (PM) v roce 2020 (45 let pojisténi)
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Transformace ¢eskoslovenského prevaziné Bismarckovského diichodového systému na dnesni
Cesky prevainé Beveridgeovsky systém byla ovlivnéna liberalni politikou Klausovy vlady a
vytvorenim komplikovaného a velmi malo srozumitelného vypoctu jak nové pfiznavanych
starobnich dlchodUl, tak i indexace (valorizace) dichod(. V posledni dobé k posilovani
nivelizace dlichodU pfispiva i marketingovy pfistup politikd k témto otdzkam. Nadpolovi¢ni
vétsina Cech( pfitom dava prednost ,Bismarckovi“ pied ,Beveridgem®.

V roce 2010 ¢éesky Ustavni soud dospél k zavéru, 7e ,celd sloZita konstrukce diichodového
systému je natolik netransparentni, Ze je pro své adresdaty de facto zcela nesrozumitelnd; pro
vétsinu pojisténcl se tak vypocitana vySe dichodové davky stava neverifikovatelnou” [19].
Kromé toho tento soud prohlasil ustanoveni zakona o dlichodovém pojisténi o redukénich
hranicich za protiustavni, ,nebot ve svych duisledcich a v kombinaci s ostatnimi parametry a
stavajici konstrukci ddchodového systému negarantuje dostatec¢né Ustavné zarucené pravo na
pfiméfené hmotné zabezpecdeni dle .. Listiny zakladnich prav a svobod a vede
k neakceptovatelné nerovnosti mezi riznymi skupinami dlchodovych pojisténci” [20].
Ustavni soud zrusil paragraf zakona obsahujici redukéni hranice a redukéni koeficienty a
donutil vladu k rychlé reakci; vlada znovu zavedla prvni redukéni hranici v rdmci poloviéaté tzv.
malé dlchodové reformy. ,Mald dlchodova reforma” (2011) Zel nevedla ke zvySeni
transparentnosti a srozumitelnosti tohoto dichodového systému. Jedinym srozumitelnym
parametrem ceského ,dichodového pojisténi“ je tak zakladni dlchodovy vék, u Zen
diferencovany podle poctu vychovanych déti (pozlstatek bazlivé komunistické penzijni
politiky). Dodnes se také nepodafilo zavést srozumitelny systém indexace procentni vymeéry;
po zavedeni parametrizace zakladni vyméry dichodu zavisi zvySovani procentni vymeéry
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starobniho didchodu na celkovém prostoru pro zvyseni primérného starobniho dlchodu,
zvySeni zakladni vyméry dlchod(l se pfitom odecitd; dosud se nikdo ani nepokusil vysvétlit
logiku této zavislosti indexace procentni vymeéry na valorizaci zakladni vyméry dichodd.

Zakladni vyzvou pro ceské ,dichodové pojisténi” je jeho paradigmaticka ¢i spiSe technicka
reforma, vedouci ke srozumitelnosti a smysluplnosti kombinace Beveridgeovské (nepojistné)
a Bismarckovské (pojistné) komponenty toho ,,systému®.

Mala dichodova reforma

Neobnoveni predchozi druhé redukéni hranice v klicovém intervalu od 44 % do 400 % PM
v roce 2011 vytvorilo predpoklady pro jednoduchou reformu zdkladni a procentni vyméry
starobniho dlichodu, aniz by se pfitom zasadnim zplsobem ménila vyse celkového starobniho
dlchodu. Vzhledem k tomu, Ze vydélky do 44 % PM jsou v zasadé vyjimkou, mizZeme celkovou
vyméru starobniho dlichodu v tomto pasmu (na obrazku 1) zvysit tak, aby se kfivka celkové
vyméry ,narovnala“ podle sklonu pfimky, vyjadfujici zavislost celkové vyméry dlchodu
vrozmezi 44-400 % PM. Vysledkem této operace je zvySeni zakladni vyméry starobniho
dlchodu z 10 % na 32 % PM a sniZeni sazby dlichodu za 1 rok pojisténiz 1,5% na 1,5 * 0,26 =
0,39 %, coz vede k podstatnému, le¢ prfimérenému sniZeni procentni vyméry starobniho
dlchodu — viz obrazek 2.

Obrazek 2: Mala dlichodova reforma 2020: nové priznany (Cisty) starobni dlichod v zavislosti
na celozivotnim vydélku, v % priamérné hrubé mzdy (PM), 45 let pojisténi
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Nastinéna mald dlchodova reforma vibec nic neméni pro naprostou vétSinu starobnich
dlchodcu. , Vydélaji“ na ni jen ti, kterym se dichod vypocitavad ze mzdy nizsi nez 44 % PM.
Soudim, Ze takovato mald dichodova reforma je realizovatelnd béhem roku. Jejim hlavnim
efektem bude demonstrace skutecné , progresivity” ¢eského diichodového systému: kazdému
jiz bude zfejmé, Ze ,dlchodové pojisténi“ ve skutecnosti neni prevazné socidlnim didchodovym
pojisténim, ale rovnym dlchodem. Predpokladam, Ze v dalSim bude prevaZovat zdjem o
zménu struktury ve prospéch dlichodd zavislych na vydélcich. V zajmu usnadnéni této
restrukturalizace bude Ucelné zrusit parametrizaci zakladni vyméry starobniho dlchodu (32 %
PM) a tuto zadkladni vyméru stanovit pevnou ¢astkou: v podminkach roku 2020 by to bylo
11 141 K¢ mési¢né (coz je urovni hranice chudoby podle OECD). Tato redefinice zakladni
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vyméry dlchodu také umozni podstatné zjednoduseni indexace (nové) procentni vyméry
dichodu, tato indexace jiz bude pIné srozumitelna — stejné jako valorizace/indexace zakladni
vyméry starobniho dlichodu.

Invalidni dlchody po malé dichodové reformé mohou i nadale ,kopirovat” dichodovou
formuli starobniho dlichodu. Pro pozlstalostni diichody bude nezbytné samostatné odvodit
jejich zékladni a procentni vyméru dlichodu, obdobné jako jsme odvodili racionalizovanou
zakladni a procentni vyméru starobniho dliichodu.

Klicovym cilem malé dlchodové reformy je ,nevratné” odstranéni zdegenerované zakladni
redukéni hranice pouzZivané pfi vypoctu procentni vyméry starobniho dichodu. Tim se
vyznamné zvysi srozumitelnost Ceského dlichodového systému. Mald dlichodova reforma
mUze byt realizovana jesté stavajici ¢eskou vladou, se souhlasem opozice.

Velka reforma verejnych penzi

Dusledna dlichodova reforma vyzaduje rozdéleni dnesniho ¢eského ,dlichodového pojisténi“
na dva penzijni pilite, podle klasifikace Svétové banky na nulty a prvni penzijni pilit. Nulty pilit,
ve své vychozi podobé rovny dichod na uUrovni 32 % PM, ma byt modelové financovan
z obecnych dani. Naproti tomu pojistny dichod (1. pilif) ma byt financovan z pojistného
socidlniho ddchodového pojisténi, coZz nevyluCuje financovani nahradnich dob pojisténi
dotacemi ze statniho rozpoctu.

