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The Defense Committee Chair initiated the defense by issuing verbal
statements confirming that (i) a satisfactory number of Defense
Committee Members were present, and (ii) the student Sona
Badalyan fulfilled all requirements listed in the Study and
Examination Code of Charles University. The student was introduced
by the chair of his dissertation committee, Stépan Jurajda. After the
introduction, Sona Badalyan presented her dissertation “Essays in
Personnel Economics: Aging Workforce and Worker
Substitutability", including its empirical models, datasets and
estimation methodologies, and the related findings.

During the discussion Sona Badalyan satisfactorily answered the
questions raised by both referees (she submitted all answers in
written form to the Defense Committee) and by the audience:
Answering to referee comments

1. Question/comment Why does the analysis focus only on private-
sector firms? Public-sector firms are important in Germany, so
excluding them may matter.

Answer: | agree that public-sector firms are important and looking
back, I might not have excluded them. However, the restriction
helped manage data limitations. The analysis therefore focuses on
private-sector firms that employ at least one focal worker.

2. Question/comment: A referee suggested doing robustness checks
using shares rather than the current treatment construction.
Answer: [ agree it is on my to-do list, and I have already started
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working on it.

3.Question/comment: Since the empirical regressions are at the firm
level, but the model is written at the single-slot level, how can the
model be connected to the empirical specification?

Answer: The speaker says that the referee suggested adding a
condition. She adds the assumption of additive separability, meaning
that decisions over individual slots add up to the total firm-level
effect estimated in the regressions. Instead of changing the whole
model, she adds this condition explicitly.

4. Question/comment: Some effects appear different visually, but the
confidence intervals overlap. How should these results be
interpreted?

Answer: [ need to be careful and call this suggestive evidence, not
definitive evidence. For example, when older workers are less
internally substitutable, they appear more likely to be retained, but
because of overlapping confidence intervals, the result should be
interpreted cautiously.

5. Question/comment: A referee suggested connecting the paper
better to the older literature by Gruber and Wise, where earlier work
studied retirement-age changes mostly at the commuting-zone level.
Answer: Followed the suggestion I added that literature to the
motivation and introduction.

Question/comment: Could the promotion measure be affected by
common wage shocks or individual bonuses?

Answer: The promotion measure is relative: a worker is promoted if
their wage growth is at least 10 log points higher than the leave-out
average wage growth of coworkers. Therefore, common wage shocks
are already controlled for. Individual bonuses are included in the
wage measure, but she argues that bonuses can also be interpreted as
part of promotion-like compensation and should not bias the results
in the opposite direction.

Question/comment: Can there be negative wage growth, and does
that affect the promotion measure?

Answer: Yes, negative wage growth can happen because the measure
compares wages this year relative to the previous year. I control for
part-time versus full-time status when computing promotions.
Question/comment: Why is the estimated effect so large, for example
around 4.4 fewer coworker promotions?

Answer: The promotion coefficient for older workers themselves is
very small and noisy, less than 0.02. When the coworker promotion
effect is divided by such a small number, the ratio becomes large.
Nikolas Mittag

Question: Can you show that the potential violation of the exclusion
restriction gives a lower bound? Since peer effects and crowd-out go
in opposite directions, would the problem push the estimate toward
zero? Also, are Chapter 1 and Chapter 3 using different populations?
Answer: I agree. If crowd-out complicates the exclusion restriction,
then the peer effects should become larger when the work-group
definition is broadened. I have robustness checks where I change the
work-group definition from 4-digit occupations within firms to
broader definitions, such as 2-digit occupations within firms. The
effect does not change much. Therefore, the evidence does not
suggest that crowd-out is mechanically driving the peer-effect
estimates.

It also can be because of different populations. Chapter 1 focuses on
marginal workers around the reform cutoff and firm-level spillovers.
Chapter 3 focuses on younger coworkers exposed to treating peers
inside specific work groups. Because of this difference in sample
construction, the two results are not directly contradictory.

Question: Could people prolong their careers because their
promotions are delayed? In other words, if promotion is postponed,
might workers stay longer to wait for promotion?

Answer: The peer effects are larger when the peer is retained in the
same firm, which could be consistent with the idea that coworkers
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stay longer because career progression is delayed. However, testing
this fully would require more analysis on promotions, hiring, and
exits in the Chapter 3 sample.

Question: Why does the crowd-out effect seem to disappear in the
Chapter 3 sample?

Answer: For identification, I keep only work groups that have either
treated or control peers, but not both. This construction leads to a
smaller and more selected sample, often smaller firms or more
specific work groups. Therefore, the strong crowd-out mechanism
from Chapter 1 may not be present in this Chapter 3 sample to begin
with.

Question/comment: You talk a lot about negative spillovers, but the
overall effect is positive. Should this be emphasized more?

Answer: Agree.

Question/comment: Saying that “not much is happening in
anticipation” may be too strong. The analysis shows that there is no
problem for identification.

Answer: I agree. I received mixed advice about whether to keep the
upstream-period analysis in the main paper or move it to the
appendix.
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Result of defence:

Chair of the committee:

Committee members:

pass (P)
Mittag Nikolas Karl, doc., Ph.D. (present)
Galus¢ék Kamil, PhDr., Ph.D. (present)

Lousada De Freitas Monteiro Maria Teresa
(present)
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