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Section A. Introduction 
 

Post-industrial societies are ageing due to the combination of lower levels of fertility 

and increased longevity. A growing number of people live well into their 80's and 

maintain active lives. I n  2014,  the percentage of populations aged 65 and above 

ranges from 12 to 21 per cent in most European countries (Eurostat, 2016a).  For 

many years Sweden topped the list of countries with approximately 20 per cent of 

its population beyond 65 years old and still maintains in 2014 its position as one of 

the five ‘oldest’ nations in the EU.  According to Eurostat’s projection, the share of 

those aged 80 years or above in the EU-28’s population is projected to more than double 

between 2014 and 2080 whilst the share of the population of working age is expected to 

decline steadily. In addition, older persons will likely account for an increasing share of 

the total population: those aged 65 years or over will account for 28.7 per cent of the 

EU-28’s population by 2080, compared with 18.5 per cent in 2014, (Eurostat, 2016a).   

 

Parallel to these demographic developments Sweden experienced during the last 

decades a clear postponement of entry into the labour market due to a massive 

investment in human capital, and in particular a rapid expansion of secondary and 

tertiary education.  Up to the mid 1990s, there has also been a marked tendency to exit 

earlier from the labour force at the end of working life due to, among other things, a 

lower statutory retirement age and an increase in demand for leisure time during a 

period of high economic growth and rising living standards. In other words, during the 

last half-century the average time spent on market work across the life-course has been 

reduced drastically, implying a large increase in time spent on education and also leisure 

time resulting from working-time reduction, earlier exit from the labour force, and 

increased life expectancy.   

 

Obviously, these global trends which are common to most modern societies, mask large 

differences between social classes and socio-economic groups, and have to be 

complemented by more disaggregated analyses for example, inter alia, of gender, 

educational attainment and skill levels.  To illustrate:  During the last three decades the 

clear tendency towards the feminization of the labour force and the related shift from a 

male breadwinner model towards a dual-earner model in many post-industrial 

economies have implied a clear increase of female employment rates and the time 

devoted to market work by women. Previous empirical studies have also clearly shown 

that early exit from the labour force among older workers is related to educational 

attainment, skill levels, good working conditions and health status (Anxo et al., 2012).  
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If it is undeniable that over the long term, the time devoted to market work over the life-

course has been significantly reduced, the last two decades have also seen a clear 

tendency towards an increase in labour-market flexibility along with a more erratic work 

history due to the development of atypical forms of employment such as part-time work, 

temporary agency work and fixed-term contracts.  

 

The long-term tendency of a shorter working life combined with an ageing population 

created serious challenges for the long-term financial sustainability of the Swedish 

social protection system requiring an increase of labour supply and longer working life. 

In a broader sense, the survival and long-term sustainability of the Swedish universal 

welfare state depends crucially on the ability of the Swedish economy to maintain a high 

level of employment. In this context it is not fortuitous that the policy priorities of 

successive governments since the early 1990s have been to increase labour supply of 

both men and women by rising inter alia the labour force participation, by lengthening 

the working time of currently employed persons by favouring the transition from part-

time to full-time work and by reducing sickness absenteeism.  Furthermore, policy 

measures were undertaken in order to prolong working life by reforming the pays-as-

you-go pension   system and by closing or restricting alternative exit routes such as 

unemployment, disability pension or early retirement schemes.  Partly due to these 

institutional reforms we have seen since the end of the 1990s an increase of senior 

employment rates and a clear postponement of exit at the end of the job career. In 

addition to the rise in employment rate of older workers (55-64 years old) the number of 

employed among senior workers aged 65 years and older has also increased with 

around 40 per cent since 2005. As a result, the average actual exit age from the 

labour force increased by more than two years during the last decade.  

 

While several studies have investigated older workers’ exit patterns from the 

labour market, i.e. how people leave the labour market before or around “normal” 

retirement age (see for example Hallberg 2003 and 2008), no studies, to our 

knowledge, have been conducted focusing on persons who continue to work after 65, 

i.e. “Stayers” on the labour market. Little is therefore known about Stayers, their 

motives for working after 65, their health, socio-economic status, sense of well-

being, personality traits, social networks, legal and other obstacles to remaining on 

the labour market. Further little is known about issues related to the growing 

phenomenon that individuals continue to work for a shorter or longer period after 

normal retirement age.  

 

The main objective of the present study is therefore to analyse the main characteristics 

of senior workers and to assess the extent to which they differ from older citizen who 
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have chosen or be forced for various reasons to retire earlier.  Our study addresses three 

main questions: Who are the persons that continue to work after “normal” 

retirement age? What are their main motivations to continue working after the age of 

65? What are the consequences for the individual and for society?   To answer these 

questions, we have focused on institutional, societal and individual factors that could 

affect the choice to work or not after the age of 65 years, an age that up to now still 

remain the dominant age norms of retirement for many elderly citizen.  

 

Using a mix of longitudinal register and survey data our analysis takes also a lifecourse 

perspective.  Over the last decades, the lifecourse approach has developed into a 

major research paradigm, providing a heuristic conceptual device for studying the 

inter-related trajectories of individuals, social groups and institutions  over  time (see 

Anxo et al., 2010). One of the main features of this approach is that the analysis no 

longer focuses on isolated specific events or phases, but considers the entire life of 

the individual as a basic framework for empirical analysis and policy evaluation.  The 

lifecourse analysis emphasises the diversity of lifecourse choices and patterns 

within different societies. Thereby, lifecourse choices are not to be seen merely in 

the light of ‘collective’ individual preferences, lifecourse is also affected by the 

underlying narratives/discourses structured through laws and societal norms. 

Lifecourse analysts acknowledge also the importance  and  consequences  of  early  

transitions  for later experiences and events (path dependency).  

Further age-graded characteristics of life trajectories, as well as transitions within 

life trajectories, are seen to be normatively structured and specially affected by 

prevailing age norms. To illustrate: Civil rights and obligations as well as social 

behaviour are explicitly structured, through legal arrangements, by chronological 

age e.g., the legal dispositions concerning the right to vote, to drive, to drink, to 

have sexual relations, to marry, etc. Entry and exit from the educational system are 

also regulated by age (compulsory school). In the same vein, entry into the labour 

market (prohibition of child labour, regulation of working time for young workers) 

and exit from the labour force at the end of the employment career are also 

structured around age.  Retirement age is regulated by law or collective 

agreements, and the level of income replacement is related to work history. In 

addition, many companies and organisations base their recruitment decision on 

jobseekers’ past experience, and work experience and/or seniority often structure 

wage and career prospects (promotions).  

 

The way social institutions are designed and structured affects the availability of 

support for individuals, creating restrictions or facilitating lifecourse choices. A ‘path 

dependency’ perspective indicates that early experiences and choices may restrict 
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an individual’s options in the future. However, there are institutional options available 

that can modify or reverse the individual’s choices and trajectories during the life 

course. For example, the availability of public lifelong training systems or active labour 

market policy programmes are often considered as good instruments for favouring 

occupational mobility and limiting skill obsolescence and early exit from the labour 

market. To understand the abovementioned recent development of older labour supply, 

it is, therefore, vital to combine a lifecourse approach with an analysis of changes 

taking place in the social welfare systems and legal framework.  
 

This report is structured in eight sections:  The first section (Section B) describes and 

analyses the current legal framework so as to identify what aspects of the legal 

framework facilitate or hinder labour market participation of senior workers (65 or 

older). Swedish labour law and social security law are in focus here, along with and 

issues related to mandatory retirement, employment protection, fixed-term work, 

(old) age discrimination, pensions, unemployment and sickness benefits. In addition, 

the legal regulation of the conditions for earning and receiving pensions, 

unemployment and sickness benefits, in particular the pay-as-you-go pension system 

for employees or self-employed workers, beyond ‘normal pensionable age’ are 

crucial factors which are analysed here. The next section (Section C) analyses the trends 

and developments of senior labour supply and the main features of the labours market 

for elderly and senior workers. Section D describes in details the types of data we have 

used and collected for our study in particular t h e  postal survey sent to 20 000 senior 

citizen aged 65 years or older conducted on our behalf by Statistics Sweden in 2015. 

Based on the answers from our postal survey the main motivations for working longer 

versus exiting at or before the age of 65 are analysed in Section E. Furthermore, an 

analysis of the difference in time preferences between Stayers and Leavers is provided.  

The aim of the next section (Section F) is to identify the main socio-economic 

characteristics of Stayers (compared to Leavers) regarding inter alia, gender, civil 

status, employment status, educational attainment, type of occupations, sector, 

regions, working conditions, partner characteristics, household earnings etc.   Besides 

traditional econometric analysis (binomial and multinomial regression analysis), the 

longitudinal dimension of the databases is exploited in order to take into account the 

lifecourse dimension of current decision and to uncover important aspects of the work 

and life history which may affect the choice to work after the age of 65. In Section G, 

using the so-called Five Factor Theory approach, we explore the extent to which 

personality traits might differ between Stayers and Leavers and the extent to which 

differences in personality traits may affect the decision to stay or leave the labour 

market.  One of the objective of ours study was also to examine the impact in terms of 

health and life satisfaction of prolonged working life. In Section H we focus on the 
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disparities in life satisfaction between Stayers and Leavers, and in Section I we study 

and compare the health outcome for Stayers and Leavers. The last section (Section J) of 

the report provides some conclusive remarks and policy recommendations.   
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 Section B: Legal and institutional framework 

 

B1. Introduction 
 
The aim of this section is to present and analyse the legal framework for older workers 

and ‘Stayers’ on the Swedish labour market, and to discuss the ways in which the legal 

framework facilitates or hinders labour market participation and a prolonged working 

life. The focus is on Swedish law and its interplay with EU law, as well as on aspects of 

age discrimination law and labour law, such as flexible work, employment protection 

and compulsory retirement. Furthermore, some aspects of social security law, such as 

pensions, are discussed. 

As noted in the introduction, an ageing population is not only a Swedish trends, but is 

relevant and challenging for other EU Member States and for developed countries in 

other parts of the world. Population ageing entails increases in the share of elderly 

persons of the population, in life expectancy and in the economic dependency ratio (i.e. 

persons aged 65 or above relative to those aged 15–64). Despite differences between the 

EU Member States when it comes to the labour market situation of older workers there 

is a trend in the EU towards increasing employment rates among older workers as well 

as increasing retirement ages.1 However, this development must be intensified. There is 

a need to advance the inclusion of older workers in the labour market, to adapt work and 

the working environment, to make people work until ‘normal’ retirement age, and to 

prolong working life beyond this point.2 

2012 was the European Year of Active Ageing and Solidarity between Generations, and 

the EU Active Ageing Policy (which is integrated into the Europe 2020 Strategy and the 

European Employment Policy) aims to promote a healthy and active ageing population, 

increase the labour market participation of older workers (55+) and prolong working 

life.3 In Sweden, in 2013 the ‘Pensionable Age Inquiry’ concluded that older people are 

becoming increasingly healthy, more alert and well-educated, and that the financial 

incentives for continuing to work are generous. Despite this, about 80 per cent draw 

their pension at 65 years, or earlier. Against this background the ‘Pensionable Age 

Inquiry’ proposed an increase in the retirement age and a number of different measures 

in order to promote active ageing and increase the average retirement age.4 

                                                 
1 See Anxo (2015) 

2 See Numhauser-Henning (2013) 

3 See European Commission (2011)  

4 See the Government Inquiry Report, SOU 2013:25. 
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The Swedish labour law and industrial relations system is characterised to a large extent 

by self-regulation, co-operation between the social partners, and autonomous collective 

bargaining. Wages and terms and conditions of employment are generally set by 

collective bargaining, but labour law legislation is also frequent. Most labour law 

legislation is so-called semi-compelling, and allows for collectively bargained 

deviations, both to the advantage and detriment of employees. The overall trade union 

organisation rate is about 70 per cent and the employers’ organisation rate is about 90 

per cent. The collective bargaining coverage is about 90 per cent.5 

This section combines a legal-analytical method – an analysis of the legal sources to 

clarify and systematise the content of Swedish and EU law – with a socio-legal 

approach. The materials subjected to study are legislation, preparatory works, collective 

agreements, case law, legal doctrine, reports and policy documents.6 Furthermore, this 

report adds to the field of elder law, a legal-interdisciplinary research area of great 

societal significance, focusing on the legal situation of elderly persons, and enabling a 

social science-oriented and multi-facetted analysis of the situation of older workers and 

the future challenges facing labour markets and labour law.7 It is important to subject 

the labour market situation of older workers and the legal framework to a gender and 

intersectional analysis. However, due to reasons of time and space such an analysis lies 

outside the scope of this report.8 

Sweden has been a member of the EU since 1995. Given the supremacy of EU law it is 

of course crucial for the development and content of Swedish law. EU labour and non-

discrimination law aims for a partial harmonisation of the different labour law and 

industrial relations systems in the Member States. There is no comprehensive coverage 

of EU labour and non-discrimination law. EU labour and non-discrimination law is 

regulated by a complex mix of legal sources, such as Treaty provisions, fundamental 

rights, secondary law and case law from the Court of Justice of the European Union 

(CJEU). In the EU the substantive content of social security is, in principle, a matter for 

the respective Member States and national legislation. However, the coordination of 

social security in the EU and between the Member States was implemented early on as a 

way to facilitate free movement. Through soft law and the open method of coordination, 

the so-called ‘pension process’, pension systems in the Member States are also being 

                                                 
5 See National Mediation Office (2016), p. 42 ff. 

6 Some results from case studies – on transition agreements and collective agreements on partial retirement – in a 
project on intergenerational bargaining are discussed in this report, see M. Rönnmar (2014). In these case studies 
analysis of specific collective agreements was complemented by interviews with social partners and other actors. 

7 See further the Norma Elder Law Research Environment (www.jur.lu.se/elderlaw) and Numhauser-Henning 
(2016). 

8 See further Zbyszewska and Fudge (2015), and Votinius, (2016). 

http://www.jur.lu.se/elderlaw
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coordinated, with an aim of achieving sustainable pension systems. EU law perspectives 

are integrated throughout this report. 

Labour law and social security law have close links. Social security developed as part of 

industrial society, as a complementary system to wage work. Social security provides 

protection against risks and maintenance in situations in which a person is unable to 

earn a living through wage work, owing to, for instance, old age, sickness or 

unemployment.9 At EU level, the concept of the social dimension reflects the 

complementarity of labour law and social security law. The labour market, social 

security and families are central areas of regulation in the social dimension, forming the 

legal structures of ‘everyday life’.10 

The concept of age is central to age discrimination law. In EU and Swedish age 

discrimination law age refers to any chronological age. Older workers must be defined 

in a contextual way. EU statistics often cover the 55–64-year age group, and in 

discussions related to working life and active ageing older workers are often workers 55 

years or older. The concept of ageism refers to beliefs, attitudes, norms and values to 

justify age-based prejudice, discrimination and subordination. The concept of 

pensionable age generally refers to the age for pension benefits within the public 

pension scheme. In this report reference will also be made to related concepts such as 

average or ‘normal’ pensionable or retirement age.11 Furthermore, the concept of 

‘Stayers’ in this report refers to a person that continues to work (as an employee or as a 

self-employed person) after the age of 65. 

The Swedish labour market is characterised by high employment rates and high 

employment continuity over the lifecourse.12 The employment rate in Sweden in 2014 

for the age group 15–64 reached 74.9 per cent (highest in the EU, the equivalent EU-28 

employment rate was 64.9 per cent). In 2014 the employment rate of older workers in 

the age group 55–64 was 74 per cent (highest in the EU, and compared to the equivalent 

EU-28 employment rate of 51.8 per cent.13 In 2012 the average retirement rate in 

Sweden was 64.6 per cent.14 About 15 to 17 per cent of all employees in Sweden have a 

fixed-term employment contract, and this figure has been relatively stable for several 

years. The corresponding rate for younger workers in the age group 20–24 is 50 per cent 

and for older workers in the age group 65–74 it is also 50 per cent. Temporary agency 

workers account for about 1.5 per cent of all employees in Sweden. Interviews with 

                                                 
9 See Christensen (1997) and Christensen (1999). 

10 See further Numhauser-Henning and Rönnmar (2013a). 

11 See further O’Dempsey and Beale (2011). 

12 See Anxo (2010). 

13 See Eurostat, Labour Force Survey. Cf. also Záková (2013). 

14 See Government Inquiry Report SOU 2013:25, 123 f. 
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leading representatives of Swedish social partners about the labour market situation of 

older workers within the research project iNGenBar highlighted some important problems 

and issues.15 Many interviewees pointed to the need for active ageing and to prolong 

working life. However, the situation differs between different sectors and between blue-

collar and white-collar employees. In some sectors, such as the industry sector and the 

municipal and regional sector, it is difficult – especially for blue-collar employees – to 

continue working until ‘normal’ retirement age. This is related to heavy, strenuous and 

stressful work tasks and increased demands for productivity. As a result, employees retire 

early (often with low pensions), reduce their working time, or go on sick leave. At the same 

time, several interviewees also emphasised that older workers are more attractive at the 

labour market today than before. A common key theme in the interviews was the central role 

played by competence, qualifications and education, and the urgent need to secure future 

competence provision. 