Zasadni rozdily by mély ¢i mohly byt v zakladnich podminkach pro ziskani naroku na rovny
dlichod a na pojistny dlichod. Minimalni doba pojisténi pro narok na (pojistny) diichod by méla
byt maximalné 5 let. Naproti tomu rovny dichod, poskytovany v plné vysi, mize byt i nadale
podminén placenim pojistného ¢i obecnéji dani (anebo délkou pobytu) 35 let — tak je tomu
dnes ve Velké Britanii.

Za moderni produkty socidlniho dchodového pojisténi Ize povaZzovat:

e Prispévkové definovany systém individualnich penzijnich uctl, zndmy pod zkratkou
NDC, v némz je vysledny stav konta konvertovan na doZivotni diichod podle pojistné-
matematickych zdsad, véetné aplikace prognostickych Uumrtnostnich tabulek. Tzv.
genericky systém NDC ma zabudovany téZ stabilizatni mechanismy ve valorizaci
individudlnich G¢td i v indexaci jiz vyplacenych dlichod(.

e ,Bodovy systém”, kdy za kazdy rok pojisténi klient dostane zlomek, kde v Citateli je
jehovydélek (do vyse vydélkového stropu) v daném roce a ve jmenovateli je primérna
celostatni mzda (PM) v tomto roce; na uctech klientd se akumuluji body za jednotlivé
roky az do okamziku pfiznani starobniho dlichodu, zdkon a vlada stanovi pro kazdé
ro¢ni obdobi sazbu (hodnotu) bodu (napf. 31,03 €) a tim je dana aktudlni vyse
vyplaceného dlichodu.

e (Rakousky) systém penzijnich uctl (Rentenkontensystem), na néz se kazdym rokem
pfipisuje dil¢i dichodovy narok, vypocteny podle penzijni formule napt. 1,78 % * ro¢ni
vydélek pojisténce (do vySe vydélkového stropu — jako v predchozich pfipadech),
s valorizaci dlichodovych ndrokd na penzijnich Uctech podle ristu mezd, s indexaci
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vyplacenych ddchodl podle zdkonného schématu (vySe pfiznaného rocniho
starobniho dichodu = findlni stav penzijniho uctu).

Expertiza Svétové banky pro ceské ministerstvo prace a socidlnich véci [5] nam v roce 2003
doporucila prechod na systém NDC. V mirné rozsirené podobé byla tato expertiza publikovana
v monografii Svétové banky [6]. Jako solidarni pilit nam zde byly doporuceny dvé varianty:
rovny dlchod nebo minimalni diichod. Na mé doporuceni se k prechodu na tento systém
pfihlasila CSSD. Le¢ cviénd implementace systému NDC v tzv. prvni Bezd&kové diichodové
komisi byla doprovazena zastropovanim dichodového véku na 65 letech, z ¢ehoZ vyslo, Ze
koncem stoleti budou dlichody z NDC velmi nizké. Az doneddvna na zakladé této ,analyzy”
Bezdék deklaroval, e systém NDC se pro Cesko nehodi, protoze ddchody jsou nizké [10].
Pouceni z toho je trividlni: Spatnymi parametry lze ,,odrovnat” kazdy penzijni systém.

Vsechny tfi uvedené moderni produkty, zapadajici do moderniho systému socidlniho
dlichodového pojisténi, jsou transparentni a srozumitelné. Po prostudovani relativné nového
rakouského systému penzijnich kont se pfimlouvdm za jeho zavedeni v Cesku. Jde o davkové
definovany systém a jeho novum spociva v tomto, Ze po skonceni kazdého kalendarniho roku
se definitivné vypocte pojistny dichod za dany rok. Tabulka 1 obsahuje priklad vypoctu
penzijniho konta pro zaméstnance, ktery nastoupil do zaméstnani v roce 2005. Dobropis se
vypocitava podle formule 1,78 % * rocni vymérovaci zaklad, pficemz do tohoto zakladu se
zahrnuje nejen vydélek, ale i zaklad pro vypocet nemocenského a dalSich davek a také ocenéni
napf. péce o déti. Tato péce mlze byt ocenéna napf. primérnou celostatni mzdou — stejné
jako napf. v némeckém bodovém systému. V ceskych podminkach by (vychozi) sazba za rok
pojisténi byla 0,39 %. Podstatnym pfinosem pro srozumitelnost ceského socialniho
dlchodového pojisténi je kazdorocni vypocet dichodového naroku (stavu konta po skonéeni
roku).

Tabulka 1: Rakouské penzijni konto (pfiklad)

Rok Rocni vymérovaci Rocni dobropis Konto po skonceni roku
zaklad (1,78 % * rocni (valorizace konta po predchozim
vymérovaci zaklad) roce + dobropis)
2005 30 000 534,00 534,00
2006 31000 551,80 1096,48
2007 32000 569,60 1 688,01
atd.
2047 72 000 1281,60 57 365,13
2048 73 000 1 299,40 59 811,83
2049 74 000 1317,20 62 325,27
Zdroj: [17]

Na pfipravu zakona o velké dlichodové reformé je tfeba 1-2 roky, aplikaci systému penzijnich
Uctd je ucelné realizovat ve vinach, podobné jako v Rakousku: zacit u novych pojisténca,
pokracovat napt. 10 navazujicimi ro¢niky (narozeni) a az v dalsi vIné rozsitit systém na zbyvajici
klienty v¢. osob v pfeddlichodovém véku.
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Velkd reforma verfejnych penzi zahrne i reformu invalidnich a pozlstalostnich dlichoda.
Dosavadni ¢eské invalidni dlichody vyuZzivaji ,,starobni“ (,,pension-type“) koncepci invalidnich
dlchodl: jejich konstrukce je obdobou konstrukce starobnich dlchodl [3]; invalidita je
pojimana jako jakési predcasné zestarnuti, resp. ztrdta pracovni schopnosti. Alternativni,
modernéjsi je ,,nemocenska“ koncepce invalidnich davek, pojimajici invaliditu pfedevsim jako
prodlouZzenou nemoc, do opétného ndstupu do priace (pokud je to mozné). Invalidni
davky/kompenzace jsou pfi aplikaci této koncepce soucasti systému nemocenskych davek.
Norsko je jednou ze zemi, které aplikuji nemocenskou koncepci invalidniho dlichodu. Od roku
2015 je tam invalidni dichod poskytovan ve vysi 66 % findlni mzdy (primérnd mzda
v nejlepsSich 3 letech z poslednich 5 let pred vznikem invalidity; vydélkovy strop) s tim, ze
minimalni vyse invalidniho dlchodu cini 40-50 % PM, coZ se vztahuje i na osoby bez
predchoziho zaméstnani. Minimalni stupen invalidity ¢ini 50 % [15]. Pfitom Norsko od roku
2011 zavedlo systém starobnich ddchod( typu NDC, doplnény ,garantovanou penzi“.
Dichody i (jiné) davky socidlniho pojisténi podléhaji dani z pfijma. Stejné doporucujeme
reformovat i ¢eské invalidni didchody (a vSechny davky nemocenského pojisténi), véetné
zruSeni redukénich hranic.

K systému starobnich penzi s prevahou rovného dlichodu se nejvice hodi rovny sirotci dichod,
u nas na urovni az 25 % PM. Obdobné vysoky je rovny sirotc¢i dlichod (pro sirotky ve véku od
10 let) v Nizozemsku, kde maiji rovny starobni didchod jednotlivce na urovni cca 30 % PM.
Takovy sirotéi dichod muze byt zarfazen mezi rodinné davky. Nejen z pohledu ceskych
dlchodcl by univerzalni pridavky na déti mély nahradit dnesni danové zvyhodnéni na dité
(refundovatelna sleva na dani), na néZz nemaji narok nejen nizkopfijmové rodiny, ale i
nevydélecné cinni dichodci — protoZe nepodléhaji dani z osobnich pfijm0. Rozhodujicim
argumentem pro prechod od univerzalnich pridavk( na déti ke slevam na dani za déti byla u
nas snaha primét neprizplsobivé obcany, Zijici z davek socidlni pomoci, k nastupu do
zaméstnani. Zastanci téchto nazor( si vSak zjevné ani neudélali jednoduchy pfiklad na
potvrzeni svych predstav; skutecnosti je, Ze v systému univerzalnich pridavk( na déti se jen
(podstatné) snizi findlni davka socialni pomoci (prispévek na Zivobyti): o vyplacené pridavky
na déti. Samotnou diskriminaci ¢eskych dichodct, pokud jde o slevy na dani na déti, lze
samoziejmé odstranit zavedenim zdanéni starobnich a invalidnich dichod(; s tim zde ale v
ramci velké dlchodové reformy nepocitame: feSeni tohoto problému odkladdme do
budoucna.

Vyznam vdovskych dlchodl v zapadnim svété dlouhodobé klesa, také v dlsledku
sjednocovani systém( socidlniho pojisténi. Trendem je prechod na , preklenovaci
vdovsky/vdovecky dlchod, vyplaceny po dobu 6-12 mésici od smrti manZela/manzelky — aby
se pozlistald manzel/ka mohla adaptovat na nové vzniklou situaci. (Siroce pojaté naklady na
vychovu sirotk(l je uUcelné koncentrovat do vyse sirotéiho dlichodu.) Moderni systémy
socidlniho dichodového pojisténi umoznuji sdileni dichodovych narok( dvojic. Do ¢eského
prava je kazdopadné ucelné zavést sdileni dlichodovych néarok( rozvedenych dvojic, pokud
nedojde k jiné dohodé pfi rozvodu.

Klicovym obsahem navrhované velké dichodové reformy je reforma starobnich dichod(:
prechod na rovny dichod, financovany z vSeobecnych dani, a pfechod na moderni systém
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sociadlniho starobniho pojisténi. V zajmu tohoto prechodu na tento dvoupilifovy systém
v relativné kratké dobé muze byt ucelné odlozit reSeni nékterych dalSich problémd, které jsme
zminili v této Casti prispévku.

Reforma pojistného

Vefejné penze jsou v Cesku financovdny ze statniho rozpoctu; pojistné diéichodového pojisténi
je béznym pfijmem statniho rozpoctu. Sazba pojistného Cini 28 % z hrubé mzdy, z toho 6,5 %
plati zaméstnanec a 21,5 % zaméstnavatel. Je zvykem porovnavat verejné vydaje na penze
s vybranym pojistnym; ministerstvo financi navic orientacné vypocitava spravni naklady na
fungovani tohoto systému a vSechny tyto Udaje vchazeji do ,salda dichodového systému®.
Vytvari se tak dojem, Ze ,dichodovy ucet” a jeho saldo maji samostatny vyznam pro fungovani
vefejnych penzi. Ve skutecnosti ma jisty teoreticky vyznam pouze ,zvldstni ucet rezervy
dlichodového pojisténi“, kam se prevadi pripadné rocni kladné saldo dlichodového systému
od roku 2018. Prostredky tohoto uctu lze pouzit pouze na vydaje na davky dichodového
pojisténi a na prevody zpét do statniho rozpoctu na Uhradu zaporného rozdilu téchto prijmu
a vydaju. Prakticky vyznam tohoto zvlastniho Uctu je nulovy, protozZe nijak neomezuje vydaje
na dlchody, ani nebylo nijak naznadeno, Ze by se napf. zaporné saldo diichodového systému
mélo promitat do sazby pojistného na dichodové pojisténi.

Ve vysi vydajl na verejné didchody se promitd (ne)zdanovani diichodl: na Zapadé je zcela
prevazujici praxi zdanéni dichod(, vradé zemi se z dlUchodl plati i pojistné napr. na
nemocenské/zdravotni pojisténi. V Cesku podléhaji dani z pfijma jen ddchody, jejichi roéni
Uhrn presahne vysi 36nasobku minimalni (mési¢ni) mzdy k 1. lednu daného roku; jedna se o
naprosto vyjimecné pripady. Zavedeni systému zdanovani verejnych penzi se promitne do
podstatného zvyseni vydajl na tyto dichody. V Némecku je prechod na plné zdanéni dlichodt
rozlozen do obdobi 2005-2040; aktualné se dlichody zdanuji v rozsahu 80 %.

Sazba ceského pojistného dichodového pojisténi (28 %) je v mezinarodnim srovnani velmi
vysoka. Jiz letmé srovnani s nasSimi zapadnimi sousedy ukazuje, Ze je nasnadé vyznamna
reforma pojistného dlichodového pojisténi. Némecké dichody ze socidlniho pojisténi jsou
v priméru relativné o fadové 15 % nizsi nez u nas, pfitom sazba pojistného ¢ini 18,6 % z hrubé
mzdy, coZ je o tfetinu méné neZ u nds. Rakouské ,plné“ penze ze socidlniho pojisténi jsou
fadové o polovinu vyssi neZ verejné penze u nas, a pfitom sazba penzijniho pojistného cini
»jen” 22,8 %. Podstatné je i to, Ze obé tyto zemé maji moderni systémy socidlniho pojisténi,
v nichZ jsou dlchody zavislé na vydélku a zejména péce o malé déti je financovana ze statniho
rozpoCtu. V Rakousku a v Némecku predstavuji dotace systému socidlniho dlichodového
pojisténi ze statniho rozpoctu zhruba 23 % vsech pfijma téchto systému. Obdobny zplisob
financovani bychom méli uplatnit i v Cesku, protoZe vtomto ohledu se jednd primarné o
nastroj rodinné politiky. Némecko navic provadi politiku smérujici k jistému omezovani sazeb
dlichodového pojistného v zajmu mezindrodni konkurenceschopnosti némecké ekonomiky.

Z prevahy skrytého rovného dichodu v ¢eskych starobnich dichodech vyplyva, ze maximalné
30 % vydajli na dlchody by mélo byt pokryto pojistnym dichodového pojisténi. Sazba
pojistného dlchodového pojisténi by se tak méla (¢i mohla) snizit pod 10 %, o 19-20
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procentnich bodu. Vétsina dichodového pojistného by se tedy méla nahradit napt. zdanénim
prijma.