The outline of this section is as follows. Section B2 provides an analysis of age 

discrimination law and Section B3 provides an analysis of labour law. Section B4 presents a 

discussion of some social security law aspects, and Section B5, finally, provides some 

concluding remarks. 

 

B2. Age Discrimination Law 
 
B2.1. The Ban on Age Discrimination and EU Age Discrimination Law 
 
Non-discrimination law is a central and well-developed part of EU law, and has 

gradually extended its reach beyond working life. Primary law is complemented by a 

number of non-discrimination law directives, and the CJEU and its case law has 

contributed greatly to the development of EU non-discrimination law. This development 

has been described by Hepple as a move towards comprehensive and transformative 

discrimination and by Bell as a widening and deepening of non-discrimination law.16 

Age discrimination law, as non-discrimination law more generally, is characterised by a 

tension between different underlying rationales – the human rights rationale and the 

economic/market rationale. Likewise, the tension between an individual-rights approach 

and a collective-interest approach – the so-called ‘double-bind’ – influences the 

development of age discrimination law and the case law of the CJEU in this field.17 Age 

has traditionally been given an important role in the organisation of the labour market 

and the design of labour law, and has thus served as a legitimate social and economic 

                                                 
15 Rönnmar (2014) 

16 See Hepple (2009) and Bell (2011). 

17 Cf. Fredman and Spencer (2003) and Hendrickx (2012). 
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stratifier (reflected, for example, in the use of age or length of service as a criterion for 

wage-setting and working conditions). In general, age discrimination can be justified to 

a larger extent than discrimination on other grounds.18 This difference has been 

discussed in terms of age being a less ‘suspect’ or ‘forbidden’ ground.19 

In 2009 the Lisbon Treaty introduced a social market economy and solidarity between 

generations as main aims of the EU (Article 3(3) TEU).  Article 21 of the EU Charter of 

Fundamental Rights (primary law and legally binding since the Lisbon Treaty) contains 

an open list of discrimination grounds and states that ‘[a]ny discrimination based on any 

ground such as sex, race, colour, ethnic or social origin, genetic features, language, 

religion or belief, political or any other opinion, membership of a national minority, 

property, birth, disability, age or sexual orientation shall be prohibited’. Article 25 of the 

EU Charter of Fundamental Rights establishes the rights of the elderly and states that 

‘[t]he Union recognises and respects the rights of the elderly to lead a life of dignity and 

independence and to participate in social and cultural life’.20 The EU shall adopt a 

proactive mainstreaming approach in all its activities and policies to eliminate 

inequalities, to promote equality between men and women and to combat 

discrimination.21 22 

The (2000/78/EC) Employment Equality Directive, adopted in 2000, introduced the ban 

on age discrimination in secondary EU law. The Directive bans discrimination on the 

grounds of religion or belief, disability, age or sexual orientation, as regards 

employment and occupation. The Employment Equality Directive encompasses 

prohibitions on direct and indirect discrimination, harassment, and instruction to 

discriminate, as well as provisions on positive action and active measures, and a rule on 

a reversed burden of proof. The protection against age discrimination covers all 

chronological ages, and thus both older and younger workers are protected. According 

to the preamble to the Employment Equality Directive, the prohibition of age 

discrimination is an essential part of meeting the aims set out in the European 

Employment Strategy and the Employment Guidelines and for encouraging diversity in 

the workforce. The prohibition of old-age discrimination helps to reduce ageism – 

                                                 
18 With the exception of part-time and fixed-term work, cf. the non-discrimination principle in the (97/81/EC) 
Part-Time and (99/70/EC) Fixed-Term Work Directives. 

19 Cf., for example, the chapters by C. O’Cinneide and D. Schiek in Numhauser-Henning and Rönnmar (eds) 
(2015). 

20 See further C. Kilpatrick, ‘Article 21 – Non-Discrimination’ and C. O’Cinneide, ‘Article 25 – The Rights of 
the Elderly’ in Peers et al. (2014). 

21 Articles 8 and 10 TFEU. 

22 For an analysis of age discrimination law from a constitutional and international law perspective see the 
chapter by C. O’Cinneide in Numhauser-Henning and Rönnmar (eds) (2015). 
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which is frequent in working life – and is also an important aspect of the EU Active 

Ageing Policy. 

In 2008 a proposal was put forward for extending protection against discrimination on 

the grounds of disability, age, religion or belief and sexual orientation to areas beyond 

working life, in parallel with the protection provided by the (2000/43/EC) Race 

Directive. In 2014 the Juncker Commission declared that this proposal had been made a 

top priority. However, the proposal is still pending.23 

According to Article 6(1) of the Employment Equality Directive, differences of 

treatment on grounds of age do not constitute discrimination if they are objectively and 

reasonably justified by a legitimate aim, including legitimate employment policy, labour 

market, and vocational training objectives, and if the means of achieving that aim are 

appropriate and necessary. The Member States and the social partners enjoy a broad 

margin of appreciation when it comes to justifying differential treatment on grounds of 

age.24 The first case on age discrimination was the much-debated Mangold case in 

2005.25 Here the CJEU declared that not only was age discrimination covered by the 

Employment Equality Directive, but that EU law encompassed a general principle of 

non-discrimination on grounds of age. This was reaffirmed in 2010 in the Kücükdeveci 

case, where the CJEU also referred to Article 21 of the EU Charter of Fundamental 

Rights.26 Since the adoption of the Employment Equality Directive some thirty cases 

related to age discrimination have been decided by the CJEU.27 A large part of the cases 

have dealt with compulsory retirement and premature retirement. The majority of cases 

have dealt with old-age discrimination, and only a few cases with young-age 

discrimination. The CJEU applies different standards of justification. The most lenient 

standard is applied as regards more general systems of compulsory retirement, while a 

stricter standard is applied when it comes to compulsory retirement for specific 

professional groups or premature retirement.28 Likewise, a stricter standard seems to be 

                                                 
23 See COM(2008) 426 final. See further Waddington (2011). 

24 Furthermore, Articles 2(5), 3, 4 and 6(2) of the Directive provides for further exemptions from the ban on age 
discrimination. 

25 See Case C-144/04 Werner Mangold v. Rudiger Helm [2005] ECR I-09981. 

26 See Case C-555/07 Seda Kücükdeveci v. Swedex GmBH& Co [2010] ECR I-00365. See Schiek (2010) 

27 See the chapter by C. Tobler in Numhauser-Henning and Rönnmar (eds) (2015) for a systematic analysis of 
this case law. 

28 See Case C-411/05 Palacios de la Villa v. Cortefiel Servicios SA [2007] ECR I-8531 and Case C-45/09 
Rosenbladt v. Oellerking Gebaudereinigungsges mbH [2010] ECR I-09391 and Case C-341/08 the European 
Commission v. Hungary, EU:C:2012:687. 
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applied in cases related to collective dismissals and the age discrimination of younger 

workers.29 

The Employment Equality Directive has been crucial for the introduction of a ban on 

age discrimination in the majority of the EU Member States, and the ban has been 

implemented into national law by way of legal regulation, often closely modelled on the 

provisions of the Directive. 

In principle, EU age discrimination law – through a large scope for justification of age-

related differential treatment, specific exemptions and a broad margin of appreciation 

for Member States and social partners – enables direct and indirect age-related 

regulation. A comparative analysis of a number of EU Member States also reveals that 

there is still a large number of directly and indirectly age-related labour law rules and 

practices as well as collective bargaining schemes in areas such as working conditions, 

flexible work, employment protection and compulsory retirement.30 Furthermore, as 

always regarding non-discrimination regulation, there is a strong emphasis on the 

individual-complaints-led model and on the bans against direct and indirect age 

discrimination. There are few examples of the regulation – and successful use – of a 

duty of reasonable accommodation, active measures or an adaption of the working time 

or work environment as a way to combat age discrimination and promote active ageing 

and a prolonged working life in light of a rapidly ageing population.31 

 

B2.2. Swedish Age Discrimination Law 
 

EU law has strongly influenced the development and content of Swedish non-

discrimination law through a number of factors: its constant change, the case law of the 

CJEU, the emphasis on substantive equality, an increasing number of protected 

discrimination grounds, a widened scope and a strengthened fundamental-rights 

perspective. At the same time, Swedish law is still characterised by independence, and 

in some aspects has gone further than EU law requires. This is the case, for example, 

when it comes to extending the scope of the ban on age discrimination beyond working 

life, but also when it comes to active measures, transgender as a separate discrimination 
                                                 
29 See Case C-152/11 Johann Odar v. Baxter Deutschland GmbH, EU:C:2012:772 and Case C-555/07 Seda 
Kücükdeveci v. Swedex GmBH& Co [2010] ECR I-00365. See also, for example, Schiek (2011),  Schlachter 
(2011), Kilpatrick (2011) and Dewhurst (2013). 

30 Seniority principles and age and length of service have traditionally been, and still are, influential in many EU 
Member States when it comes to working conditions, such as periods of notice, length of annual leave, severance 
pay and specific bonuses. A reference to age and length of service in this context gives rise to directly or 
indirectly age-related differential treatment and thus needs to be justified. Legitimate aims put forward in this 
context are, for example, the value of experience on the job and of rewarding loyalty as well as the need for extra 
protection of older workers. 

31 See Numhauser-Henning and Rönnmar (2015). 
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ground and the new ban on inadequate accessibility in the area of disability 

discrimination. 

In 2008, parallel to the development at EU level towards new and more discrimination 

grounds and a widened scope of non-discrimination law, a single (2008:567) Non-

Discrimination Act was adopted in Sweden.32 The Act was modelled on EU law, 

implements the EU non-discrimination law directives and replaced a number of earlier 

non-discrimination acts. The Act not only gathers different discrimination grounds but is 

also applicable in part outside the realm of working life – for example in goods and 

services, public employment services, education, health care, social services, and social 

security.33 The Non-Discrimination Act covers protection against discrimination on 

grounds of sex, ethnicity, religion and other belief, sexual orientation, disability, age and 

transgender identity/expression. 

An employer may not discriminate against a person who, with respect to the employer, 

is an employee; is enquiring about or applying for work; is applying for or carrying out 

a traineeship; or is available to perform work or is performing work as a temporary 

agency worker or as borrowed labour.34 

EU age discrimination law only applies in working life – but in Sweden the scope of age 

discrimination law has been expanded beyond working life, for example, to goods, 

services, social security and health care.35 The Act contains prohibitions on direct and 

indirect discrimination, harassment, and instruction to discriminate, and provisions on a 

reversed burden of proof, positive action and active measures.36 Chapter 2 Section 2 p. 4 

of the Act contains the general provision for justification of age-related differences in 

working life.37 The Equality Ombudsman (DO), a government agency, monitors the 

compliance with the Non-Discrimination Act. The Equality Ombudsman can also 

represent individuals in court disputes.38 Up to this point, case law on age discrimination 

from the Swedish Labour Court has been limited.39 

                                                 
32 See Government Inquiry Report SOU 2006:22 and Government Bill prop. 2007/08:95. 

33 See Government Bill prop. 2007/08:95 and Government Inquiry Report SOU 2006:22. 

34 Chapter 2 Section 1. 

35 See further Government Bill Prop. 2011/12:159. 

36 See Fransson and Stüber (2015). 

37 The provision states that ‘[t]he prohibition in Section 1 does not prevent … differential treatment on grounds 
of age, if there is a legitimate purpose and the means that are used are appropriate and necessary to achieve that 
purpose’. – Furthermore, Chapter 2 Section 2 p. 3 states that ‘[t]he prohibition in Section 1 does not prevent … 
the application of age limits with regard to the right to pension, survivor’s or invalidity benefits in individual 
contracts or collective agreements’ (see further below Section 4).  

38 Chapter 4 of the Non-Discrimination Act. 

39 See, for example, Labour Court judgements AD 2013:64, AD 2014:28 and AD 2015:15. 
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B3. Labour Law 
 
B3.1. Flexible Work 
 
The flexibilisation of work relates to labour market segmentation and the legal tension 

between standard employment contracts and precarious and flexible work. Flexible 

forms of work, such as fixed-term work, temporary agency work and self-employment, 

have increased in Sweden as well as in other EU Member States. Atkinson’s early 

model of the flexible firm, with core, peripheral and external groups of workers and 

employer deployment of strategies for numerical and functional flexibility is often 

referred to in this context.40 Today flexicurity is central to European employment 

policies and EU labour law.41 Common principles of flexicurity have been adopted and 

integrated into the European Employment Strategy and the Europe 2020 Strategy. 

Flexicurity is an integrated strategy to enhance, at the same time, both flexibility and 

security in the labour market, and contains these components: flexible and reliable 

contractual arrangements; comprehensive life-long learning; effective active labour 

market policies; and modern social security systems. The EU law flexicurity discourse 

is not seldomly criticised, most often for emphasising flexibility.42 EU law regulates 

aspects of flexible work through the (97/81/EC) Part-Time Work Directive, the 

(99/70/EC) Fixed-Term Work Directive, and the (2008/104/EC) Temporary Agency 

Work Directive, which form part of the EU law flexicurity strategy. 

The distinction between employment and self-employment is crucial when it comes to 

the scope and reach of labour law. In general, Swedish labour law is characterised by a 

uniform and extensive personal scope, and a traditionally high degree of equal treatment 

of different categories of employees. The notion of employee (det civilrättsliga 

arbetstagarbegreppet) is not statutorily defined, but its content and meaning have been 

described and developed by the courts in case law and the legislator in preparatory 

works.43 44 

In order to determine whether or not a specific person is an employee, the court makes 

an overall assessment of the situation, taking all relevant factors of the individual case 

into consideration. The multi-factor test applied by the courts focuses on the individual 

person in question, and on whether the overall situation of this particular person is 
                                                 
40 See Atkinson (1984) 

41 The EU law flexicurity discourse was inspired by national developments in Denmark and the Netherlands and 
by Wilthagen’s flexicurity research, which developed the model of the flexible firm into a flexibility-security 
nexus, see further Wilthagen (2003). See also Fudge (2013) 

42 See further, for example, Auer (2010) 

43 For a classical and comprehensive study of the notion of employee, see Adlercreutz (1964). 

44 The (1976:580) Co-determination Act applies not only to employees, but also to the ‘quasi-employee’ 
category of so-called jämställda uppdragstagare. 
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similar to that of an ordinary employee or an ordinary self-employed worker. The courts 

take a number of factors into consideration, such as a personal duty to perform work 

according to the contract; the actual personal performance of work; whether there are 

any predetermined work tasks; a lasting relationship between the parties; whether the 

worker is subject to the orders and control of the principal/employer concerning the 

content, time and place of work; whether remuneration is paid, at least in part, as a 

guaranteed salary; and whether the economic and social situation of the worker is equal 

to that of an ordinary employee.45 

The notion of employee is a mandatory concept. In order to prevent the contract parties 

from circumventing labour law legislation and depriving the employee of protection, the 

courts are not bound by the description or definition of the relationship given by the 

parties themselves, for example, in a written contract. The court conducts an 

independent assessment of the legal nature of the relationship on the basis of the actual 

situation at hand. However, the parties to the contract are, in principle, free to organise 

their relationship and the ways in which the work will be carried out, in practical terms. 

A court may then find that these practical arrangements, and the overall situation of the 

worker, best fit the description of an ordinary self-employed person.46 

The development in Swedish law has gone towards a uniform, and in comparative 

terms, far-reaching notion of employee. At the same time, in parallel with a more 

general critical debate in the EU on the notion of employee, economically-dependent 

self-employed persons and ‘bogus-self-employment’,47 in recent years there has been a 

Swedish debate on so-called self-employment by necessity (nödvändighetsföretagare), 

i.e. persons who are forced to become self-employed in order to get work.48 There has 

also been a growth in so-called egenanställningsföretag (sometimes referred to as 

umbrella company, portage salarial or professional employer organisation), where a 

(basically) self-employed person offering his or her services is employed by such a 

company, and the company, in return for a fee, pays wages, social security contributions 

and taxes, and deals with invoices and other administrative work.49 

                                                 
45 See Government Inquiry Report SOU 1975:1, pp. 721 ff., Government Inquiry Report SOU 1993:32, 
pp. 216 ff., Government Inquiry Report SOU 1994:141, pp. 74 ff. and Government Inquiry Report Ds 2002:56. 
See also, for example, Labour Court judgments AD 2013:92 (a lorry driver was found to be employed by a 
haulage contractor) and AD 2013:32 (a musician was found not to be employed by an opera house). 

46 The Labour Court is sensitive to attempts to circumvent labour law legislation, and will many times rule in 
favour of an employment relationship if the person in question has gone from being an employee of the 
employer to an ‘alleged’ self-employed person. 

47 See, for example Davidov and Langille (2006) and Freedland and Kountouris (2011). 

48 See, for example, http://www.foretagarna.se/Opinion/Nyhetsarkiv/2016/april/manga-tvingas-bli-foretagare-
mot-sin-vilja/ (accessed 2016-05-09). 