Typickou skute¢nosti Ceska a daldich postkomunistickych zemi jsou velmi vysoké sazby
prispévkd na socialni zabezpeceni a velmi nizké sazby dané z osobnich ptijm0 v¢. nizkého
zdanéni kapitalovych p¥ijma. V Cesku byla pfi dariové reformé od roku 1993 rozdélena dafi ze
mzdy, placena zaméstnanci, na pojistné socialniho a zdravotniho pojisténi (dnesni celkova
sazba je 11 %) a na dan z pfijm{ fyzickych osob, kterd ma dnes sazbu 15 % z tzv. superhrubé
mzdy, cemuz nyni odpovida sazba 20,07 % z hrubé mzdy. JiZ z téchto skutecnosti je zfejmé, Ze
je mozné a ucelné — v zajmu zvyseni srovnatelnosti zdanéni osobnich prijmG a pfispévkl na
socialni zabezpeceni (u nas a na Zapadé) — integrovat pojistné placené zaméstnanci do dané
z osobnich pfijmU se sazbou zhruba 31,1 % z hrubé mzdy. Tento navrh je veden snahou
dosdhnout rychlého efektu vtomto sméru, tuto reformu bude tfeba doplnit revizi fady
danovych odpoctl — uZ jen proto, Ze se podstatné zméni nomindlni sazba dané z osobnich
prijmU, coZz mize mit bezprostiredni dopad pravé na danové odpocty. Pfi této reformé neni
Zadouci zvysovat efekty dafiovych odpoctu.

V zajmu racionalizace sazby pojistného dichodového pojisténi bychom mohli sniZit sazbu
tohoto pojistného o 11 % z hrubé mzdy — pri zvySeni sazby dané z osobnich pfijm{ o stejné
procentni body. Celkovy prostor pro snizeni tohoto pojistného jsme vyse odhadli na 19-20 %
z hrubé mzdy. (Pokud bychom méli zohlednit dosavadni nezdariovani dichod(, tak by se
prostor pro snizeni sazby redukoval na cca 14-15 % ze mzdy.) Z tohoto pohledu tedy mizeme
integrovat dichodové pojistné se sazbou 11 % do dané z osobnich prijmu. Staci ,,prohodit”
zdravotni pojistné placené zaméstnancem (4,5 %) s dlchodovym pojistnym placenym
zaméstnavatelem (4,5 %). Pri této danové reformé také mGzeme zrusit ,,solidarni zvyseni dané
z prijm0 fyzickych osob (sazba 7 % z hrubé mzdy), které se vztahuje na pfijmy vyssi nez 400 %
PM, nebot pti reformé odpadne i vydélkovy strop 400 % PM pro stanoveni diichodového
pojistného, placeného zaméstnancem (sazba tohoto pojistného je 6,5 % z hrubé mzdy).
V podstaté tak ,nula od nuly pojde”. Nehledé jiz na to, Ze vydélkovy strop 400 % PM se tyka
jen asi 1 % zaméstnancu.

Konkurenéni racionalizaéni reformou (k pfesunu penzijniho pojistného se sazbou 11 % do dané
z osobnich pfijmu) je reforma zdravotniho pojistného, spocivajici pfedevsim v integraci téze
sazby pojistného do téZe dané z pfijm0. Vznik zdravotniho pojistného pfi darfové reformé 1993
byl ovlivnén nejen historickym modelem nemocenskych pokladen v ¢eskych zemich, ale i
snahami o aspon ¢astecnou privatizaci zdravotniho pojisténi, popf. o zavedeni konkurence
mezi neziskovymi zdravotnimi pojistovnami. Jiz s predstihem pred darfiovou reformou vzniklo
15 téchto pojistoven, v roce 1996 jich bylo jiz 27. Pak nastoupil integracni proces: dnes mame
7 zdravotnich pojistoven. Za sebou mame pokusy o jejich privatizaci (podle nizozemského
vzoru, ktery se mezitim fakticky vratil od trhu zdravotniho pojisténi k ,,polder systému*) a také
snahy o zavedeni zdravotniho spofeni podle vzoru Singapur. Disledkem ndkladové exploze po
zavedeni trznich metod Uhrady zdravotnich sluZeb zdravotnimi pojistovnami byla zasadni
zména statni politiky: zavedeni tzv. Uhradové vyhlasky ministerstva zdravotnictvi, ktera
kazdorocné stanovi vsechny zakladni finanéni parametry poskytovani zdravotni péce. Tim jsme
se de facto vratili k systému podrobného centrdlniho fizeni vtomto resortu, sfadou
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nedostatkl, které jsou zplsobovany hlavné rlznymi zajmy v jednotlivych zdravotnich
pojistovnach. Principidlné tak dnes v Cesku mame systém narodni zdravotni sluzby, zbyte¢né
komplikovany existenci 7 verejnopravnich zdravotnich pojistoven. Vtomto systému je
existence zdravotniho pojistného, resp. celého zdravotniho pojisténi zbytecna. Optimalni
reformou je za této situace prechod na single-payer systém, v némz univerzalni zakladni
zdravotni péci financuje stat z dani.

Hlavni technickou neracionalitou a absurditou zdravotniho pojistného je to, ze zdravotni
pojistné vybiraji jednotlivé zdravotni pojistovny. Jednotlivi zaméstnavatelé musi takto
komunikovat s az 7 zdravotnimi pojistovnami (zaméstnanci mezi nimi mohou prestupovat),
vcetné kontrol vybéru pojistného. VysSe zdravotniho pojistného, placeného zaméstnanci a za
zaméstnance, je velmi vysoka — radové trikrat vyssi, nez by odpovidalo uplatfiované koncepci,
Ze za kazdého pojisténce/ob¢ana ma byt zaplaceno pojistné. Protipdlem je extrémné nizké
pojistné za tzv. statni pojisténce (napf. dlichodce), které do systému plati stat ze statniho
rozpocCtu. Tzv. osoby bez zdanitelnych pfijmG musi platit (univerzalni) pojistné samy, byt
nemaji pijmy. Casto je proto zdravotni pojistné oznacovdano jako zdravotni daf + (zbyte¢né)
Géetnictvi navic. DluZzno dodat, Zze jde o nespravedlivé zdanéni — at jiz bychom vychazeli
z jakéhokoliv danového socidlniho modelu (welfare regime). Z téchto divodd davame
prednost likvidaci zdravotniho pojistného pred snizenim ddchodového pojistného.

Ptiintegraci 11% sazby zdravotniho pojistného do dané z osobnich pfijm0 dojde k ,,prohozeni“
dlichodového a zdravotniho pojistného mezi zaméstnancem a zaméstnavatelem. Po této
danové reformé bude celé dlchodové pojistné (sazba 28 %) platit zaméstnavatel. Zbytek
zdravotniho pojistného (sazba 2,5 %), placeného zaméstnavatelem, zaclenime napf. do
nemocenského pojistného, které je prfijmem statniho rozpocCtu. Zrusi se tak vybirani
zdravotniho pojistného, coz bude spojeno s nemalymi Usporami spravnich nakladd, z nichz
uhradime i jednostranné zruseni placeni pojistného tzv. osobami bez zdanitelnych pfijma.
Zdravotnictvi pfi této operaci o Zadné financni zdroje nepfijde. Stat bude financovat zdravotni
péci podle dosavadnich pravidel (v¢. Uhradové vyhlasky), pfechodné tieba i prostfednictvim
zdravotnich pojistoven. Stat tak nahradi i tzv. 100% prerozdélovani pojistného mezi
zdravotnimi pojistovnami.

Dalsi ceskou zbyte€nou raritou je ,zakonné pojisténi odpovédnosti zaméstnavatele za
pracovni Urazy a nemoci z povolani“, de facto se jedna o socidlni Urazové pfipojisténi,
spravované dvéma soukromymi pojistovnami (zaméstnavatelé jsou jim pridéleni podle
historického klice). Tyto dvé pojistovny vybiraji zakonem stanovené pojistné, likviduji pojistné
udalosti a vyplaceji pojistna plnéni; tyto prijmy a vydaje kazdoro¢né vyuctovavaji ministerstvu
financi, vSe za rezijni poplatek. Jedna se o dalSi samostatny kandl vybéru pojistného, ktery lze
,rozpustit” do stavajiciho sociadlniho pojistného. Dnesni Urazové davky lze transformovat do
zvysenych vymér nemocenskych a diichodovych davek a z&asti i zrusit [22].

Sazba socialniho pojistného se zaclenénim zakladniho Urazového pojistného (0,28 %) zvysi na
celkovych 34,08 % z hrubé mzdy. Celé pojistné bude platit zaméstnavatel, bude zde uplatnén
princip jednoho inkasniho mista. Socialni pojistné jako celek bude mit ,védomé” prfevainé
charakter dané, ve stejném smyslu jako se to uvadi napf. ve Svédsku [14]. Za tohoto stavu mj.
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nema smysl, aby se v ¢eském socialnim pojistném uplatrfioval vydélkovy strop pfi vypoctu
pojistného. Je zde také prostor napf. pro podporu zaméstnavani starych osob.

Reforma osobnich penzi

Zavedeni ,penzijniho pfipojisténi se statnim prispévkem” vroce 1994 bylo relativné
pozitivnim krokem k rozvinuti finan¢nich sluzeb nejen na useku penzijniho spofeni — vznikly a
rozvinuly se nové distribucni sité. Statni prispévek sehral dulezZitou ulohu v nastartovani
tretiho penzijniho pilife. S rychlym rozvojem poctu smluv ,penzijniho pfipojisténi“ se vytvofila
i silnd penzijni lobby, co? vedlo k posileni fiskalni stimulace tohoto sektoru. Casteéné se
prosadila i lobby pojistoven. Vysledkem byl vznik segmentovaného systému ,tretiho”
penzijniho pilite, ktery nema ve svété obdobu. Pocet smluv penzijniho pfipojisténi koncem
roku 2012 presahl 5 milionl. A vedle toho jesté bylo 3,5 mil. smluv ,soukromého Zivotniho
pojisténi“, z nichz asi 1,5 mil. smluv Cerpalo odpocet od zakladu dané z pfijma.

Velka dichodova reforma 2013 zvysila transparentnost penzijniho pfipojisténi a zavedla limity
nakladG penzijnich spolecnosti, viibec se vsak nedotkla soukromého Zivotniho pojisténi,
danovych odpoctli a neplaceni dané z pfijmU a pojistného na socidlni a zdravotni pojisténi
v ptipadé, Ze na penzijni pripojisténi ¢i soukromé Zivotni pojisténi prispiva zaméstnavatel.
Nepfima statni podpora prispévkl zaméstnavatele je nejvyssi na celém svété, ¢ini 65 %
prispévku zaméstnavatele. Statni podpora prispévkd obcani je v mezinarodnim srovnani [12]
»jen” nadprdmérna, protoZe toto srovnani predpokladd prispévky ve vysi 5 % ze mzdy
(srovnavanymi produkty v jinych zemich jsou zaméstnanecké penze, kde je situace podstatné
odli$na!). Do propoctu se promitd i nizka sazba (15 %) dané z osobnich pFijma. Ceska statni
podpora doplikového penzijniho spofeni formou pfispévku zaméstnavatele je 2,4krat vyssi
neZ podpora téhoZ produktu formou prispévku ucastnika (pokud by se spofrilo 5 % ze mzdy).
Celd statni regulace statem podporovaného tretiho penzijniho pilife by pritom méla byt — ze
samotné povahy véci — jednotna.

Hlavnim Ucelem sjednavani ¢eského penzijniho pripojisténi neni individudlni zabezpeceni ve
stari, natoZ pak formou anuity. Hlavnim ucelem je zbavit se nadbytecné likvidity a darfiova
optimalizace. Zasadni vliv na vysoky pocet ucastnik(l méla konstrukce produktu sjednavaného
do konce roku 2012: v podstaté se jednalo o jednoduchy spofici produkt, s vysokou explicitni
statni podporou v podobé statniho ptispévku, s garanci nezaporného nominalniho vynosu.
Fiskalni iluze, spocivajici vdomnénce, Ze stdtni podpora je zdarma, hrala pfitom také
vyznamnou roli. To vSe vysvétluje nebyvale vysoky pocet ucastnik(l. ,,Osobni penze maji
relativné irokou klientelu jen v nékolika ¢lenskych zemich (pokryti pfes 60 % v Cesku, pFes 30
% v .. Némecku), zatimco ve vétsiné Clenskych zemi je pokryti nevelké a roztfisténé a
v nékolika témér neexistujici“ [4]. Obecné tak plati, Ze ,3. pilif redlné neni penzijnim
schématem. Podoba se spoficimu U¢tu s danovou podporou. Systém by nemél byt
prezentovan verejnosti jako zdroj vyznamného budouciho pfijmu®. [24]. KdyZ to dovedeme do
vSech dusledk(, tak dojdeme k zavéru: ,3. pilif (dobrovolné penzijni spofeni) by nemél
dostavat dotace, které jsou regresivni a v kazdopadné nevykazal zadny vyznamny vliv na
soukromé sporeni” [23]. Vytrvale opakované predstavy nékterych ceskych stranickych
expertu, Ze dopad starnuti obyvatelstva lze vyresit penzijnim spofenim ve tfetim pilifi, jsou
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proto zcela neredlné. Standardni tfeti penzijni pilif nema nikde ve svété prakticky vyznam pro
vétsinu obyvatelstva.

Némeckd dichodova reforma 2001 se oprela o koncepci, Ze k udrZzeni dosavadni Zivotni
urovné je nutno vyuZivat nejen prvni penzijni pilif, ale i dalsi dva pilife: zaméstnanecké a
osobni penze. Za tim ucelem byla zavedena ve tfetim pilifi tzv. Riesterova penze, se statnim
prispévkem zohlednujicim i pocet vychovavanych déti, za podminky sporeni 4 % ze mzdy.
Vysledky této reformy jsou podle prednich némeckych expertli vice nez problematické:
"Riesterova penze je krajné neefektivni. Vétsi cast prispévkl jde na spravu a na provize"
(Fratzscher). "Riesterovou penzi subvencujeme Uspory lidi, ktefi spofi tak jako tak. Je to
prerozdélovani ve prospéch dobre vydélavajicich a poskytovatell financ¢nich sluzeb" (Fuest)
[19]. Zavéry jsou jednoznacné: ,Riesterova penze musi pry¢! Stat velkoryse rozdéluje
prispévky Riesterovym spofriteldm. Je to mrhani penézi. Mél by radsi zvysit Uroven statniho
starobniho zabezpeceni” (Bofinger) [1]. Riesterovu penzi plné vyuZiva jen 7 mil. Némc(, z 35
mil. opravnénych [9]. Poskytovateli téchto produktl jsou predevsim Zivotni pojistovny, zadné
specializované penzijni spole¢nosti v Némecku neexistuji. V relativni vysi statni podpory je
Némecko na druhém misté za Ceskem.