49 See, for example, the website of the branch organisation Egenanställningsföretagen, 
http://www.egenanstallning.org/ (accessed 2016-05-09). 

http://www.foretagarna.se/Opinion/Nyhetsarkiv/2016/april/manga-tvingas-bli-foretagare-mot-sin-vilja/
http://www.foretagarna.se/Opinion/Nyhetsarkiv/2016/april/manga-tvingas-bli-foretagare-mot-sin-vilja/
http://www.egenanstallning.org/
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In social security law and tax law the notion of employee is used primarily to determine 

whether a particular person is an employee or a self-employed person, and whether the 

employer or the self-employed person him- or herself is liable for paying tax and social 

contributions. As a result the authorities apply a rather standardised assessment. 

However, the importance of the notion of employee is diminishing in these areas of law. 

Nowadays the distinction between an employee and a self-employed person is often 

made with reference to the person holding (or not) a so-called Business Tax Certificate 

(F-skattsedel), preliminary stating that the person in question fulfils the requirements for 

conducting operations as a businessman, i.e. being a self-employed person.50 

The personal scope of most EU labour and non-discrimination law, and Directives, is 

defined in relation to the different notions of an employee, developed and existing in the 

Member States. However, in the area of free movement of workers, EU law contains a 

separate, autonomous and far-reaching notion of an employee. This uniform notion of 

an employee has recently seemed to ‘spread’ into other areas of labour and non-

discrimination law, such as equal pay and working time.51 

There is a close relationship between fixed-term work and employment protection. 

Regulation of fixed-term employment contracts serves to prevent circumvention of the 

employment protection linked to permanent employment contracts.52 

The (99/70/EC) Fixed-Term Work Directive (implementing the European social 

partners’ framework agreement on fixed-term work) was adopted in 1999 and its 

purpose is to improve the quality of fixed-term work by ensuring the application of the 

principle of non-discrimination, and to establish a framework to prevent abuse arising 

from the use of successive fixed-term employment contracts or relationships.53 When it 

comes to the measures to prevent abuse stemming from the use of successive fixed-term 

employment contracts or relationships, the Member States shall introduce one or more 

of the following measures, in a manner which takes into account the needs of specific 

sectors and/or categories of workers: objective reasons justifying the renewal of such 

contracts or relationships; the maximum total duration of successive fixed-term 

employment contracts or relationships; or the number of renewals of such contracts or 

                                                 
50 See Government Inquiry Report Ds 2002:56, pp. 78 ff. and pp. 124 f. and Engblom (2003), p. 156. 

51 See C-66/85 Lawrie-Blum v. Land Baden-Württemberg [1986] ECR 2121 and C-53/81 Levin v. Secretary of 
State for Justice [1982] ECR 1035. Cf. also Case C-428/09 Union syndicale Solidaires Isère. 

52 In Sweden, for example, the regulation of fixed-term employment contracts first became an important issue in 
the beginning of the 1970s. Statutory employment protection, first established through the (1974:12) 
Employment Protection Act, required regulation of fixed-term employment contracts to prevent circumvention 
of the employment protection linked to permanent open-ended employment contracts. 

53 Clause 1. 
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relationships. However, the Directive does not introduce any requirement for objective 

reasons for the parties’ first entry into a fixed-term employment contract.54 55 

Fixed-term work is regulated in the (1982:80) Employment Protection Act (LAS). In 

Sweden permanent employment is the main rule and fixed-term employment contracts 

are permitted only when agreed upon, and when specifically provided for by law or 

collective agreements. In order for a fixed-term employment contract to be legal, the 

detailed rules in Sections 4–6 of the (1982:80) Employment Protection Act must be 

adhered to. These provisions are semi-compelling, and collective agreements regulating 

fixed-term contracts in specific, narrower or broader ways are frequent.56 The regulation 

of fixed-term work was amended in 2007, and this reform partly represents a new 

standpoint on fixed-term employment contracts. A long list of fixed-term employment 

contracts has been replaced by a new form of fixed-term employment contract – the 

general fixed-term employment, Section 5 LAS – supplemented only by temporary 

substitute employment, seasonal employment, fixed-term contracts for employees above 

the age of 67 years, and probationary employment.57 Thus, the scope for fixed-term 

employment contracts has broadened. The employer is free to conclude general fixed-

term employment contracts, and there is no requirement for objective reasons. However, 

when an employee has been employed under a general fixed-term employment contract 

or as a temporary substitute by one employer for a total of two years during the last five 

years, the contract is automatically converted into an indefinite permanent employment 

contract, Section 5 subsection 2 LAS. 

In response to a complaint in 2007 made by the Swedish trade union TCO (The Swedish 

Confederation for Professional Employees) the European Commission has issued two 

reasoned opinions in relation to the Swedish implementation of the Fixed-Term Work 

Directive. The Commission claims that Sweden has failed to correctly implement 

Clause 5.1 on measures to prevent abuse arising from the use of successive fixed-term 

employment contracts or relationships.58 Recently a Government Bill was accepted by 

parliament in order to bring the existing regulation in line with EU law. A new 

                                                 
54 The CJEU has developed substantial case law in relation to Clause 5 of the Directive; see, for example, Case 
C-212/04 Adeneler and Others [2006] ECR I-6057, Joined Cases C-378/07 to C-380/07 Angelidaki and Others 
[2009] ECR I-3071 and Case C-596/10 Kücük.  

55 The non-discrimination principle in the (1999/70/EC) Fixed-Term Work Directive was implemented through 
the creation of a new Act, the (2002:293) Prohibition of Discrimination of Employees Working Part-Time and 
Employees with Fixed-Term Employment Act. 

56 In addition, provisions on fixed-term employment contracts in specific statutes or regulations, for example for 
universities and higher education, have priority before the provisions in the (1982:80) Employment Protection 
Act. 

57 See Government Bill Prop. 2006/07:111. 

58 See further Engblom (2008) – In its last reasoned opinion (22 April 2014, C(2014) 2380 final) the 
Commission has seemingly accepted old age (67) to be an objective reason under Article 5.1a of the Directive. 
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legislative provision is introduced by which general fixed-term employments will be 

converted into indefinite employment contracts in more cases than at present.59 

On-call or on-demand work – sometimes also referred to as zero-hours contracts – does 

not constitute a separate form of employment in Sweden. An on-call worker is 

employed either on a permanent contract for an indefinite period or on a fixed-term 

employment contract (and then often on a separate fixed-term employment contract for 

each working day/working period, often a general fixed-term employment contract). 

The specific arrangements as regards the employee’s working time, work load and 

obligation to be ‘on call’ are explicitly or implicitly agreed between the parties to the 

employment contract. Problems related to zero-hours contracts and the vulnerability of 

on-call workers are increasingly the subject of critical debate in Sweden, as in other 

European countries, such as the UK.60 

In many of the EU Member States and in countries beyond the EU, specific fixed-term 

employment contracts for younger and older workers are used as a means to promote the 

entry into the labour market for younger workers and the prolonging of working life for 

older workers. The Mangold case concerned the German regulation providing a broader 

scope for successive fixed-term employment contracts for older workers and its relation 

to the Fixed-Term Work Directive and the Employment Equality Directive and the ban 

on age discrimination.61 

Swedish law provides for an unlimited access to fixed-term employment for employees 

above the age of 67 years (the compulsory retirement age), as a way of promoting work 

after compulsory retirement and a prolonged working life. 

The (2008/104/EC) Temporary Agency Work Directive was adopted in 2008 and its 

purpose is to ensure the protection of temporary agency workers and to improve the 

quality of temporary agency work while taking into account the need to establish a 

suitable framework for the use of temporary agency work with a view to contributing 

effectively to the creation of jobs and to the development of flexible forms for 

working.62 

Temporary agency work is regulated in the (2012:854) Agency Work Act (which also 

transposes the Temporary Agency Work Directive).63 The temporary agency work 

sector is principally covered by collective bargaining, and all collective agreements 

ensure a guaranteed wage, between assignments, of about 80 to 85 per cent of normal 
                                                 
59 See Government Bill prop. 2015/16:62 and Government Inquiry Report Ds 2015:29. See Section 5a of the 
(1982:80) Employment Protection Act.  

60 See, for example Adams et al. (2015). 

61 See Case C-144/04 Mangold v Helm [2005] ECR I-09981. 

62 Article 2. 

63 See Government Inquiry Report SOU 2011:5 and Government Bill Prop. 2011/12:178. 
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wages. The principle of equal treatment is regulated in Section 6 of the Act, which states 

that ‘[a] temporary-work agency shall, for the duration of the worker’s assignment at a 

user undertaking guarantee the worker at least the same basic working and employment 

conditions as would apply if they had been recruited directly by that undertaking to 

carry out the same job’. Exceptions to the principle of equal treatment are permissible 

with regard to pay in accordance with Article 5(2) of the Directive, and Section 8 of the 

Act provides that the equal-treatment principle does not apply to temporary agency 

workers who have a permanent contract and receive pay between temporary 

assignments. In addition, the Act states in Section 3 that deviations from the principle of 

equal treatment may be made through a collective agreement concluded or approved by 

a central trade union on the condition that the agreement respects the overall protection 

of workers within the meaning of the Temporary Agency Work Directive 

2008/2014/EC. 

According to Swedish law, a temporary agency worker is an employee of the temporary 

work agency, who within the framework of his/her employment relationship performs 

work for a third party, the user undertaking. Labour law provisions, e.g. on employment 

protection, working time, annual leave, and information and consultation generally 

apply to all employees, including temporary agency workers. Permanent employment 

and open-ended contracts are the main form of contract for temporary agency workers 

as well. Fixed-term work is somewhat more common for temporary agency workers.64 65 

In recent years some temporary work agencies focusing on employing and hiring out 

older workers (‘Stayers’ or pensioners) have been established in Sweden. 

 

B3.2. Employment Protection and Work Environment 
 
At EU level employment protection is only partly regulated. Article 30 of the EU 

Charter of Fundamental Rights states that ‘[e]very worker has the right to protection 

against unjustified dismissal, in accordance with Union law and national laws and 

                                                 
64 About 80 % of temporary agency workers are permanently employed, see Government Inquiry Report SOU 
2011:5.  

65 A controversial issue in the Swedish context has been the use of temporary agency work as a circumvention of 
employment protection regulation, especially the priority right to re-employment, following dismissal for 
reasons of redundancy. It follows from case law from the Swedish Labour Court that an employer may dismiss 
employees for reasons of redundancy, and thereafter, even during the time period when former employees have a 
priority right to re-employment, make use of temporary agency work, see Labour Court judgements AD 2003:4 
and AD 2007:72. In the 2010 collective bargaining round and onwards, to address this issue, provisions on a re-
enforced priority right to re-employment and restrictions on the employer’s possibilities to use temporary agency 
work following dismissals for reasons of redundancy have been introduced in some collective agreements. 
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practices’.66 In addition, the Fixed-Term Work Directive, the ‘restructuring’ Directives 

on (2001/23/EC) Transfers of Undertakings and (98/59/EC) Collective Dismissals and 

different directives on non-discrimination regulate different aspects of employment 

protection. Employment protection regulation may, and does, differ in the Member 

States.67 

In Sweden statutory employment protection and the (1982:80) Employment Protection 

Act apply to all employees, whether in private or public employment, from the first day 

of employment.68 Small companies are not exempted. In Sweden partly separate sets of 

rules apply in relation to dismissal for personal reasons and for redundancy, 

respectively. The employer must always have just cause for dismissal, Section 7 LAS. 

Coupled with this basic just-cause requirement are different rules obliging the employer 

(depending on whether the dismissal relates to personal reasons or redundancy) inter 

alia to negotiate with trade unions, give notice, provide the employee with alternative 

work, warn the employee, retrain the employee, apply seniority rules, and if necessary 

conditions are met, re-employ dismissed employees. Thus, in line with an ultima ratio 

principle, the employer must make an effort to avoid dismissing employees by first 

taking less radical measures. 

The vulnerability of older workers – due, for example, to ageism and possibly 

antiquated training and competence but also to weakened performance – has influenced 

the content of employment protection regulation in Sweden, and many other EU 

Member States, and special protection for older workers has been afforded. In Sweden, 

for example, an important background to the first Employment Protection Act from 

1974 was the need for social protection of especially vulnerable workers due to old age 

or sickness, and the need to counteract a segmented labour market, with a division 

between young and well-educated employees on the one hand, and old, disabled and 

less educated employees on the other.69 

In Sweden (as in some other EU Member States) there is a general and important rule 

that sickness or old age does not constitute just cause for dismissal. The employer is 

obliged to conduct a thorough investigation into the possibilities for adaptation and 
                                                 
66 The Explanations relating to the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights clarify that Article 30 draws on Article 24 
of the European Social Charter. See further J. Kenner, ‘Article 30 – Protection in the Event of Unjustified 
Dismissal’ in S. Peers et al. (eds), (2014). See also ILO Convention No 158 Termination on Employment 
Convention 1982. 

67 Furthermore, following the economic crisis austerity measures and deregulatory labour law reforms have been 
introduced in many Member States, for example, Greece, Portugal, Spain, and Italy. These measures have 
targeted employment protection regulation, as well as collective bargaining and industrial relations processes, 
see, for example Laulom (2014) and Barnard (2013). 

68 Some minor groups of employees, however, such as employees in an upper management position and the 
employer’s family members, are excluded. 

69 See Government Bill Prop. 1973:129, 126. 
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rehabilitation and finding alternative work for the employee.70 In this context the 

employer’s obligations are extensive and relate, for example, to the adjustment of the 

work environment, work organisation, working time and work tasks. These obligations 

follow not only from regulation in the (1982:80) Employment Protection Act, but also 

from related regulation on individual work environment adaptation in the (1977:160) 

Work Environment Act and regulation on rehabilitation in the (2010:110) Social 

Insurance Code.71 An employee can be dismissed only after such measures have been 

taken, the possibility to find alternative work has been tried and ruled out, and the 

employee can no longer perform work of any importance for the employer.72 

The purpose of the (1977:160) Work Environment Act (inter alia implementing the 

(89/391/EEC) Framework Directive on Health and Safety) is to prevent occupational 

illness and accidents and otherwise ensure a good work environment. The work 

environment must be satisfactory, taking into account the nature of the work and social 

and technological developments in society, and working conditions must be adapted to 

people’s differing physical and mental capabilities.73 The employer is responsible for 

securing a healthy and safe work environment, and the employer’s obligations entail 

both general and individual work environment adaptation.74 Employers and employees 

must cooperate to create a good work environment, and the employer must 

systematically plan, direct and monitor activities in a manner that ensures that the work 

environment meets the prescribed requirements for a good work environment.  When it 

comes to individual work adaptation – as we have seen closely linked to employment 

protection for personal reasons and rehabilitation – the employer must take into account 

the particular fitness of the employee to perform the work by adapting the working 

conditions or taking other appropriate measures. In the planning and organisation of 

work, due account must be taken of the fact that people’s fitness to perform working 

duties differs.75 Furthermore, Swedish work environment law, as employment protection 

regulation, contains a strong element of trade union influence. Health and safety 

officers, appointed by trade unions, bound by a collective agreement with the employer, 

                                                 
70 Cf., for example, Labour Court judgments AD 2013:78 and AD 2014:26. 

71 The Labour Court has clarified that the requirement for reasonable accommodation and the ban on inadequate 
accessibility in the (2008:567) Non-Discrimination Act when it comes to disability discrimination and the 
requirement for rehabilitation and work adaptation in cases of sickness in the (1982:80) Employment Protection 
Act are basically the same. 

72 Cf., for example, Labour Court judgments AD 2013:78 and AD 2014:26. 

73 Chapter 1 Section 1 and Chapter 2 Section 1 of the Work Environment Act. 

74 Cf. Government Bill prop. 1976/77:149 and Government Bill prop. 1990/91:140 p. 44. 

75 Chapter 3 Section 3 of the Work Environment Act. 
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shall represent the employees on work environment matters and strive for a satisfactory 

work environment.76 

Redundancy is a broad concept, encompassing different reasons of an economic, 

organisational or other business-related character. The legislator and the courts give the 

employer a unilateral right to decide when and if a redundancy situation exists. 

Redundancy as such amounts to just cause.77 The statutory seniority rules imply that the 

priority and selection of employees is to be made according to the last-in-first-out 

principle, i.e. according to each employee’s total period of employment with the 

employer (and in the event of equal periods of employment, giving priority to senior 

age, Section 22 LAS). The employee has to have sufficient qualifications for the tasks 

which remain after the redundancy. In principle, the order of dismissals encompasses all 

employees in the same production unit and who are covered by the same collective 

agreement (redundancy unit). However, the seniority rules are semi-compelling and the 

employer and in virtually all respects, the trade union may deviate from the statutory 

rules when determining the order of dismissals by concluding a local collective 

agreement, a so-called avtalsturlista.78 

The Swedish seniority rules, and the last-in-first-out principle, are potentially indirectly 

age-discriminatory (with a directly age-discriminatory element, in the way in which the 

employee’s age is decisive in situations when the period of employment of two or more 

employees is the same).79 However, there are signs that seniority rules such as these 

may be found acceptable according to EU law.80 

If the employee is actually dismissed, this employee has a priority right to re-

employment, a rule that facilitates access to employment for older workers. Any 

employment opening within nine months from the expiry of the former employment 

should be offered to employees dismissed by redundancy, on the condition that the 

                                                 
76 The health and safety officer shall participate in the planning of new premises, equipment, work processes and 
work organisation. If a particular task involves immediate or serious danger to the life or health of an employee 
and if no immediate remedy can be obtained through representations to the employer, the health and safety 
officer may order the suspension of that work pending a decision by the Swedish Work Environment Authority, 
Chapter 6 Section 7 of the Work Environment Act. 

77 See for example Labour Court judgements AD 1993:61, AD 1993:101, AD 1993:101 and AD 1995:152. 

78 The principal restriction is that the decided order of dismissals must not go against so-called good labour 
market practice, or be blatantly discriminatory or offensive, see Labour Court judgements AD 1983:107, 
AD 1996:114 and AD 2002:37. – An employer with at most ten employees may, before the order of dismissals is 
determined, exempt at most two employees who in the opinion of the employer are of particular importance for 
future activities, Section 22 subsection 2 LAS. 

79 Some directly age-discriminatory elements, such as providing extra protection for employees above the age of 
45, were removed from the (1982:80) Employment Protection Act in 2007. 

80 Compare the Opinion of Advocate-General Bot in Case C-555/07 Seda Kücükdeveci v. Swedex GmBH& Co. 
KG EU:C:2010:21, para. 43 and see further Haar and Rönnmar (2014). 
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employees are sufficiently qualified and have been employed in total for more than 12 

months during the last three years with the employer (Section 25 LAS). The order of 

employees being offered employment is decided in accordance with the last-in-first-out 

principle. 

In several EU Member States severance pay and other forms of compensation in 

redundancy situations, set by legislation or collective bargaining or negotiation with 

works councils (such as transition agreements in Sweden, are seniority-based and linked 

to length of service.81 At the same time older workers, having reached pre-retirement or 

retirement age, sometimes receive less or no compensation in such situations, with 

reference to their access to pensions and social security benefits. 

Transition agreements (trygghets- och omställningsavtal) cover all sectors (private and 

public, blue-collar, white-collar and professional employees) and large parts of the 

labour market. They constitute a key feature of Swedish labour law and collective 

bargaining, and an important complement to the statutory employment protection 

regulation on redundancy dismissals – but also to active labour market policies and 

unemployment insurance (there is no statutory severance payment).82 The transition 

agreements provide employees facing dismissal, owing to reasons of redundancy, 

different rights to severance pay and economic compensation and active transition 

support measures, by way of coaching, job-searching services, training and re-education 

etc. The agreements also provide support for employers in re-organisations and 

redundancy situations. The transition agreements are administered by transition 

foundations, set up by the social partners and collective bargaining, and the severance 

pay and transition support are financed by the employers, often through an insurance 

and premium-based scheme. 

The leading transition agreement, Omställningsavtalet (the SN-PTK Transition 

agreement) has been concluded by Svenskt Näringsliv (SN) and PTK (Council for 

Negotiation and Cooperation, a joint negotiation organisation of trade unions 

representing private-sector white-collar and professional employees) and covers private-

sector and white-collar and professional employees. 

                                                 
81 At the same time older workers, having reached pre-retirement or retirement age, sometimes receive less or no 
compensation in such situations, with reference to their access to pensions and social security benefits. – 
However, in the Ole Andersen case the CJEU found the Danish rule and practice of not paying severance to an 
employee in case of redundancy dismissal, when the employee was eligible for old-age pension, to be 
disproportionate, unjustifiable and age discriminatory – because the rule did not take into consideration whether 
or not the employee in question actually received old-age pension or continued to work; see Case C‐499/08 Ole 
Andersen v. Region Syddanmark [2010] ECR I-09343. Compare also C-546/11 Toftgaard v Indenrigs- og 
Sundhedsministeriet EU:C:2013:603. 

82 See Sebardt (2005). See also OECD (2015). 
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The SN-PTK Transition agreement initially declares that the main idea of the agreement 

is that the company continuously sets aside economic funds to be used in connection 

with redundancy situations. Thereby, in a redundancy situation, the company’s needs 

can be accommodated as regards the composition of the workforce as well as the 

dismissed employees’ demands for economic compensation and assistance in getting a 

new job. In a redundancy situation, this in turn implies an obligation for the parties 

involved to seek, at either party’s request, to reach a local collective agreement on the 

selection of employees to be dismissed (avtalsturlista). The parties have a common 

responsibility to ensure that the remaining workforce enables the company to achieve 

productivity, profit and competitiveness. The companies pay a fee to the transition fund, 

TRR Trygghetsrådet, to cover their activities, severance pay (avgångsersättningen, 

AGE) and the transition support (omställningsstödet). 

The aim of the SN-PTK Transition agreement is to mitigate the transition problems 

experienced by both employees and companies in redundancy situations, due to 

reorganisation, restructuring, rationalisation and economic loss. The employees made 

redundant shall receive financial aid during a transition period and help in finding a new 

job. Companies facing redundancy shall be provided with staffing conditions which, to 

the greatest extent possible, enable their future activity. Severance pay is awarded to an 

employee if the employee has; worked for a company connected to Trygghetsrådet and 

has been dismissed for reasons of redundancy; is at least 40 years old; has been 

permanently employed for a continuous period of five years in the company; and 

becomes unemployed when the employment relationship is terminated. Transition 

support can be offered to an employee who has worked at least 16 hours per week for 

one year with one and the same company and who has been dismissed for reasons of 

redundancy by a company connected to Trygghetsrådet. 

In recent years Svenskt Näringsliv and PTK have been in the process of renegotiating 

their transition agreement. However, these renegotiations failed in September 2015. 

At first glance, the transition agreements appear to apply to all employees. However, the 

agreements (such as the SN-PTK Transition agreement) establish different qualification 

criteria related to a certain age or period of employment for the granting of severance 

pay and transition support in a way that favours older workers and disfavours younger 

workers (and is potentially directly and indirectly age-discriminatory). Thus, their scope 

and benefit coverage is often seniority-based. At the same time, the way in which the 

SN-PTK Transition agreement presupposes, in redundancy situations, the conclusion of 

local collective agreements (avtalsturlistor), adapting or setting aside the statutory 

seniority rules based on length of employment and age only (with a requirement for 

sufficient qualifications), may favour younger workers in relation to older workers, 

compared to the application of the statutory employment protection regulation. 
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Furthermore, many transition agreements, including the SN-PTK Transition agreement, 

set a 65-year-age-limit, and employees above this age are not eligible for receiving 

severance pay or active transition support measures.83 

 

B3.3. Compulsory Retirement and Partial Retirement 
 
Rules on compulsory retirement reflect important links between labour law, 

employment protection and pension systems, and the substantial amount of case law 

from the CJEU in this area reveals that such schemes prevail in a number of EU 

Member States (and in some countries the compulsory retirement age has been 

increased as part of pension reform). However, compulsory retirement is not a general 

norm, and many different compulsory retirement rules can be found in the EU Member 

States.84 In some Member States rules on compulsory retirement have been abolished as 

a result of the introduction of a ban on age discrimination. A compulsory retirement age 

can be set by legislation, collective agreements or personal employment contracts. 

Compulsory retirement rules may provide for the automatic termination of the 

employment relationship when the employee reaches a certain age (for example the 

pensionable age) or imply a possibility for the employer to terminate the employment 

relationship at a specific age. Added to this are rules on pre-retirement for employees in 

specific professions. 

In Sweden compulsory retirement is regulated through the ‘67-year rule’ in the 

(1982:80) Employment Protection Act.85 An employee has a right to stay in employment 

up until the age of 67, when the employer may terminate the employment relationship 

after one month’s notice and without having to provide objective grounds for dismissal. 

If the employer does not make use of this possibility, the permanent employment 

relationship continues; however, it does so with limited employment protection (for 

example, the employee has one month’s notice, and is given no right of priority in 

accordance with seniority rules or rules on re-employment in redundancy situations). 

In the Hörnfeldt86 judgement, this Swedish system has been tried and found acceptable 

according to EU law. The CJEU found that according to Article 6(1) of the Employment 

Equality Directive the Swedish rule – which allows an employer to terminate an 

employee’s employment contract on the sole ground that the employee has reached the 

age of 67, and which does not take account of the level of the retirement pension which 

the person concerned will receive – is allowed, because that measure is objectively and 

                                                 
83 See Sjögren Lindquist and Wadensjö (2011), pp. 11 ff. 

84 Cf. See further O’Dempsey and Beale (2011). 

85 Sections 32a and 33. 

86 Case C-141/11 Hörnfeldt v. Posten Meddelande AB. 
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reasonably justified by a legitimate aim relating to employment policy and labour-

market policy and constitutes an appropriate and necessary means by which to achieve 

that aim. 

As we have seen many of the CJEU cases on age discrimination of older workers have 

dealt with compulsory retirement rules, and whether these rules are acceptable despite 

the ban on age discrimination. Compulsory retirement (in contrast with the general 

question of pensionable age87) is covered by the Employment Equality Directive, and 

the CJEU basically deems rules on compulsory retirement to be age-discriminatory. 

However, in many cases the CJEU has accepted such compulsory retirement rules and 

found them justifiable. The Member States and the social partners have been given a 

broad margin of appreciation, and when applying Article 6(1) the CJEU has found the 

differences of treatment on grounds of age to be objectively and reasonably justified by 

the legitimate aims, such as intergenerational fairness in terms of access to employment, 

prevention of humiliating forms of termination of employment, and a reasonable 

balance between labour market and budgetary concerns. 

In the Hörnfeldt case the CJEU stated that ‘the automatic termination of the 

employment contracts for employees who meet the conditions as regards age and 

contributions paid for the liquidation of their pension rights has, for a long time, been a 

feature of employment law in many Member States and is widely used in employment 

relationships’.88 In the Rosenbladt case the CJEU stated, in relation to intergenerational 

fairness, that the practice of compulsory retirement reflected a longstanding political and 

social consensus in Germany based on the ‘notion of sharing employment between the 

generations. The termination of the employment contracts of those employees directly 

benefits young workers by making it easier for them to find work, which is otherwise 

difficult at a time of chronic unemployment. The rights of older workers are, moreover, 

adequately protected as most of them wish to stop working as soon as they are able to 

retire, and the pension they receive serves as a replacement income once they lose their 

salary’.89 

The CJEU’s case law so far indicates that compulsory retirement at a set (65+) age is 

seen to meet the Employment Equality Directive’s requirements, provided there is a 

reasonable system of pensions in place.90 In its case law the CJEU has also referred to 

the fact that a rule on compulsory retirement does not necessarily mean a definite 

withdrawal from the labour market from the point of view of the individual. Working 

                                                 
87 Cf. the preamble paragraph 14, which states that ‘This Directive shall be without prejudice to national 
provisions laying down retirement ages’. 

88 Case C-141/11 Hörnfeldt v Posten Meddelande AB, judgment of 5 July 2012, para. 28. 

89 Case C-45/09 Rosenbladt v Oellerking Gebaudereinigungsges. mbH [2010] ECR I-09391, para. 43. 

90 See further Numhauser-Henning and Rönnmar ( 2013). 
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life can continue, often in fixed-term employment, as in Swedish law with its unlimited 

access to fixed-term employment for employees above the age of 67 years. The CJEU 

has also decided some cases on compulsory retirement of specific professional groups or 

premature retirement, and here the Court has applied a stricter standard for 

justification.91 

The CJEU’s acceptance of rules on compulsory retirement – often in terms of 

justification on grounds of intergenerational fairness in relation to younger workers and 

their access to employment – contravene the promotion of active ageing and efforts to 

prolong working lives for older workers. However, an abolishment of compulsory 

retirement requires alternative ways of ending the employment relationship, such as 

voluntary retirement (encouraged with financial incentives) or performance 

management (followed by a possible dismissal on grounds of lack of performance). This 

entails a risk of weakening employment protection before actual retirement age.92 

The CJEU’s reasoning also contrasts with economic research on the ‘lump of labour 

fallacy’ which opposes propositions that compulsory (or premature) retirement schemes 

will help to combat youth unemployment or that older workers crowd younger workers 

out of the labour market.93 Swedish labour law, industrial relations and collective 

bargaining lack a clear intergenerational dimension, as well as an articulated debate on 

intergenerational solidarity or conflict. The interests of younger and older workers, and 

the labour market inclusion of these groups, are to a large degree dealt with separately 

and in parallel. The strategies to combat youth unemployment and to promote active 

ageing and a prolonged working life for older workers, respectively, are largely seen as 

separate, equally important and non-conflicting strategies. The idea that older workers 

(for example, through early retirement) should make room for younger workers is alien 

to the Swedish context.94 

Flexible working time and work environment adaption may also assist in increasing the 

labour market participation of older workers and prolonging working life. In the 

Swedish labour market, several collective agreements, for both blue-collar and white-

collar employees, offer possibilities for employees to apply for partial retirement from 

the age of 60 or 62.95 Provisions on partial retirement for older workers were, for 

example, recently included in collective agreements in the industry sector, 

Teknikavtalen, between Teknikarbetsgivarna and the blue-collar trade union IF Metall 

                                                 
91 See, for example Case C-447/09 Prigge and Others v Deutsche Lufthansa AG [2011] ECR I-08003) and Case 
C-286/12 European Commission v. Hungary [2013]. 

92 See Numhauser-Henning (2013). 

93 See, for example Dewhurst (2013), with further references and the Government Inquiry Report SOU 2013:25. 

94 See further Rönnmar (2014). 

95 See National Mediation Office (2014), 137. 
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and the white-collar and professional employees’ trade unions Unionen/Sveriges 

Ingenjörer, respectively. According to Teknikavtalet IF Metall employees can apply for 

a right to partial retirement from the age of 60 years. If partial retirement is granted, the 

employment contract is transformed into a part-time employment contract. The 

employer can deny the application for partial retirement if, from an objective 

perspective, the partial retirement in question could cause a considerable disturbance in 

the business or activity. In the contracting parties’ Common Commentary to these 

provisions, they clarify that their starting point is that employees in the future must work 

longer and up to a higher age than today. For many employees this will result in 

pressures that make it necessary to work somewhat less at the end of working life by 

decreasing the degree of activity from full-time to part-time. The aim of the provisions 

of partial retirement is thus to provide an opportunity for a longer working life and 

create fruitful conditions for generational renewal.96 The background to the agreements 

on partial retirement is found in the systems on working-time reduction, where a part of 

the growth and productivity increase has been taken out as working-time reduction. 

Some of the productivity increase is now used for partial retirement instead of wage 

increases. The funds set aside can also be used for ordinary occupational pension 

benefits. The employers’ organisations and trade unions involved in these agreements 

all agree that it will take a long time before adequate funds are built up to finance partial 

retirement, fully or to a large degree.97 

The aim of the provisions of partial retirement is to provide an opportunity for a longer 

working life and create fruitful conditions for generational renewal. In line with the 

strategy on active ageing, this right to partial retirement is not about early retirement or 

about making room for younger workers. Instead it is a question of prolonging working 

life from the individual (older) employee’s perspective. These collective agreements 

also have some, more indirect, intergenerational elements. Apart from prolonging 

working life for older workers, it is hoped that the partial retirement of older workers 

will also lead to a corresponding recruitment of younger workers. A crucial question for 

the realisation of the right to partial retirement is of course the level of economic 

compensation. Here, a long-term perspective must be applied in relation to the build-up 

of adequate funds for partial retirement pension benefits. 

 

                                                 
96 The provisions on partial retirement in Teknikavtalet Unionen/Sveriges Ingenjörer are, in principle, the same. 

97 Both Teknikföretagen and Unionen pointed to these agreements as examples of the autonomous collective 
bargaining system, and a successful way of regulating an issue before it is dealt with by legislation. There is 
great competence among older workers that the companies want to utilize for a longer time. However, the idea of 
partial retirement is somewhat controversial. Within Svenskt Näringsliv, four out of five main sectors have 
concluded similar agreements (i.e. industry, trade, transport and building), but the employers’ organisation 
within the services sector, Almega, has refused to conclude agreements on partial retirement. 
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B4. Social Security Law 
 
The pension system and the sickness and unemployment insurance are important parts 

of the Swedish social security system with close links to labour law. The conditions for 

earning and receiving pension and unemployment and sickness benefits may impact on 

‘Stayers’ in the Swedish labour market, and hinder or facilitate the labour market 

participation of older workers and a prolonged working life. Social security law is an 

area of law subjected to frequent legislative changes. 

Pension systems are often made up of public, occupational and private pensions, and 

basic pension can often be combined with income-related pension. Against the backdrop 

of an ageing population, pension systems in many countries have been reformed or are 

in the process of being reformed with the aim of achieving better sustainability. General 

and global trends in pension reform refer to an increase in the pensionable age or the 

introduction of a flexible pensionable age, a lowering of benefits, longer earnings 

periods (or life-long average earnings) and an adaptation to life expectancy. 

The Swedish pension system was reformed in the late 1990s, following broad political 

consensus.98 Increased pension costs, slow growth and the demographical outlook 

formed a background, and the aim was the achievement of sustainable pensions. The 

pension system is built on a life-time earnings principle and a flexible retirement age. 