Paralelni existence nékolika ¢eskych systém( stédré fiskalni podpory (statni prispévek, dariové
odpocty, osvobozeni prispévkd zaméstnavatele od dané z pfijm0 a od placeni pojistného na
socialni a zdravotni pojisténi), dokonce i u jednoho produktu (doplfiikové penzijni sporeni), je
neudstavni, nebot zasadnim zpUsobem deformuje (oligopolni) trh, je také projevem
klientelismu a negramotnosti. Verejné vydaje (v¢. vydajd danovych) na tyto podpory
dopliikového penzijniho sporeni a soukromého Zivotniho pojisténi vloni Cinily cca 22 mld. K¢.
Realné investi¢ni vynosy pro klienty jsou stale vice zaporné. Diky extrémni statni podpore a
navaznému velmi vysokému poctu ucastnikl lze cely tento (hypertroficky a chaoticky)
,Systém*” zaradit do ranku ,,mékké povinnosti“ (soft compulsion). Podle klasifikace penzijnich
pilifh ze strany Svétové banky se tedy jednda v zasadé o druhy penzijni pilif, nikoliv o treti pilit.
Jde o chaotickou variantu neoliberalniho modelu soukromych penzi, resp. spofeni. U¢inngjsi
systémy tohoto druhu vyuZivaji auto-enrolmentu, opt-outu, auto-eskalace prispévku,
parovani prispévkl (matching contributions), a to vesmés v pilifi zaméstnaneckych penzi.

Vrcholovi manazZefi penzijnich spole¢nosti (Poklop, Homolka) doporucuji zavedeni povinnych
prispévkl zaméstnavatell, zvySeni statni podpory a auto-enrolment obcanu ¢i zaméstnanct
(automatické zafazeni do systému s moznosti vystupu); libi se jim novy polsky systém (od roku
2019), cozZ jsou v zdsadé okopirované britské penze spojené s pracovnim mistem (workplace
pensions). Jednd se o neoliberalni penzijni koncept, ktery nema nic spole¢ného s typickym
tfetim penzijnim pilifem. DluZno dodat, Ze ani specializované penzijni (akciové) spolecnosti
nepatfi do tietiho pilite. Jedna se o Ceské specifikum, které vzniklo jen proto, Ze statni Urednici
v roce 1993 nechtéli, aby novy byznys (penzijni pfipojisténi se statnim prispévkem) spadl do
klina tehdy témé&F monopolni Ceské pojistovné (divodem bylo dvoji zvy3eni pojistného za
povinné odpovédnostni pojisténi motorovych vozidel — v kratkém casovém odstupu).
Existence zvlastnich penzijnich spolecnosti je zcela zbyteénd; ostatné skoro vsechny tyto
spolecnosti vétsinu svych ¢innosti outsourcuji do sesterskych spoleénosti v rdmci pfislusnych
finanénich skupin.
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Tzv. stavebni sporeni vzniklo jako sdilena ekonomika po prvni svétové valce v Némecku (1924),
v dobé absolutniho nedostatku Uvérovych zdrojl. Pfeneslo se do Rakouska a po druhé svétové
valce to uz byl normalni byznys se statni podporou (v zdpadnim Némecku od 1952). Po roce
1990 se podafilo exportovat produkt do Ceska, Slovenska, Madarska a Rumunska. Stavebni
spofeni Ize v Rakousku a v Cesku vyuZit jako penzijni spofeni, protoze je , netcelové” — klienti
mohou nasporené prostiedky po 6 letech pouzit jakkoliv. V Rakousku statni prispévek ¢ini 1,5
% (az 18 € rocné), u nas 10 % z ro¢niho vkladu (maximalné 2000 K¢). Pfi uzavieni smlouvy
dostavaji rakousti klienti darek, u nas se vybira poplatek za uzavieni smlouvy (v optimalni
varianté sporeni ve vysi 1500 K¢). Nejvétsi ceskou absurditou je poskytovani statniho
prispévku ke sporeni, které je fingovano pfi poskytnuti tzv. preklenovaciho uvéru soucasné
s uzavienim smlouvy o stavebnim sporeni; vyssi Urok u tohoto Uvéru odcerpa vétsinu statniho
prispévku. (Objem preklenovacich avéra je 6krat vyssi nez objem tzv. Uvérd ze stavebniho
sporeni, poskytovanych po skonceni spofici faze stavebniho sporeni.)

Na Slovensku od roku 2019 probéhla reforma stavebniho sporeni: statni prispévek klesl z 5 %
na 2,5 %, u (novych) preklenovacich uvérli neni narok na statni prispévek, na statni podporu
maji narok jen klienti s pfijmem do 130 % PM a Uspory lze pouZit pouze na stavebni ucely.
Institut financni politiky pti slovenském ministerstvu financi jiz nékolik let navrhuje zrusit statni
podporu stavebniho sporeni. Madarsko zrusilo statni prispévek (30 %) pro nové smlouvy od
roku 2019, pfitom soucasné zrusilo zdanéni Urokovych vynosa (sazba dané 16 %). Vcelku je
zfejmé, Ze vSeobecné stavebni sporeni je v zasadé zbyte¢nym produktem, nicméné neni
dlvod zakazovat prodej tohoto bankovniho produktu univerzalnim bankdam (to Necasova
vlada navrhovala uzdkonit od roku 2014). Fiskdlni naklady na statni prispévek stavebnimu
sporeni ¢ini 4 mld. K¢; v roce 2005 to bylo 16 mld. K¢ — pavodni sazba statniho prispévku byla
totiz 25 %.

Zasadni reforma stdvajiciho penzijniho pripojisténi, doplikového penzijniho sporeni,
soukromého Zivotniho pojisténi a stavebniho spofeni je nezbytné nutnd a obecné vzato mame
k dispozici nékolik variant ,verejné volby“. Z technického hlediska je nejjednodussi liberalni
politika: zrusit veskerou fiskdlni podporu finanénich produktl a sniZit dané. Socidlné-
demokratickd politika by mohla mit SirSi zabér: zruseni fiskalni podpory finanénich produktd
by mohlo byt spojeno se zvySenim penzi i jinych socialnich vydajl — napf. s argumentem, Ze
relativni vySe starobnich dichodi u nds (mirné) zaostava za primérem OECD ¢i EU (,,penzijni
mezera“). Jako konzervativni (kfestansko-demokratickou) politiku Ize oznacit prechod
k vyhradnimu uplatnéni dafiového odpoctu s tim, Ze vyplata penzijnich Uspor bude plné
zatizena dani z pfijma fyzickych osob (danovy rezim EET). Jedna se o nejcastéjsi praxi ve svéte,
ktera byva vyhodnd zejména pro vyssi pfijmové skupiny, diky obvyklé existenci progresivnich
sazeb dané z pfijma. V podminkach jedné sazby dané z ptijm( (jako u nas) je tomuto systému
ekvivalentni dafovy rezim TEE, kdy se spofi ¢i investuje ze zdanénych pfijmu a statni podporou
je osvobozeni kapitdlovych pfijm0 od zdanéni. Danovy rezim TEE maji u nds investice do
podilovych a investi¢nich fondd. Danovy rezim TEE je v poslednim desetileti ve svété stale vice
doporucovdn, na ukor rezimu EET, protoZe je vyrazné jednodussi a také spravedlivéjsi (rovny
pristup ke viem pfijmovym skupindm); nehledé jiz na to, Ze pfi aplikaci systému EET je
vyznamné riziko, Zze darnové sazby budou v budoucnu jiné (az dojde ke zdanéni napft. celych
penzijnich tspor). Pro Cesko lze tak jednoznaéné doporucit dafiovy rezim TEE.
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Pfechod k dafiovému rezimu TEE lze propojit se zvySenim zakladni slevy na poplatnika dané
z pFijma fyzickych osob, ktera od roku 2008 ¢&ini 2070 K& mési¢né. Cesky ukazatel progresivity
zdanéni osobnich pfijma svobodného bezdétného poplatnika, pouzivany OECD, byl v roce
2008 na urovni priméru OECD, dnes je podstatné nizsi. VySe zakladni slevy na dani,
srovnatelna s rokem 2008, by v roce 2020 ¢inila 3101 K& mésic¢né — byla by tedy o 1031 K¢
vys$Sil Pro srovnani: dnesSni maximalni statni podpora stavebniho spofeni ¢ini 2000 K¢ ro¢né,
maximalni statni prispévek k pfispévku ucastnika na penzijni sporeni je 2760 K& a maximalni
daniova Uspora z titulu téhoz prispévku predstavuje 3600 K¢ ro¢né; vse dohromady ¢ini 8360
K¢ rocné, resp. 697 K¢ mésicné. Primérné hodnoty jsou podstatné nizsi: u stavebniho sporeni
115 K¢ + u penzijniho sporeni zhruba 190 K¢E mésicné; v priméru jde tedy jen o drobné. Nemél
by tedy byt (politicky) problém s likvidaci dnesSniho (ne)systému stavebniho a penzijniho
sporeni. Optimalni by bylo, kdybychom mohli deklarovat, Ze vSichni Ucastnici stavebniho a
penzijniho spofeni budou , odSkodnéni“ formou vyssi zdkladni slevy na poplatnika dané
z prijmu ¢i formou vyssich dichod(.

Bylo by ucelné, kdybychom mohli pristoupit i ke zruseni danovych odpoctl uroki
z hypotecnich Gvér( a uvérd na bydleni od stavebnich spofitelen. IMF nam doporucuje
eliminovat odpocty urokt z hypoték plynulym a predvidatelnym zplsobem, protoze pobizeji
domacnosti k zadluzeni v zajmu vlastnictvi nemovitosti [7]. Obecnéji Ize konstatovat, Ze tyto
danové odpocty zvySuji cenovou hladinu bytd a bydleni. Ostatné bydleni ve vlastnim
(homeownership) je podstatné vyznamnéjsSim ndastrojem zabezpeceni ve stafi nez penzijni
sporeni ve druhém ¢i tretim penzijnim piliti, napr. v USA [2]; patrné téZ pod vlivem vysokych
danovych odpoctl urokl z hypoték. Danové odpocty hypoték nemaji mj. Velka Britanie a
Slovensko.

Obecné vzato je anuita idedlnim produktem zabezpeceni ve stafi. To ale pomérné malo
vyhovuje klientlim, pokud by si takovou (drahou) anuitu méli zakoupit ze svého. Tyto anuity
jsou problémem i pro soukromy sektor, jak o tom svéd¢i neddvné britské a némecké
zkuSenosti: povinna anuitizace penzijniho spofeni musela byt zruSena, ve Velké Britanii se tak
stalo pod liberdlnim heslem ,freedom and choice”. Samotné penzijni spofeni je dosti
nedokonalou nahrazkou anuity, o ¢emZ mj. svéd¢i i to, Ze toto sporeni byva casto
modifikovdno mozZnosti napf. koupé domu &i pljcky z téchto Uspor. O mnoho lepsi variantou
neni ani stavebni sporeni, ostatné také proto ma dnes prakticky vyznam pouze v Rakousku,
Némecku a Cesku. Za tohoto stavu se jevi optimalnim feSenim, vyzadujicim oviem statni
podporu, produkt typu britskych individualnich spoficich uctl (ISA) nebo kanadskych
danéprostych spoficich Gctl (TFSA). Jejich zdkladni behaviordlni fintou je to, Ze klient je
omezen ve vysi rocniho, resp. celoZivotniho vkladu/investice (v nasich podminkach napr.
30 000 K¢ rocné) a neomezen v ¢ase a vysi vybéru Uspor. Proto se uvadi, Ze TFSA se nejlépe
vyuzije jako nastroj penzijniho sporeni [8]. Daniovy rezim téchto produktd je TEE: jediny rezim,
ktery Ize pro Cesko ptipadné doporuit. Tyto produkty jsou poskytovany béZznymi finanénimi
ustavy (mezi nimi samoziejmé nejsou zadné penzijni spolecnosti ¢i stavebni spofitelny). Jak
jsme vidéli, ani samotny pojem osobni penze neni optimalni.
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Dalsi reformy

Stavajici ¢esky penzijni ,systém” vyzaduje vySe zminéné zasadni reformy, abychom do ného
vnesli néjaky rad/systém a soucasné abychom se zbavili lobbistického plevele, ktery nam ujida
nemalou ¢ast penzijniho ,kolace”, resp. narodniho dlichodu jako takového. Nebude divu,
pokud v nasledujicim obdobi bude dochazet napf. k posilovani socidlniho dlichodového
pojisténi na ukor rovného statniho dichodu — zase tolik se asi neliSime od sousednich narodd,
aby u nas musel dominovat rovny starobni didchod.

Kvali starnuti populace vsak nebude nutna néjaka (dalsi) paradigmaticka dlichodova reforma,
jak se rada expert( (a instituci) snazi vyvolavat dojem. Starnutim populace se neefektivni
,druhy” penzijni pilit v jakékoliv podobé nestane efektivnim ¢i aspon ekonomicky prijatelnym.
Ponechdvam pfitom stranou problematiku zaméstnaneckych penzi, které uz svij zenit
v zapadnich zemich maji v zasadé za sebou. Zvlasté kdyz u nds jsou odbory ve vétsiné
soukromé sféry slabé na to, aby si vyjednaly penze ¢i sporeni tohoto druhu. (Pfesto doporucuiji
zruSeni faktického zdkazu zaméstnaneckych penzi u nas.) Penzijni spofeni neni ani dil¢im
resenim problému starnuti obyvatelstva, ani kdyby mélo dojit k navratu investi¢nich vynost
na uroven 90. let. Do dusledku vzato, kdyby se stal zazrak a investi¢ni vynosy mohly byt
argumentem pro jejich velkoplo$né vyuziti v penzijnim systému, tak by muselo byt vyhodné
jimi postupné nahradit i dané jako takové. Tak tomu ale nebude také proto, Ze globalizovany
svét je plny Uspor, které obtizné hledaji vyuzZiti. A mnoho statd si radsi pUjcuje penize od elit,
misto aby je zdanily [16].