The system provides freedom to combine work with pensions, and both employees and 

self-employed persons can earn pension benefits. The pension system has three 

components: income pension, based on a person’s full life-time earnings and financed 

on a pay-as-you-go-basis; premium pension, a smaller, funded part of the income-based 

pension, invested in a fund of the individual’s own choice or in a ‘default’ fund; and 

guarantee pension, which provides a basic income for all persons, irrespective of earlier 

earnings.99 Statutory income pension is payable from the age of 61, and guarantee 

pension can be claimed from the age of 65. However, the pension amount will increase 

the longer retirement is postponed, and the financial incentives for postponing 

retirement are strong.100 The average retirement age is about 65 years, which is high in a 

comparative European perspective.101 The statutory pension system is complemented by 

collectively bargained occupational pension schemes, which cover about 90 per cent of 

                                                 
98 See Chapters 53 to 74 in the (2010:110) Social Insurance Code. 

99 The social security system also provides a means-tested housing supplement for pensioners. – Contributions 
are paid jointly by the employee and the employer or social insurance.  

100 Cf. the Government Inquiry Report SOU 2013:25 and Norberg (2013). 

101 In 2012 the average retirement age was 64.6 years, see Government Inquiry Report SOU 2013:25, 123 f.  
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the Swedish workforce. Occupational pensions can normally be paid from the age of 

55.102 

In 2013 a Government Inquiry, the ‘Pensionable Age Inquiry’, aimed at reviewing 

different pension-related age limits and analysing different ways to prolong working 

life, presented its Report. Even though the number of hours worked by older workers is 

increasing, the increase has been found to be too slow to be sustainable, given the 

increasing life expectancy, the dependency ratio, and costs for pensions, health care and 

the welfare system in general. The Inquiry Report therefore proposed a number of 

measures, including initiatives to improve the working environment, strengthen 

opportunities for older persons to preserve and develop their skills, increase 

information, strengthen the financial incentives and combat age discrimination. These 

measures will help in the long term to ensure a higher actual retirement age. 

The Inquiry Report also proposed changes to different pension-related age limits to 

increase the actual retirement age and the number of hours worked by older people 

already in the short term. The introduction of a recommended retirement age (related to 

the development of average life expectancy) was proposed. This should be a clear, 

default alternative for the retirement of older persons who wish to achieve an acceptable 

pension. Pension-related age limits could then be linked to this recommended retirement 

age. Against this background the Inquiry Report proposed, for example, to raise the 61-

year age limit for the earliest age at which people are entitled to draw their pension to 62 

years in 2015; to raise the age limit referred to in the (1982:80) Employment Protection 

Act from 67 to 69 in 2016; and in 2017 to raise the 55-year age limit for occupational 

and private pensions to 62 years.103 The proposals are still pending. The government has 

announced that its intention is to present a Bill to parliament to be decided on before the 

next general election in 2018. In discussions about the ‘Pensionable Age Inquiry’ the 

social partners emphasised the value of collective bargaining autonomy, and warned 

against state interference in the occupational pension system.104 In the spring of 2016 the 

government appointed Göran Hägglund and Göran Johnsson, senior politician and trade 

union leader, respectively, to lead tripartite talks with the social partners on necessary 

reforms of the occupational pension agreements in order to prolong working life. 

                                                 
102 See Government Inquiry Report Ds 2013:35, p. 17. Added to this are private pension insurances. See also T. 
Erhag, ‘Changing Normative Patterns in Statutory Old-Age Pensions: Reflections on the Development Due to 
Pension Reform and EU Citizenship’ in A. Numhauser-Henning and M. Rönnmar (eds), Normative Patterns and 
the Legal Development in the Social Dimension of the EU (Hart Publishing, Oxford 2013).   

103 See Government Inquiry Report SOU 2013:25. 

104 See, for example, the remit responses from TCO and SACO. – Furthermore, the employers’ organisation 
Svenskt Näringsliv argued in their remit response that to increase the compulsory retirement age to 69 years 
might increase employers’ hesitance towards employer older workers.  
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The Swedish sickness insurance is regulated in the (2010:110) Social Insurance Code.105 

The sickness insurance covers both employees and self-employed persons, and is based 

on the income replacement principle.106 An employee receives sick pay from the 

employer for the first 14 days of the sick period. The first sick day is a waiting period, 

and the employee will not receive any compensation. For longer periods of absence 

from work due to illness a person receives sickness benefit, administered by the Social 

Insurance Agency (Försäkringskassan).107 108 There is no upper age limit for claiming 

sick pay. However, specific – more restricted – rules apply for sickness benefit for 

persons above the age of 65.109 

The Swedish unemployment insurance is regulated in the (1997:238) Act on 

Unemployment Insurance. The unemployment insurance covers both employees and 

self-employed persons.110 The unemployment insurance is made up of a universal basic 

insurance and a voluntary income replacement insurance, both administered by private 

unemployment insurance funds, traditionally affiliated with trade unions according to 

the so-called Ghent system.111 The basic conditions apply to all applicants regardless of 

the type of benefits in question. The jobseeker must be partially or completely 

unemployed, be able to work at least 3 hours every working day and at least 17 hours 

per week, be prepared to accept suitable work when so offered, be registered at the 

public employment service, and actively seek suitable work.112 In order to receive 

benefits according to the income replacement insurance the membership condition113 

                                                 
105 See Chapters 23 to 41 in the (2010:110) Social Insurance Code. See also the (1991:1047) Act on Sick Pay. 

106 See, for example, Stendahl (2015). 

107 The sickness benefit is approximately 80 % of a person’s annual income (den sjukpenninggrundande 
inkomsten, SGI), as long as the annual income does not exceed 7.5 times the price base amount 
(prisbasbeloppet). 

108 Assessment of entitlement to sickness benefit is made according to the so-called rehabilitation chain, whereby 
a person’s entitlement to sickness benefit, in principle, is assessed in relation to the carrying out of the a person’s 
normal work, any work for the employer and any work on the regular labour market, see further Norberg (2011). 
Furthermore, there are rules on sickness compensation in cases of permanently impaired work capacity. 

109 See Sjögren Lindquist and Wadensjö (2011), pp. 16 ff. – When a person has reached the age of 65 and 
subsequently had sickness benefit for 180 days, the Social Insurance Agency may decide that the person is no 
longer entitled to sickness benefit. As of the month a person turns 70, he or she is only entitled to sickness 
benefit for 180 days. 

110 However, some specific rules apply for self-employed persons. According to Section 35 of the Act self-
employed persons must cease their commercial activities in order to be viewed as unemployed and able to claim 
benefits. 

111 See further Kjellberg (2009) pp. 481–504. – In 2007 the Swedish centre-right government raised fees for 
union unemployment funds, and in 2008 unemployment insurance fund fees were more closely linked to the rate 
of unemployment among the members of each fund. As a result, union membership (fund membership included) 
became more expensive, and union density fell. 

112 Section 9 of the Act. 

113 Membership for twelve months prior to the first day of unemployment. 
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and the work condition114 must be fulfilled.115 The right to claim unemployment benefits 

ceases at the age of 65.116 

In 2012, when the government proposed to extend the ban on age discrimination to 

areas beyond working life (thereby going beyond the requirements of EU law, see 

further above Section 2), the 65-year-age limits in the sickness and unemployment 

insurances and their justification were discussed.. Now, according to Chapter 2 Section 

14 of the (2008:567) Non-Discrimination Act, discrimination is prohibited with regard 

to social insurance and related benefit systems and unemployment insurance. However, 

Section 14b also clarifies that the ban on age discrimination does not prevent the 

application of statutory provisions in which a certain age is prescribed – such as the 65-

year-age limits –or other differential treatment on grounds of age if the differential 

treatment serves a legitimate purpose and the means that are used are appropriate and 

necessary to achieve that purpose. 117 

The statutory sickness insurance and unemployment insurance were reformed in 2008 

with the aim to enable an earlier return to work.118 This controversial reform was later 

modified in different ways in order to mitigate some far-reaching negative consequences 

for certain groups of vulnerable persons, and to increase their protection.119 The 

statutory sickness and unemployment insurances are complemented by other, 

collectively bargained or privately contracted, schemes. 120 

                                                 
114 The work condition is fulfilled if the unemployed person has had gainful employment within a twelve month 
period immediately prior to the commencement of unemployment, for at least six months and at least 80 hours 
per calendar month, or for 480 hours during a consecutive period of 6 calendar months and at least 50 hours 
during each of these months. 

115 A person receiving basic insurance benefit receives a fixed daily amount of SEK 365. A person receiving loss 
of income insurance benefit receives an amount based on his or her previous income from gainful employment. 
During the first 200 days, the beneficiary receives 80 per cent of previous earnings up to a maximum daily 
amount (of SEK 910 during days 0–100, and thereafter SEK 760). 

116 See Sjögren Lindquist and Wadensjö (2011), p. 8. Furthermore, rules coordinating the unemployment 
insurance and the state and occupational pension may affect an individual’s incentive to be available for work 
after the age of 61. 

117 See Government Bill prop. 2011/12:159, pp. 55 ff. 

118 See Government Bill prop. 2007/08:136. 

119 See Government Inquiry Report SOU 2013:25. – See also Norberg (2014) for an analysis of the historical 
development of the sickness and unemployment insurances and their differences and complex interplay.  

120 Another way to promote increased labour market participation of older workers and a prolonged working life 
is to create specific tax incentives for older workers. Thus, according to Swedish law employers paid lower 
social contributions (so-called särskild löneskatt) for employees above the age of 65, and persons above the age 
of 65 pay less taxes (so-called höjt jobbskatteavdrag) than younger persons. However, in 2015 the social 
contributions for employees above the age of 65 were increased again. See also Laun (2012). 
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The ‘Pensionable Age Inquiry’ proposed that the age limits in social insurance and 

related social benefits, such as sickness and unemployment insurance, in normal cases 

be adjusted upwards in pace with the increase in average life expectancy. 

B5. Concluding Remarks 
 
This section aims to present and analyse the legal framework for older workers and 

‘Stayers’ in the Swedish labour market, and to discuss the ways in which the legal 

framework facilitates or hinders labour market participation and a prolonged working 

life.  

Older workers today are both vulnerable (due to ageism, antiquated training and 

qualifications, physical capability etc.) and empowered (due to experience, loyalty, 

motivation, mental capability etc.). The labour market situation of older workers in 

Sweden is good in comparative European terms. In 2014 the employment rate of older 

workers in the age group 55–64 was 74 per cent. However, the average retirement age is 

still (only) about 65 years. 

Age discrimination law is complex, and reflects a tension between the human rights 

rationale and the economic/market rationale, as well as between the individual-rights 

approach and the collective-interest approach. Age has traditionally played an important 

role in labour markets and labour law, and continues to do so. EU and Swedish law 

contain a ban on age discrimination – and Swedish law has gone even further than EU 

law and expanded the scope of the ban beyond working life, to areas such as social 

security and health care, of great importance for older workers and older citizens. 

However, Article 6(1) of the Employment Equality Directive121 provides that 

differences of treatment on grounds of age do not constitute discrimination if they are 

objectively and reasonably justified by a legitimate aim, including legitimate 

employment policy, labour market and vocational training objectives, and if the means 

of achieving that aim are appropriate and necessary. The Member States and the social 

partners enjoy a broad margin of appreciation when it comes to justifying differential 

treatment on grounds of age. In principle, EU age discrimination law thus enables direct 

and indirect age-related regulation. In Sweden some age-related regulation of relevance 

for older workers still exists in labour law, collective bargaining and social security law, 

such as specific fixed-term employment contracts for older workers, seniority rules in 

redundancy dismissals, seniority-based severance pay in transition agreements, 

compulsory retirement and age-limits in the pension, sickness insurance and 

unemployment insurance systems and complementary collectively bargained systems. 

                                                 
121 See also Chapter 2 Section 2 p. 4 of the (2008:567) Swedish Non-Discrimination Act. 
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Flexible forms of work refer, for example, to fixed-term work, temporary agency work 

and self-employment. The general scope for fixed-term work in Sweden has broadened 

through the introduction of general fixed-term employment. In many EU Member States 

specific fixed-term employment contracts for older workers are used as a means to 

prolong working life. In Sweden the unlimited access to fixed-term employment for 

employees above the compulsory retirement age of 67 years serves the same purpose. 

The vulnerability of older workers has influenced the design and content of employment 

protection regulation in Sweden, and special protection for older workers is afforded. 

There is a general and important rule that sickness or old age does not constitute just 

cause for dismissal. In this context employment protection regulation interplays in 

important ways with regulation on work environment and rehabilitation. According to 

the (1977:160) Work Environment Act the employer has a general responsibility to 

secure a healthy and safe work environment, and to implement general and individual 

work environment adaptation. The statutory seniority rules, and the last-in-first-out 

principle, protect older workers and are potentially indirectly age-discriminatory. The 

transition agreements (whose scope and benefit coverage often are seniority-based) 

complement the statutory employment protection regulation on redundancy dismissals 

as well as active labour market policies and the unemployment insurance. The 

employment protection regulation is constantly debated. Employment protection and 

seniority rules are seen by some as affording necessary protection for older workers, 

while others view them as barriers for the entry of younger workers into the labour 

market. Developments in the area of employment protection partly reflect a shift from 

the protection of older workers within the framework of traditional employment 

protection to an emphasis on flexicurity, employability, active ageing and a prolonged 

working life. Thus, the key challenge is not to secure employment protection in the 

current job, but to extend working life to and beyond pensionable age and invest in 

training and employability in relation to the labour market as a whole.122 

Swedish law provides for rules on compulsory retirement at the age of 67, and these 

rules have been tried by the CJEU against the ban on age discrimination, and been found 

acceptable. The acceptance of rules on compulsory retirement contravenes active ageing 

and efforts to prolong working lives for older workers. At the same time an abolishment 

of compulsory retirement risks weakening employment protection even before 

retirement age. 

Existing collective agreements on partial retirement aim to provide an opportunity for a 

longer working life and to create fruitful conditions for generational renewal. Thus, 

partial retirement in this context is not about early retirement or making room for 

younger workers. 
                                                 
122 See further Rönnmar et al. (2016).  
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The Swedish pension system underwent a crucial reform relatively early in comparative 

terms to achieve sustainable pensions and prolong working life for older workers. 

However, further reform is seen as necessary, and now the issue of an increased 

pensionable age is in focus. 

Despite rules on compulsory retirement, older persons can continue to work in Sweden 

beyond the age of 67 – by way of continued permanent employment with the current 

employer (although with weaker employment protection), fixed-term employment with 

the current or new employers, as a temporary agency worker or as a self-employed 

person. 

The age limits in labour law and social security law related to older workers, retirement 

and a prolonged working life are not coherent. The pension system is built on a flexible 

retirement age, the statutory compulsory retirement age is set at the age of 67 in the 

(1982:80) Employment Protection Act and the eligibility and benefit coverage in the 

sickness and unemployment insurance schemes and several complementary collective 

bargained schemes, such as the transition agreements, change or come to an end at the 

age of 65.123 This incoherence creates a ‘gap’ in the protection of ‘Stayers’ between the 

age of 65 and 67, and weakens efforts and incentives to increase the average retirement 

age and prolong working life. Also the ‘Pensionable Age Inquiry’ emphasised that these 

age limits outside the pension system and the compulsory retirement rules can 

counteract an increase in the retirement age, and need to be adjusted.124 

Labour law and social security law, including complementary collective bargaining 

regulation, interplay in crucial ways to influence pension norms. And, to change 

existing pension norms has proven difficult. According to Numhauser-Henning rules on 

compulsory retirement form part of a pension norm, prevailing in Sweden and in many 

Member States of the EU, which implies that there is ‘a right and a duty to retire at a 

certain age’.125 This pension norm contravenes the promotion of active ageing, and 

complicates efforts to make older workers work until and beyond pensionable age. 

Alternative pension norms, more in line with active ageing, would imply that ‘you have 

both a right and a duty to work according to your abilities’, and ‘to retire is a personal 

and individual choice’. 

To conclude, the development towards increasing employment rates among older 

workers and increasing retirement ages must be intensified. Barriers for the labour 

market participation of older workers in Sweden must be removed, and creative and 

efficient solutions and regulatory and policy measures need to be found. Ageism in 
                                                 
123 Furthermore, occupational pension benefits can be claimed already at the age of 55 years. 

124 See, for example, Sjögren Lindquist and Wadensjö (2011), p. 7 and Government Inquiry Report SOU 
2013:25. 

125 Numhauser-Henning (2013) 
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working life must be counteracted, both through adequate and effectively implemented 

age discrimination law and through information about the knowledge, experience and 

capability of older workers. There is a need for a diversified and proactive approach, 

including a dynamic interplay between and mutual re-enforcement of labour law and 

social security law, and legislation and collective bargaining, respectively. In order to 

promote active ageing and a prolonged working life investments must also be made in 

training and competence development for older workers and working time regimes and 

the work environment need to be adapted. 
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Section C: Older workers in the Swedish Labour Market: 
Trends and Evolution 

 

C1. Overall trends in older workers’ and seniors’ employment  
 

Over the last 30 years, Sweden has like many other industrialized countries experienced 

a clear shortening of working life due principally to the conjunction of a later entry into 

the labour market (lengthening of educational period) and an earlier exit from the labour 

market. However, the employment rate among older workers126 in 2015 was by 

international standard one of the highest, namely 73.2 per cent for Swedish men and 

66.7 per cent for Swedish women (Statistics Sweden, 2016).  The employment rate of 

older workers have been increasing as have the employment rates of senior workers (65 

years or older), an increase by almost 7 percentage points during the last decade from 

9.9  per cent in 2005 to 16.4 per cent in 2015 (20.8 per cent for men and 12.2 per cent 

for women in 2015).  The average effective exit age from the labour market is the 

highest in the EU and there is, since the turn of the century, reflecting a clear tendency 

to a postponement of exit from the labour market. The average exit age from the labour 

force rose by almost three years  between 2001 and 2014, from 62.9 to 64.7 years old 127 

(OECD,  2015). 

 

As in other post-industrial societies, the employment rate of Swedish men has steadily 

decreased since the 1950s, and this decrease has been particularly pronounced among 

older workers. In the aftermath of the deep recession of the early 1990s, the employment 

rate among male workers aged 55-64 years reached its lowest level in 1994, with 64 per 

cent, (see Figure C1, below). The continuous decline in male older workers’ 

employment rate came to an halt during the second half of the  1990s,  the negative 

trend reversed and the employment rate of male older workers attained 77,0   per cent in 

2015, a level which is similar to the level of 1981128. 

 

The employment rate of elderly women has on the other hand increased steadily, and 

converged with the male employment rate during the 1990s. Since 1993, the gender gap 

in elderly workers’ employment rates has been around 5 percentage points. As can be 

seen in Figure C1, a  dramatic drop in employment rates of older workers  occurred in 

                                                 
126 We distinguish two categories of elderly citizen: “older individuals” aged 55-64 years and “senior individuals 
“aged 65 or older.  Senior workers correspond also to our  “Stayers” in  our survey and  the following sections 
127 65.2 years old for men and 64.2 years old for women in 2014. The effective age of retirement is based on 
changes in participation rates by 5-year age cohorts (40 years and older) over 5 years intervals ( see OECD, 
2008) 
128 The overall employment rates for persons aged 25-54 years old in 2015 was 85,6 per cent ( 89,9 per cent for 
men and 83,3 per cent for women. 
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connection to the severe economic recession in 1991 reflecting  the use of early 

retirement schemes.  

 
Figure C1: Trends in employment rates of older workers (55 – 64 years old), Sweden 
1970 - 2015 
 

 
 
Source: Labour Force Survey, Statistics Sweden (2016)  
  
 

Since the turn of the century, senior workers’ (65-74 years old) employment rate has 

also  been on the rise (See Figure C2) for both men and women. The female 

employment rate among senior citizens has doubled during last decade from 6.1 in 2001 

to 12.2 per cent in 2015.  

 

 Figure C2: Trends in employment rates of senior  workers (65 – 74 years old), Sweden 
2001 - 2015 
 

 

 
Source: Labour Force Survey, Statistics Sweden (2016)  
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The increase of male senior employment rate has been lower (an increase with 70 per 

cent, from 13.1 to 20.8 per cent).  By contrast to older workers (55-64 years old) the 

gender gap among senior workers is remained almost unchanged during last fifteen 

years (around 8 percentage points). 

 

The rise of employment rates of older workers and the average age of retirement at  the 

turn of the century in Sweden can also be found in several OECD-countries (OECD 

2008). A central reason put forward in the literature is the increased educational 

attainment of older workers, as a result of the expansion of higher education in the 

1960s and 1970s (See e.g. Maestas and Zissimopoulos, 2010). The employment rates 

are continually higher for older Swedish workers with a university degree or similar 

(level 5-6 according to the International Standard Classification of Education, ISCE). 

Senior workers with completed compulsory schooling or less (ISCE 0 - 2) exhibit a 

significantly lower employment rate. Interestingly, the size of population aged 50-74 

with a university degree or similar increased by around 52 per cent between 1998 and 

2015 (Statistics Sweden, 2016), which indicates that a cohort effect probably explains a 

significant part of the later retirement trend in Sweden. 

A second explanation of the increased in the overall employment rates amongst elderly 

workers is the notable increase of female labour supply since the beginning of the 

1970s, resulting in cohorts of older women staying longer on the labour market than 

previous cohorts. In addition, it is often suggested that the use of leisure time between 

spouses is complementary, leading to a later retirement of husbands with wives staying 

longer in the labour market (See e.g. Schirle, 2008). As noted in the previous section, a 

number of institutional reforms partly explain this trend reversal; The comprehensive 

Swedish pension reform (1994 – 1999), by gradually introducing a contribution defined 

pension system with flexible retirement age and benefit level heavily tied to work 

history has created strong incentives to delay the decision to retire thereby postponing 

the exit from the labour market (See section B). In addition, the alternative exit routes 

throughout Unemployment Insurance (UI) and Disability Pensions have been 

progressively restricted and closed.  Last but not least since the mid 1990s sustained 

economic growth has surely had a positive effect on older worker’s employment 

situation; the fact also that employment growth has concentrated in the service sector 

might also partly explain the rise of employment rates among older workers since the 

mid 1990s. 
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C2. Industry and Occupational structure among senior workers  
 
Looking at the employment distribution by industry, senior workers (65 years or older) 

are over-represented in male dominated Agriculture/Forest industries but under-

represented in manufacturing and information/communication industries (See Eurostat, 

2016).  In spite of similar gendered patterns of labour market integration, the Swedish 

labour market remains by international standard heavily gender segregated. Female 

senior workers are overrepresented in Human health and social work activities as well 

as education clearly illustrating the fact that women remain the main providers of 

formal health care, child- and elderly care. Previous studies have revealed a positive 

cross-country correlation between elderly female employment rates and the size of 

formal market care regimes.129 The reason is that informal care given within the families 

remains unevenly distributed between men and women and that the increase of female 

labour force participation leads to the outsourcing of care services to the formal care 

market.  The high employment rate of Swedish older women can partly be ascribed to 

the direct positive effect of the creation of a formal care market, since the care sector 

remains a clear female dominated sector and indirectly since the negative impact of 

informal care giving on female labour supply130 can be expected to be lower in countries 

characterised by highly institutionalised systems and a high provision of child- and 

eldercare. This seems confirmed by Kotsadam (2009) that found that the negative 

impact on female labour supply of time spent on informal eldercare is significantly 

higher in countries with a weak formal care market and more pronounced gendered care 

norms; as for instance in the Mediterranean countries compared to the Scandinavian 

countries. 

 

C3. Self-employment and temporary employment among older and senior 
workers 

 
C3.1 Self-employment among older and senior workers 

 

By international standards, the incidence of self-employment is relatively low in 

Sweden. According to the Labour Force Surveys (Statistics Sweden, 2016), self-

                                                 
129 As stressed in Anxo and Fagan (2005) and Simonazzi (2009), in the Mediterranean countries but also in 
France families are still legally bound to take care of elderly people; in continental Europe family responsibilities 
are regulated implicitly while in the UK and Sweden there is no family obligation stipulated by law and the 
entitlement to a minimum level of service is universal and individualized. 
130 Both at at the extensive  margin (labour force participation) and intensive margins (working hours given 
participation) 
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employed men  accounted for 12.4  per cent of  total male employment (20-64 years 

old), while the share of female self-employed was 5.7 per cent131  

As shown in Table C1 below the proportion of self-employed workers does increase 

considerably after the age of 65, from 13,3 per cent for older workers (55-64) to almost 

42 per cent among senior workers (65-74 years old). 

 

Table C1: Employment and contract forms, by age and gender 
In percent, Sweden 2015 

 
 Open-ended 

Contracts 
Short-term 
Contracts 

Self-employed All 

All 
55-64 years old 
65-74 years old 

 
80.5  
34.2   

 
6.1  
23.9  

 
13.3  
41.9  

 
100 
100 

Men 
55-64 years old 
65-74 years old 

 
75.1  
30.3  

 
5.8  
19.3  

 
19.1  
50.3  

 
100 
100 

Women 
55-64 years old 
65-74 years old 

 
86.3  
40.6  

 
6.4 
31.3  

 
7.2  
28.2  

 
100 
100 

 
Source: Labour Force Survey, Statistics Sweden (2016) 
 
 
It has been pointed out that many senior workers, in particular in the US, makes use of 

self-employment as a bridge between dependent employment and complete withdrawal 

from the labour force, and is often a way of combining labour earnings and retirement 

benefits (See e.g. Fuchs, 1982 and Bruce et. al, 2000). In the Swedish context, one 

reasonable explanation of the significant increase of self-employment after the age of 65 

is that it is beneficial for both employers and employees to end the employment 

contract, allowing employees to claim occupational pension schemes while still 

working. The worker continues to work for his/her former employer as an independent 

contractor or consultant (self-employed, freelance), which lower the costs for the 

employer. The worker, on the other hand, may value a freer role in the organization and 

use self-employment as a means of gradual retirement. During the last decade the share 

of self-employed among elderly workers (65-74 years old) has been almost unchanged. 

 

C3.2  Temporary employmen  among older and senior workers 
 

Temporary employment has increased in Sweden since the beginning of the 1990s. In 

1990, the share of fixed-term contracts among dependent employees was around 10 per 

cent. In 2015, this share had increased to around 14 per cent. The various forms of fixed 

term contracts (on-call, replacement, project work, probationary period) are regulated by 

the 1974 Swedish Employment Protection Act (See Section B). The law states that, 
                                                 
131 The overall share of self-employed in the age group 25-54 years was 8,9  per cent in 2015, Statistics Sweden 
(2016). 
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unless otherwise stipulated, an employment contract is valid until further notice. Since 

1997, it is possible for the employer to hire workers for a fixed duration without having 

to specify a particular reason, provided that such contracts are not for extended periods 

of time.132 As stressed in section B, an important element in Swedish labour market 

legislation is that collective agreements may entail not only higher, but also lower levels 

of protection. From 1997, collective agreements on the local level may lead to more 

liberal regulations on fixed term contracts than stipulated in the statutory law. Holmlund 

and Storrie (2002) have shown that temporary employees in Sweden are more prone to 

exit the labour force and that the inflow into temporary employment originates mainly 

from the unemployed. Consistent with this finding, there is a high rate of temporary 

employment among young workers (15-24 years old ) but also among workers older 

than 65 years (See Table C1)133. It is not surprising that temporary employment is 

increasing drastically amongst senior workers, considering the reduced employment 

protection after the age 67 (see section B). Persons who are 67 years old or older can be 

employed on a fixed term contract, without any official motivations and time limits.  

 

C4. Working time patterns among older and senior workers   
 
Regarding working time across the life course, the average number of weekly working 

hours for employees reveals  that working time remains fairly stable up to the age 

interval 55-64 and is significantly reduced thereafter. In 2015, average weekly working 

hours was 39,5 hours for people between 45-54, 38 hours for older workers and dropped 

to 25,3 hours for senior workers (Statistics Sweden, 2016).. The gendered pattern of 

part-time employment is  also fairly constant up to the age of 64. In the age bracket 24-

49 years old, the high incidence of female part-time employment is a reflection of the 

specificity of Swedish work-life balance strategy and a way for mothers to combine 

employment and family commitments. Living as a couple or having children is no 

longer associated with a withdrawal by women from the labour market in Sweden, 

unlike in Southern European countries where marriage or living as a couple is still 

associated with a drop in employment rates (Anxo et al. 2006). Much of the working-

time reduction of mothers occurs within the parental leave system, which is by 

international standard generous and flexible. The continued and slightly increased rate 

of part-time employment among workers aged 50 years and older is less straightforward 

to explain. It can be a result of rigidities in the labour market where employers are 

                                                 
132 “If an employee has been employed for a period of five years by an employer either for a general fixed-term 
employment for in aggregate more than two years, or as a substitute for in aggregate more than two years, the 
employment is transformed into indefinite-term employment. (SFS 2007:391)” (Employment Protection Act, 
1982). 
133 During the last decade the share of temporary workers among older workers (65-74 years old) has slightly 
increase. 
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unwilling to increase the working-time of older workers134. It can also be related to work 

injury, partial disability and gradual retirement schemes.  The share of part-time 

employment increases considerably for senior workers, up to around 65 per cent 

compared to approximately 22 per cent for older workers and 15 per cent among prime 

adults aged 45-54 years. In other words, it appears that employment after 65 years old 

mainly takes the form of part-time jobs, indicating that gradual/progressive retirement is 

common among workers after the age of 65. As pointed out in Section B above, 

eligibility to social protection systems, such as unemployment and disability insurance, 

are restricted to persons younger than 65 years old. Social insurance is mainly covered 

by the pension system at the age 65 and above, where pension benefits also can be 

combined with labour earnings. Consequently, some workers above 65 years of age may 

find it beneficial to work on a part-time basis and receive at the same time pension 

benefits. 

 

C5. Exit patterns 
 
C5.1 Unemployment 
 
The pattern of unemployment among Swedish elderly workers is similar to what can be 

found in other EU-Member States. Senior citizens’ unemployment rate is significantly 

lower compared to young people (16 -24 years old) and prime adults (25-54 years old135. 

One should, however be aware of the fact that open unemployment for older workers 

(55 – 64 years old) in many cases has been replaced by negotiated individual early 

retirement agreements with their former employer. Open unemployment of older people 

is thus dependent on employers’ and older workers’ propensity to conclude early 

retirement agreements.136 In addition, unemployed older worker obtain unemployment 

benefits from the public unemployment insurance, which often is amended through 

collective agreements by increasing the benefit level or extending the duration of 

benefits. During the 1990s, unemployment insurance was often used by employer as an 

early retirement instrument, as the worker could re-qualify for a new benefit period by 

working temporarily in the firm without actually performing any task/duties at the 

workplace. From 2001, this possibility has been de jure and de facto restricted by 

changing the re-qualification rules. Today, an unemployment period is no longer used as 

a pre-retirement device.  

 

                                                 
134 It should be noted that the incidence of marginal part-time is low in Sweden and that the majority of part-
timers works long part-time, 25-34 hours per week.  
135 In 2015, the youth unemployment rate was 20.3 per cent, prime adult (25-54 years old) 5.8 per cent and for 
older workers 5,3 per cent. 
136 See e.g. Eklöf and Hallberg (2004) and Hallberg (2008). 
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It should however be noted that young people are mainly unemployed for short periods 

of time, while the duration of unemployment for older people is longer (64 weeks 

compared to 14 for youth unemployed in 2015). Obviously, when an older worker 

becomes unemployed, the likelihood of finding a new job is lower than for younger 

workers. Historically, the unemployment rates for older workers aged 60-64 have been 

much more volatile than for younger age groups. The recession at the beginning of the 

1990s witnessed higher increases in unemployment for older workers aged 60-64 than 

those in the age bracket of 55-59 (Hallberg, 2003). One possible explanation for this 

pattern is informal early retirement, where the employer and the employee have agreed 

to use unemployment benefits until retirement as a redundancy payment made by a third 

party (the state subsidized unemployment insurance system). It is also possible that the 

demand for older workers aged 60-64 decreased during the recession because workers 

who were close to old-age pension experienced difficulties to compete with younger 

job-seekers considering the large number of unemployed per vacancy on the labour 

market.  Even though the 2008- global economic crisis does not seem up to now to have 

led to a decline in senior workers’ employment rates or a deterioration of their situation 

in the labour market it should be noted that the share of long-term unemployment 

increased significantly for older workers (55-64 years old), following the pattern of 

earlier economic downturns. Male workers fared worse than female workers, which is 

not surprising considering that men are overrepresented in the private sector, in 

particular the export oriented manufacturing industries principally hit by the global 

economic crisis (see, Anxo, 2011).  

 
 
C5.2 Retirement 
 
The negative trend in the effective retirement-age from the early 1960s to the mid 1990s 

has several explanations. Perhaps most importantly, the sustained economic growth and 

the structural changes of the Swedish economy from agriculture to industry production 

and service economy resulted in rising incomes and living standards and an increased 

demand for leisure at old age. This was accompanied by productivity enhancing and 

labour saving technological progress that reduced the demand for low skill senior 

workers. The public policy supported this development by lowering the statutory 

retirement age from 67 to 65 in 1978. Furthermore, and up to the mid 1990s the Swedish 

employment policy included early retirement schemes and alternative exit routes via 

Unemployment Insurance and Disability Pensions.  

 

C6 Conclusive remarks 
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By international standards, employment rates among elderly Swedish workers are 

relatively high whilst the gender gap is low especially within the age bracket 55 – 64 

years. It appears that both the design of Swedish social protection system and the 

institutional reforms initiated during the last two decades aiming at strengthening work 

incentives contribute to the explanation of the permanence of high activity rates 

amongst elderly workers in Sweden as well as the more recent tendency of  postponing 

complete withdrawal from the labour market. Obviously, several other factors might 

explain the relatively high employment rate among Swedish elderly workers as well as 

their late exit from the labour force: Stronger economic growth since the mid 1990s, 

good working conditions, high and increasing skill level and educational attainment as 

well as the sectorial distribution of employment (in particular the growing importance of 

the service economy) and less age discriminatory human resource management 

practices. 