Dichodovy vék je jednim z podstatnych parametrd penzijnich systému. K rovnému statnimu
dlchodu patfi obecné jind koncepce zakladniho dlichodového véku neZz k dichodu ze
socidlniho pojisténi. V solidarnim pilifi ma byt fixni statutarni dichodovy vék, v pojistném pilifi
pak vék flexibilni. | s ohledem na dnes zcela prevazujici odchody do diichodu tésné po dosazeni
dnesniho zakladniho dichodového véku lze doporucit, aby dlchodovy vék pro narok na
zakladni dichod zustal fixni (neflexibilni), a to, pokud mozno, ve vysi dnesniho zakladniho
dlchodového véku muzl (véetné jeho zvySovani podle platného zakona); zvySovani
dlichodového véku Zen s détmi je Zadouci urychlit [13]. A naopak u pojistného dlchodu si
mulzeme dovolit — pro zacatek — stanovit (minimalni) dlchodovy vék na Urovni 60-61 let —
»predcasné” odchody do dlchodu pfitom odpadnou, systém se zjednodusi. Jiz dnes by 80 %
Cechl mohlo bez problému pracovat do véku 65 let.

Ke snizeni tempa demografického starnuti mlze prispét reforma rodinné politiky: pfedevsim
integrace rodicovského prispévku do zakladni materské davky (kterd ma dnes jiz trapny nazev
»penéiita pomoc v matefstvi“), vyplata nové jednotné rodicovské davky po dobu az 100 tydnu
(u dvojcat az 150 tydn() ze systému nemocenského pojisténi, ve vysi hrubé mzdy matky/otce
(minimalné vsak 50 % PM, maximalné 200 % PM), po odpoctu dané z pfijm0 (v¢. dnesniho
pojistného). Je také nezbytné zavést pravo na (az celodenni) umisténi ditéte od 1. roku jeho
véku v jeslich a Skolce za dostupny az nulovy poplatek. [21]. ,Je také zahodno zkratit
neefektivné dlouhou dobu formalniho studia“ [11]. ,,Souéasné nastaveni zdanéni prace spolu
s nastavenim rodi¢ovské dovolené a nizkou dostupnosti jesli a Skolek pFispiva k nejvyssimu
propadu zaméstnanosti ¢eskych matek s malymi détmi v ramci celé EU” [18]. To ma nemaly
dopad i na statni rozpocet, v¢. penzijniho systému.

34



Zavery

Zakon o dlchodovém pojisténi od roku 1996 pfidal malou zakladni vyméru vsech dichod(
k systému ,procentni vyméry“ jednotlivych dlchodl, silné znivelizované redukcénimi
hranicemi a koeficienty; ,Beveridge” zvitézil nad , Bismarckem®, le¢ ponechal dichodové
pojistné. Zasadni koncepcni rozpor neodstranily ani pozdéjsi diichodové reformy. Zasadnim
problémem je netransparentnost a nesrozumitelnost systému nejen pro béziné klienty.
Vzhledem k nepfipravenosti celkové reformy vefejnych penzi a také s ohledem na blizZici se
parlamentni volby doporucujeme rozdélit tuto reformu do dvou krokd: na malou a velkou
reformu. Mala didchodova reforma se soustredi na jednoduchou, le¢ zasadni racionalizaci
zakladni a procentni vyméry starobniho didchodu. Novd sazba zakladni vyméry tohoto
dlchodu budiz na drovni 32 % primérné mzdy (pouZivané pfi vypoctech dlichodl), u
procentni vyméry se ocenéni jednoho roku pojisténi snizi z 1,5 % na 0,39 %.

Velka dlchodova reforma pak bude paradigmatickou reformou starobnich, invalidnich a
pozUstalostnich dichod(. Zakladni vyméra starobniho dlchodu se pfeméni na samostatny
rovny dlchod, se samostatnym systémem ddchodového véku, minimalni doby pobytu ci
ekonomické ¢innosti (35 let) v Cesku a valorizace. Procentni vyméra starobniho dichodu se
stane samostatnym penzijnim pilifem socialniho pojisténi, optimalné s konstrukci rakouského
penzijniho konta, se samostatnym systémem didchodového véku a valorizace a s minimalni
dobou pojisténi 3-5 let. Invalidni dlichody mohou byt nové koncipovany jako socialni pojisténi
a zacClenény do nemocenského pojisténi. Sirotéi diichody mohou byt redefinovany jako
univerzalni davka. Vyznam vdovskych a vdoveckych didchodd se muizZe snizit, s ohledem na
zavedeni rovného starobniho dichodu a predpokladané zvyseni (primérného) sirotéiho
dlchodu. Vsechny tyto navrhy vychazeji z vyvojovych tendenci diichodt v zemich OECD.

Modelové ma byt formou pojistného financovano pouze socidlni dlichodové pojisténi, coz by
umoznilo podstatné sniZeni sazby diichodového pojistného. Narodohospodarsky pristup vsak
upfednostiuje zruseni zdravotniho pojistného — jak s ohledem na stavajici systém verejné
zdravotni péce v Cesku, tak i na absurdni koncepci a strukturaci zdravotniho pojistného a jeho
vybér vSemi sedmi zdravotnimi pojistovnami. Jednoduse tak jako tak mUZeme zrusit pojistné
pouze formou integrace zaméstnaneckého pojistného (11 % z hrubé mzdy) do dané z osobnich
pfijmU — coZ je Zadouci i s ohledem na nizké zdanéni kapitalovych pfijm0, oproti zapadnim
zemim a priméru OECD. Pti reformé dané z osobnich pfijmu se zbavime i zdanéni ,,superhrubé
mzdy”“. Tato reforma dané z osobnich pfijmU je dllezita i v zajmu reformy penzijniho (a
stavebniho) spofeni: z politickych dlvodl potfebujeme kompenzovat snizeni statni podpory
téchto produktll zvySenim zakladni slevy na dani na poplatnika. Zvyseni této slevy na dani je
potfebné i v zdjmu aspon ¢astecného zvyseni progresivity zdanéni pfijma na drivéjsi Uroven,
resp. na pramér zemi OECD.

Nesmirné komplikovany systém statni podpory , 0sobnich penzi“ je témér plné vysledkem
lobbingu zcela zbytecnych ,penzijnich spoleénosti”, které maji monopol na poskytovani
doplriikového penzijniho spofeni. Statni podpora prispévkl zaméstnavatele na toto sporeni
Cini 87 % téchto prispévk, co? je zdaleka nejvice na svété. Statni podpora prispévkl Géastnikl
je nizsi. Systému se Ucastni vice jak polovina ekonomicky aktivniho obyvatelstva, jeho Uloha
v zabezpedeni je vSak stejné nizkd jako v jinych zemich. Hlavnim ucéelem ,penzijniho sporeni”
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(ataké ,stavebniho sporeni”) je dariova optimalizace, spojena s fiskalni iluzi, Ze statni podpora
je zdarma. Statni podpora zde vzasadé konci vrezii a zisku poskytovatell. V souladu
s prislusnymi socidlnimi modely doporucujeme budto Uplné zrusSeni statni podpory vsech
financ¢nich produktl, nebo pfechod na jednotny darnovy rezim TEE (osvobozeni vynosi od
dané zpfijmd) — optimalné v podobé britskych individualnich spoficich uctl (ISA) ci
kanadskych danéprostych spoficich ucta (TFSA), kde jsou limitovany ro¢ni vklady a neomezené
jsou vybéry. Nejen v ¢eské praxi jsou pro (budouci) penzisty daleko vyznamnéjsi (predchozi)
investice do bydleni nez jakykoliv tfeti penzijni pilif.
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