 

We suggest three strong candidates for explaining the relatively good performance of 

Sweden as far as labour market integration of senior workers is concerned: 

 

1. The dual- breadwinner model has been actively supported by relatively early policy 

measures such as generous and flexible parental leave systems, expansion of publicly 

subsidized child and elderly care and individual income taxation. Combined with the 

expansion of the public sector and the related increase of labour demand of female 

employees in health care and social sectors, these policy measures have favoured a high 

and continuous female participation in the labour force and enabled similar gender 

employment profiles over the lifecourse. One may regard the relatively high 

employment rates of both older and senior workers as a payoff and outcome of a strong 

labour market attachment during family formation 20 to 30 years earlier. Although this 

should mainly influence women’s activity rates, several studies have shown that activity 

rates of older men and women are complementary. 

 

2. Empirical evidence shows that high educational attainment is positively correlated 

with older and senior employment rates and a low gender gap. The strong expansion of 

tertiary education in Sweden during the 1960s and 1970s and the large structural 

changes (development of service and knowledge based economy) as well as the higher 

share of well-educated older workers are certainly strong candidates for explaining the 

current high employment rates among older workers and the positive trends of senior 

employment since the mid 1990s. 

 

 3. The third explanation is the introduction of a new public pension system in Sweden 

mainly based on contribution defined benefits and an actuarial relationship between 
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contributions and benefits (See section B for details). The Swedish pension system was 

reformed during the 1990s and the reform was fully implemented in 2003. The new 

mandatory public pension system relies on actuarial principle, stressing the direct link 

between contributions during working life and benefits during retirement.  

In addition to these three main explanations, it should also be noticed that participation 

in training activities seem to be relatively high for older workers in Sweden, which may 

contribute to preserve the employability of Swedish older workers (see Anxo, 2014).  

 

While the analysis of the design of the pension system appears to be crucial, other 

welfare systems are important and have to be consistent with the rules of the public 

pension system. Otherwise these systems can create disincentives and constitute 

alternative exit routes from the labour market. In this context the abolition of 

progressive retirement schemes in connection with the introduction of the new public 

pension system is a good illustration of the coherence of the Swedish policy strategy. 

There is still, however, a great deal of flexibility in the new pension system, since it is 

possible to claim pension benefits at the age of 61 while still being employed. This 

means that the decision to work and the decision to claim pension benefits have become 

two separate decisions. The possibility of progressive retirement is now embedded in 

the pension system and is an individual issue, where the individual is expected to 

balance the benefits and costs if they decide to retire gradually. The societal cost of 

early retirement has therefore been shifted to the individual. 

 

It is also noteworthy that retirement prior the age of 61 within the public pension system 

is nowadays only open for permanent work incapacity due to sickness or injury. It is 

generally difficult to assess and distinguish between a person who has a medical 

disability actually motivating early retirement, and a person whose inactivity derives 

from long-term unemployment and poor prospect of finding a job according to their 

actual work capacity. The Swedish reforms after the turn of the century seem to better 

handle this problem, by integrating the disability pension within the sickness insurance 

system and by leaving the administration of disability pension to the Social Insurance 

Agency. While restricting the inflow into disability pension the public authorities also 

want to encourage to come people back to the labour market through financial 

incentives. In addition, the unemployment insurance system is no longer a way to exit 

the labour force at the end of working life, since the rules for requalification through 

short-term employment or participation in employment programmes have become more 

restrictive.  

There are nevertheless several complementary schemes that can still potentially reduce 

the activity rates of elderly workers in Sweden. The collectively agreed occupational 

pension schemes open the possibility for earlier retirement before the minimum age of 
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retirement stipulated in the mandatory public pension schemes (55 years instead of 61). 

By increasing the income replacement rate and opening for an earlier withdrawal from 

the labour market the occupational pension might, ceteris paribus, contribute to reduce 

the labour supply of senior workers. Early retirement also often involves special 

agreement between employers and the employees at the firm level. These agreements 

aim at buying out the senior employee by offering advantageous occupational pension 

benefits. The mechanisms behind these buy-outs (or Golden handshakes) are not fully 

understood, and should deserve more attention in future labour market research. 

Secondly, even though the proportion of individuals on disability pension has been 

steadily declining since 2008 it is still high among elderly workers, especially among 

Swedish women. In 2015 around 170 000 persons aged 55-64 received disability 

pension, of them 60 per cent were women.  At the same date around 18 per cent of 

women aged 55-64 received disability benefits.  The proportion of individuals with 

disability pension increases steadily by age, so that at the age 64 around 25 per cent of 

women and 16 per cent of men receive disability benefits. Consequently, a successful 

active ageing policy strategy in Sweden is largely dependent upon the possibility to 

cope and further reduce the inflow into disability pension. More adapted work 

environment and work tasks of elderly workers in our view should deserves more 

attention. 

Thirdly, the Employment Protection Act (LAS) applies only to workers younger than 67 

years old. The age of 67 therefore seems to constitute a new age-norm for retirement. In 

other social protection systems, such as unemployment and disability insurances, 65 

years still remains the age limit. If the objective is to change the age norm of retirement 

from 65 years to 67 years the other social protection system should be adjusted 

accordingly. The same changes should also be undertaken regarding the age-limit for 

participating in active labour market policy and be granted study loan as well as the 

right to get active job search support at the public employment agencies. 

Finally, the incidence of non-standard and atypical employment does not depart 

significantly for older workers (55-64 years old) compared to younger cohorts. 

However, after 65 years old there is a significant increase of self-employment, in 

particular for men, and a significant increase of the incidence of short term contracts, in 

particular for women. Also part-time employment increases considerably for senior 

workers (65 or older). This indicates that employment conditions up to 64 years old 

does not depart significantly from younger cohorts. For senior workers (65 years and 

older) the non-standard employment forms can be considered as a transitional phase 

from market work to retirement. Further analysis is however needed to assess the extent 

to which the increased flexibility in working hours and employment contract is a 

successful long run strategy for increasing the activity rates of senior workers. 
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Section D: Survey Questionnaire: Data and Descriptive 
Statistics 
 
 
In order to identify the main characteristics of senior workers, Statistics Sweden 

conducted on our behalf a survey among 20 000 senior citizen aged 65 and older. In the 

following sub-sections, the survey and sample characteristics are described and some 

descriptive statistics are provided. 

 

D1. Population and Sample Design  
 
Our population, i.e. our sampling frame, includes all individuals living in Sweden in 

2012 and born between 1938 and 1949 (i.e. aged between 63 and 74 years old in 2012). 

Our twelve cohorts comprise a total of 985 504 individuals retrieved from Statistics 

Sweden’s Employment Register (Sysselsättningsregister). From this population of 

senior citizen, a stratified random sample of 20 000 people was drawn. The population 

was then divided in two groups; the first group was composed of 15 000 senior workers 

employed either as wage earner or self-employed (henceforth called Stayers) in 

2012/2013. A further restriction was that their labour earnings should at least be SEK 56 

000 (€ 6 120) in 2012/2013.  The second group included 5 000 individuals who had left 

the labour force and who were without any labour earnings in 2012/2013 (henceforth 

called, Leavers). Within each cohort and separately for Leavers respective Stayers, 

Statistic Sweden drew a stratified random sample of 20 000 individual allocated in 12 

age-related strata for each category of Stayers and Leavers (See Table AD1 in Appendix 

AD, for the sample distribution by age and employment status). 

 

A set of socio-economic variables, from Statistic Sweden’s longitudinal database-

LISA137 was linked to each of the 20 000 randomly selected individuals giving us a rich 

set of information regarding their work trajectory, income and life history between 1990 

and 2012 (a period of 23 years).  

 

D.2 Postal Survey and Questionnaires  
 

In order to complete the information retrieved from LISA database, Statistics Sweden 

conducted, on our behalf, a postal survey in autumn 2014 addressed to our 20 000 

                                                 
137 Longitudinal Integration database for health insurance and Labour market studies, LISA, 
http://www.scb.se/en_/Services/Guidance-for-researchers-and-universities/SCB-Data/Longitudinal-integration-
database-for-health-insurance-and-labour-market-studies-LISA-by-Swedish-acronym/ 
 

http://www.scb.se/en_/Services/Guidance-for-researchers-and-universities/SCB-Data/Longitudinal-integration-database-for-health-insurance-and-labour-market-studies-LISA-by-Swedish-acronym/
http://www.scb.se/en_/Services/Guidance-for-researchers-and-universities/SCB-Data/Longitudinal-integration-database-for-health-insurance-and-labour-market-studies-LISA-by-Swedish-acronym/


 55 

randomly selected senior citizen.  The survey consists of two distinct questionnaires: 

Questionnaire A addressed to senior workers still active in the labour market (Stayers, 

henceforth) and Questionnaire B for retired individuals with no paid work activities 

(Leavers, henceforth)138. Since the classification/grouping of individual into the two 

groups, Stayers and Leavers, was based on register data from 2012/2013 and the postal 

survey was conducted between November 2014 and January 2015 we had no possibility 

to assess whether   the individual was still a Leaver or a Stayer when he/she received the 

questionnaire A (Stayers) and B (Leavers).  The two questionnaires were therefore 

included and sent in the same envelop with a cover letter containing detailed 

instructions regarding the questionnaire to be filled as well as information concerning 

the aim of our research project139. 

 

The main objective of the survey was to collect some individual and socio-economic 

characteristics/factors not directly available from the register database but considered to 

affect the decision to stay in the labour market after 65 years old or leave at or before 65 

years old. The questionnaire contains therefore a sequence of questions regarding inter 

alia their current and past civil and health status, some information on their parents, 

their work and life history, their current and past working conditions, their main 

motivations to continue or stop working, their social relations, personality traits as well 

as information on their subjective current and past well-being.    About half of the 90 

questions were common to the two questionnaires while the remaining was specifically 

addressed to our Stayers and Leavers. The Swedish version of the two questionnaires 

can be found at the end of this report. 

 

D3. Response rate 
 

As mentioned previously the postal survey was conducted between November 2014 and 

January 2015. The first mailing occurred November 7th, 2014. A first reminder was sent   

November 17th. A second and third reminder with a new set of questionnaires were sent 

respectively December 5th and December 12th. The collection was completed on January 

8th, 2015. The survey response rate was 60.8 per cent, which is generally considered an 

acceptable level for this type of survey (see Table AD2 in the appendix for the flow and 

timing of response).  

 

                                                 
138 The  two Swedish questionnaires are available on request. 
139 As previously mentioned we decided to over sample Stayers and decided to select 15.000 Stayers (or 75 %.) 
from Statistic Sweden’s employment 2012/2013 register. Of the 12 400 individuals who returned the survey 
questionnaire, 31.0 % filled questionnaire A (i.e Current Stayers). If we account for Previous Stayers but 
currently retired the share of current and previous Stayers amount to 60 % of our final sample. 
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As shown by Table AD3, no statistically significant differences exist between 

respondents and non-respondents according to age, gender or region of residence. On 

the other hand, non-natives, low educated individuals, self-employed and low-income 

earners seems to be overrepresented among the non-respondents.  Stayers have also a 

slightly higher propensity to answer the questionnaire while Leavers are slightly 

overrepresented among non-respondents. To examine whether respondents differ 

significantly from non-respondent we estimated a binomial logit regression model.  The 

main purpose here was to assess whether our sample of respondents was still 

representative of the underlying population by analysing the extent to which central 

socio-economic characteristics did affect, ceteris paribus, the propensity to participate 

or not in the survey, the dependent variable being equal to 1 if the individual responded 

to the survey (i.e. returned the questionnaire) and 0 otherwise. We control for standard 

covariates, such as age, marital status, educational attainment, income, region of 

residence, employment status and if the respondent is foreign born, on the propensity to 

participate in the survey. A description of the variables used in the regression is given in 

Table AD4 in the appendix. Both pooled and separate regressions, for Leavers and 

Stayers and gender were estimated. Removing individuals with missing values for some 

important variable, in our case educational attainment, the sample used in the 

estimations consists of 19 855 individuals.  

 

The Regression results are presented in Table D1 below for the sample as a whole and 

for males and female separately.  Table AD5 in Appendix D displays the regression 

results for Stayers and Leavers separately. The pooled regression estimates (Column 1 

in Table D1) confirm that the likelihood to return our questionnaire is independent of 

age, gender or disposable income.  On the other hand, to be foreign born or low 

educated does reduce significantly the probability to participate in the survey 

(respectively by 14,3 and 10.7 percentage points). Conversely, highly educated and 

Stayers have a higher probability to participle in the survey.  

 

As also shown by Table D1, the probability to answer the questionnaire is statistically 

significantly higher amongst our selected Stayers compared to Leavers (see first column  

row 9 of Table D1, an increase with 5.3 percentage points). Among Stayers (See Table 

AD5 in Appendix D), and regardless of gender, the probability to return the 

questionnaire is not affected by age. This is not, on the other hand, the case among our 

selected female Leavers who were significantly more likely to return the questionnaire 

when they were older. Otherwise, we found the same impact and sign of coefficients as 

for the sample as a whole regarding ethnicity, marital status and educational attainment 

among Stayers and Leavers.   



 57 

Table D1: Probability of survey participation, sample as a whole. 
Logit regression results. Marginal effects, estimated at sample means. 

 
Variables All Female Male 
Age 0.0194 0.0734 -0.0287 
Age square -0.0001 -0.0005 0.0003 
Female 0.0048 - - 
Foreign  born -0.1429*** -0.1308*** -0.1558*** 
Married 0.0904*** 0.0626*** 0.1140*** 
Low education -0.1068*** -0.0961*** -0.1140*** 
High education 0.1200*** 0.1334*** 0.1067*** 
Metropolitan area -0.0184* -0.0130 -0.0242* 
Stayers 0.0528*** 0.0526*** 0.0463*** 
Disposable income 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
    
Predicted Probability  0. 616*** 0.617*** 0.615*** 
Number of 
observations 

19 855 8 715 11 140 

***, **, and * indicate statistical significance at 1, 5 and 10 per cent, respectively. 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on register data (the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden.  

 

To summarize, our estimates show that the response rate is globally not affected by age, 

gender and income level.  Highly educated, wage earners and natives are however more 

prone to participate in the survey than low educated, self-employed and foreign-born.  

By the same token, married individuals have a higher propensity to answer and return 

the questionnaires. The relative overrepresentation of some groups is not of major 

concern for the external validity of the survey, since Statistics Sweden supplied 

sampling weights compensating for both stratification, coverage and non-response.  

 

D4. Descriptive statistics, final sample 
 
After the elimination of some questionnaire not filled in accurately and/or obviously 

incoherent with limited answers to the questions in the survey, our final sample amounts 

to 12 400 observations. As previously mentioned our final data set is a combination of 

register data covering the period 1990 to 2012 and data from the survey questionnaire 

conducted in 2014. A complete list of variables and their definition used in the various 

statistical analysis and regressions reported in the following section of this report can be 

found in Appendix AD. 
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Table D2: Distribution of respondents by category 
In percent, weighted average 
 

Category Share 
(%) 

Stayers 14.9 
Previous Stayers 27.9 
Leavers at 65  24.1 
Early Leavers 
Bridge workers 

33.8 
  3.6 

 
Source: Own calculations, based on our survey questionnaire. 

 

Table D2 above shows the weighted distribution of respondents by employment status.  

Less than 15 per cent of our respondents are currently working (Stayers), around 24 per 

cent are currently retired but were working after 65 (Previous Stayers), 24 per cent left 

the labour market at 65 years old while 35 per cent are early Leavers, i.e. left the labour 

market before 65. The last category, the so called Bridge Workers are individuals who 

left at or before 65 years old but came back to the labour market after 65 years.  

  

Table D3 below displays some statistics descriptive for the sample as a whole and for 

Stayers, Previous Stayers and Leavers respectively.  A detailed statistic descriptive for 

all variables used in this report can be found in table AD7 to AD10, in Appendix AD.  

When we constructed our questionnaire we were also aware that some of our current 

Leavers could have been working after 65.  In order to identify those currently retired 

but having worked after 65 we added a special section in order to collect some 

information about these previous Stayers in questionnaire B (Leavers).  

 

As previously mentioned the variables used in the present study are based both on 

Statistics Sweden’s longitudinal database LISA and our own survey questionnaire.  In 

order to take into account and control for the situation prior to the decision to continue 

or stop working some of these variables, such as for example average labour or capital 

income per year were estimated up to the year the decision took place, i.e.  either up to 

one year before the actual age of exit for Leavers or at 64 years old for our Current 

Stayers. In the same vein, regarding self-reported health (see question 19 and question 

36 in the questionnaire A or B in Appendix X) we are able to distinguish between 

current health and health prior to the decision to exit the labour market or to continue 

after the prevailing normal age of retirement (65 years old). 

 

Current Stayers are on average younger than Previous Stayers and Leavers, see Table 

D3. Men are also overrepresented among current and previous Stayers while the share 

of women leaving at 65 years old or before is significantly higher than their male 

counterpart.  Compared to natives the share of foreign born among Stayers is slightly 
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higher but the difference in the proportion of non-native among our three categories 

remains small.  As far as educational attainment is concerned graduates and post 

graduates are clearly over represented among our Stayers. Regarding civil status, 

divorced individuals are slightly over-represented among current Stayers.  Regarding 

employment status before exiting (or at 64 years for Current Stayers) the incidence of 

self-employed is significantly higher among Stayers.  

Table D3: Descriptive Statistics, Stayers, Previous Stayers and Leavers.  
Means estimated with sample weight. 
 
Variables All Stayers Previous 

Stayers 
Leavers 

 Mean Mean Mean Mean 
Age 68.84 67.98 69.47 68.98 
Male 0.560 0.628 0.602 0.463 
Foreign born 0.085 0.0937 0.0843 0.0792 
Low education 0.219 0.174 0.229 0.248 
High school 0.406 0.355 0.409 0.444 
College, University 0.351 0.425 0.342 0.301 
Post Graduate 0.024 0.0467 0.0200 0.007 
Single 0.091 0.093 0.0934 0.0905 
Married 0.668 0.651 0.658 0.692 
Divorced 0.177 0.206 0.182 0.147 
Widow(er) 0.063 0.050 0.0672 0.0709 
Work Experience 41.47 42.61 40.33 41.29 
Tenure, before** 27.08 24.43 28.35 27.82 
Age start working 19.50 20.16 19.40 19.06 
Age of exit from the LM* 63.11 69.38* 66.87 62.30 
Poor health before** 0.085 0.0334 0.0728 0.139 
Self-employed before ** 0.189 0.326 0.174 0.0808 
Working hours before **  39.79 41.08 39.87 38.49 
Poor Working cond. bef** 0.333 0.295 0.344 0.360 
Average Capital Inc***  153.1 240.3 151.0 79.93 
Average Labour income***   2,924 3,200 2,909 2,698 
Public sector 0.316 0.270 0.314 0.360 
Agriculture 0.0415 0.0463 0.0469 0.0292 
Manufacturing 0.127 0.0848 0.132 0.163 
     
Number of observation 12 140 3 962 3 381 4  797 

 
* Expected age of exit based on questionnaire for Stayers (Questionnaire A).  
** “Before” means before the actual age of exit for Leavers and at 64 years old for 
Stayers.  
*** Average real Capital and labour Income (in 100- SEK) are based on longitudinal 
data and is the average from the first years in the survey (often 1990) up to the actual 
exit or 64 years old for Stayers.  
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data from Statistics Sweden and 

own Survey questionnaire. 
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As expected poor health and poor working conditions (See Table AD6 in the appendix 

for a definition) prior to the decision to leave or stay appears to be a crucial factor for 

withdrawing from the labour force. In effect, the share of individuals with poor health or 

poor working condition are overrepresented among Leavers, in particular Early Leavers.  

Regarding the impact of average real capital and labour income prior to the decision to 

exit or stay on the labour market, Stayers display significantly higher average market 

income. A large majority of Stayers (85 %) combine also pension benefits with paid 

work.  Concerning institutional sectors, Leavers are overrepresented among public 

employees. Leavers are also overrepresented among individuals working prior to 

retirement in Mining and Manufacturing industries, Banking and Finance, Hotel and 

Restaurant, Culture and recreation and Public administration.  On the other hand, the 

share of people working in Agriculture, law and economics is higher among current and 

previous Stayers. Leavers and Previous Stayers display a longer average tenure but 

shorter work experience compared to Stayers, see table D4. As far as work history is 

concerned the diagrams below display the distribution of the age of entry and age of exit 

from the labour market.  

 

Table D4: Labour market status at the time of withdrawal from the labour market 
In percent  
  

 Previous 
Stayers 

Early 
Leavers 
At 64 years 
or before 

Leavers  
Standard 
age 

All 

Self-employed 15.1 5.6 5,7 9.0 
Wage earners 73.8 74.7 80.6 75.8 
Combine self-employment  with 
dependent employment   

3.5 1.8 1.2 2.2 

Unemployed 1.2 2.9 3.1 2.4 
Long term sickness 1.7 4.8 3.2 3.3 
Disability pension  3.8 9.2 4.4 6.1 
Others 0.9 0.9 1.8 1.1 

 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics 
Sweden and Survey questionnaire. 
 
 

As shown by Table D4 above the labour market status at the age of exit differs among 

our respondents, reflecting different exit pathways and routes.  While a large majority of 

Leavers and Previous Stayers where employed either as wage earner or self-employed 

before withdrawing completely from the labour market, almost 15 per cent of Early 

Leavers exited via long-term sickness or disability pension, compared to only 6 per cent 

among Previous Stayers.  To the same token a larger share of Early Leavers and 

Leavers at the standard age of retirement were unemployed before becoming retiree.  In 
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accordance with what was noted previously a significant larger share of Previous 

Stayers were self-employed (15,6 per cent) before exiting compared to Early Leavers or 

Leavers at standard age retirement (5,6 and 5,7 per cent respectively).    

 
 
As far as work history is concerned, Leavers on average started working earlier than 

current and previous Stayers. Almost 40 per cent of Leavers started to work at or before 

the age of 16 compared to 30 per cent among Stayer (see Figure D1 below) 

 
Figure D1: Age of entry, Stayers and Previous Stayers and Leavers. 
 

 

 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics 
Sweden and Survey questionnaire. 
 
Conversely around 25 per cent of Stayers started working after the age of 23 compared 

to around 15 per cent for Leavers.  Disparities in the age entry into the labour market 

between Leavers and Stayers are linked to different levels of investment in human 

capital. As mentioned previously, the current and previous Stayers are more educated 
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and consequently their entry into the labour market was comparatively delayed and the 

transitional phase from school to work longer due to higher investment in education.  

 
Figure D2: Age of exit from the labour market (Leavers and Previous Stayers) and 
expected age of exit for Current Stayers (Lower Panel) 
 
 

 

 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics 
Sweden and Survey questionnaire. 

 

As shown by Figure D2, women have a tendency to leave definitively the labour market 

at younger age than men, the average gender gap being less than one year. As further 

shown by Figure D2 upper panel the age of 65 remains an important age norm regarding 

retirement behaviour, around 45 per cent of women and 38 per cent of men retired at 65. 

Worth also noticing is that the heterogeneity in retirement behaviour shown by the 

standard deviation in exit-age is higher among women. A minority of men and women 

retired after 67 years old, respectively 13 and 4 per cent, 

 

Looking at the expected age of retirement among Current Stayers, women report on 

average a lower expected age of retirement 68 compared to 70 years for men, but the 

heterogeneity in the expected age of retirement is higher among male Stayers.  Around 

63 per cent of female Stayers declare that they intent to retired at 67 or before and 
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around 14 per cent between 68 and 70; the corresponding figure for men being 

respectively around 40 and 30 per cent. 

 

Table D5: Upper and lower limit regarding the timing of exit  
Weighted average age of exit (standard deviation within parenthesis) 
 Leavers Stayers 
Too young to exit 61.8 

(5.4) 
63.0 
(5.6) 

Too old to work 
full-time 

67.1 
(4.1) 

69.0 
(5.5) 

Too old to work 
part-time 

68.5 
(5.8) 

72.3 
(7.4) 

  
Source: Own calculations, based on Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics 
Sweden and Survey questionnaire. 

 

We asked both Leavers and Stayers at what age they consider a person too young to 

leave the labour market. We also asked at what age they consider a person too old for 

working on a full time versus on a part-time basis. As shown by Table D5 above Stayers 

are more prone to give an older age limit, both for the lower and upper age limit, than 

Leavers. Interesting also to note is that for both Stayers and Leavers the maximum age 

for working full-time or part-time   is above 67 years old. It seems therefore that if the 

standard age of retirement (65 years old) is still the most common actual age of exit the 

reported age norm is above it, corresponding to the new prevailing 67-years old 

regulation. Yet an another possible explanation for the found differences between 

Stayers and Leavers can be ascribe to the fact that the younger cohort (remember that 

our Stayers are younger) have a different age perception and attitude. 
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Section E: Self-Reported Motivations and Time Preferences  
 

E1. Motivation to retire or continuing working after 65 

 
We asked separate questions for Stayers and Leavers concerning their main reasons and 

motivations why they respectively retire at 65 or before or continue working after the 

age of 65.  Table E1 below list the question and summarize the main results for Leavers. 

 

Table E1: Main motivations to retire, all Leavers 
 

 
B80a: My decision to retire was mainly due to economic considerations. 
B80b: My decision to retire was mainly due to health considerations 
B80c: My decision to retire was mainly due to high levels of stress at work  
B80d: My decision to retire was mainly due to my husband/wife/partner health 
B80e: My decision to retire was mainly due to the fact that my husband/wife/partner was not working 
B80f: If I stopped working there would many other meaningful and interesting things to do 
B80g: I had a dream I wanted to realise which had to be postponed until retirement 
B80h: I knew other people who had continued to work after 65 and who had very negative experiences 
B80i: I wanted to continue working but was discouraged by my employer 
B80j: I wanted to continue working but was discouraged by my colleagues 
B80k: I wanted to continue to work but was not supported by my family in this choice 
 
Source: Own calculations based on the Survey questionnaire 
 

As shown by Table E1, a large majority of respondents, more than 80 per cent, 

motivated their choice to retire by claiming that they have “many other meaningful and 

interesting things to do”. Around 40 per cent of the respondent declared that their 

decision to retire was related to health considerations. A minority of respondents, 

around 30 per cent, reported that economic considerations were part of the motivation to 

retire.   Around 30 per cent mentioned that working conditions (Stress at work) was the 

reason why they stopped working. On the other hand, surrounding attitudes and norms 

do not seem to be an important factor affecting the choice of senior citizen, 

discouragement to continue working from family, employer or colleagues not being 

significant. 

 

 B80a B80b B80c B80d B80e B80f B80g B80h B80i B80j B80k 
            

Agree Freq. 
(%) 

Freq. 
(%) 

Freq. 
(%) 

Freq. 
(%) 

Freq. 
(%) 

Freq. 
(%) 

Freq. 
(%) 

Freq. 
(%) 

Freq. 
(%) 

Freq. 
(%) 

Freq. 
(%) 

            
Completely  7.6 19.3 8.0 3.3 9.7 41.4 7.1 2.4 5.3 1.3 1.3 

Partially 22.9 21.7 24.8 5.9 15.5 37.2 23.5 7.0 5.6 1.6 1.9 
Not all 63.3 55.8 62.7  86.2 71.2 15.2 60.0 72.4 82.3 90.5 89.5 
Don’t 
know 

 6.2   3.3  4.6   4.6   3.7 6.3 9.4 18.2  6.8 6.6 7.4 

            
No of obs. 7498 7697 7489 5121 5144 7606 7497 7490 7507 7485 7473 
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Table E2 describes the main motives for Current and Previous Stayers to continue 
working after 65.   
 

Table E2: Main motivations to stay, Stayers 
 

 A80a A80b A80c A80d A80f A80g A80i 
        

Agree Freq. 
(%) 

Freq. 
(%) 

Freq. 
(%) 

Freq. 
(%) 

Freq. 
(%) 

Freq. 
(%) 

Freq. 
(%) 

        
Completely 16.2 10.1 38.1 39.2 73.1 74.5 22.6 

Partially 40.0 23.1 35.5 23.4 22.9 22.9 37.3 
Not all 42.0 63.9 22.2 25.6   2.4 1.6 21.8 
Don’t 
know 

1.8  2.9 4.2 11.8 1.6 1.1 18.3 

        
Nb of obs. 3630 2354 3618 3532 3606 3627 3605 

 
A80a: My decision to continue working after 65 years was mainly due to economic considerations. 
A80b: My decision to continue working after 65 was mainly due to the fact that my husband/wife/partner 
was still working 
A80c:  I found it difficult to see myself as a retired person 
A80d:  I wanted to go on working after 65 and I was encouraged by my employer to do so 
A80f:  I feel a strong personal involvement with my work 
A80g:  I feel that my work is stimulating and enriching 
A80i:  I knew other people who had continued to work after 65 and who had very positive experiences 
 
Source: Own calculations based on the survey questionnaire 
 

As was shown in Table E2, the main reasons to continue working are closely related to 

work preferences and attitudes as well as job content and job quality: A large majority 

of the respondents declare that they feel a strong involvement with  their work. 

Furthermore, a large majority claimed that their decision to stay was mainly due to the 

fact that their job was enriching and stimulating (97 per cent).  Attitudes toward 

retirement are also an important explanatory factor for the willingness to continue 

working after 65. More than 70 per cent of Stayers claimed that it was difficult to see 

themselves as retired people, which involves personal identity.  Worth noting is also that 

a large proportion (60 per cent) declared that the ‘Positive experience of others 

continuing to work’ influenced their decision to stay, implying the importance of social 

norms and attitudes.  Last but not least, a majority of the respondents (56per cent) 

agreed completely/partially that their motivation to continue working was motivated by 

economic and financial considerations. 
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E2. Time preferences  
 
According to our questionnaire almost 80 per cent of our Leavers reported that they 

would not be willing to work again. Amongst the 20 percent who did declare an interest 

to return to the labour market, only one per cent of these expressed a wish to work on a 

full-time basis, with the remaining respondents indicating that they would only consider 

working on a part-time basis. These 20 per cent of Leavers possesses characteristics quite 

similar to Stayers.  Compared to Leavers not wanting to return to work, they had better 

health, they were to a large extent men employed in the private sector belonging to the 

younger cohorts. They are furthermore more extravert and more creative140 but display 

lower life satisfaction and have on average experienced longer periods of unemployment 

(See Table AE1 in appendix AE). It is also worth noticing that Leavers declaring an 

interest in returning to the labour market reported  more often  that they were discouraged 

by their employer to continue working (double as much). They also to a less extent 

reported that the primary reason for leaving the labour market was related to health 

conditions. (See Table EA2 in appendix E). 

 

To analyse the time preferences among Stayers, more precisely their preferences between 

paid work and leisure and/or other non-paid activities we asked the following question: 

What would you do if you won five million SEK at the lottery?.  

 

Table E3: Imagine winning SEK 5 million at the lottery. What do you do? 
Reduction of working time (1), Stop working completely (2) and unchanged 
labour supply (3). Current Stayers. 
 

 All Men Women 
 Freq. Freq. Freq. 
 (%) (%) (%) 
    

Reduce 
working 
time 

14.5 15.2 13.3 

Stop 
working 
completely 

21.2 17.4 27.7 

No change 64.3 67.4 59.0 
    

Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics 
Sweden and the Survey questionnaire. 
 

As shown by Table E3 a clear majority (around 65 per cent) of our Stayers reported that 

an increase of non-labour income from an unexpected large lottery gain would not affect 

their labour supply. A larger proportion of male Stayers reported that they would not 

                                                 
140 Definition of personality traits  and creativity can  be found in Section G. 
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change their labour supply. Compared to their male counterparts, a significant larger 

proportion of female Stayers declared they would stop working (around 28 per cent 

compared to 17 per cent for men). A minority of respondents with no large gender 

disparities declared they would like to reduce working time. 

 

Table E4: Expected impact of non-labour income (Lottery gain) on labour supply.  
Multinomial Logit, three categories:  Reduction of working time (1), Stop working completely 
(2) and Unchanged labour supply (3). Marginal effects estimated at sample means. Current 
Stayers  
 

 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES Reduce WT Stop Working No change 
    
Male 0.0269* -0.0232 -0.00370 
Foreign born 0.0139 0.0334 -0.0473 
Low education -0.0162 0.0324* -0.0162 
College, University 0.00803 -0.0558*** 0.0478** 
Post Graduate 0.00820 -0.0741*** 0.0659 
Married -0.0390* 0.00842 0.0305 
Divorced 0.00212 0.0321 -0.0343 
Widow -0.0561** -0.0158 0.0719* 
Number of Resident children 0.0358*** -0.0141 -0.0217 
Self-employed 0.00918 -0.0482*** 0.0390* 
Cohort  1942-1945 -0.0153 0.0578* -0.0425 
Cohort  1946-1949 0.0525*** 0.129*** -0.182*** 
Poor work conditions now 0.0352* 0.0228 -0.0579** 
Unsocial hours now 0.0371*** -0.0480*** 0.0108 
Autonomy -0.0327** -0.0660*** 0.0986*** 
Poor health respondent, current 0.00405 0.0400 -0.0441 
Poor Health, spouse 0.0522* -0.0207 -0.0315 
Småland 0.0110 -0.0134 0.00237 
Scania -0.00664 -0.0365** 0.0431 
North -0.00386 -0.0211 0.0250 
West 0.000268 0.0108 -0.0110 
Middle 0.0120 -0.00334 -0.00863 
Public sector -0.00219 0.0383** -0.0362 
Average labour income141 bef. -0.0136*** -0.0293*** 0.0428*** 
Average capital Income142bef. -0.0313*** -0.0881*** 0.119*** 
    
Predicted value 0.1396 0.1549 0.7055 

    
No of observations 3,215 3,215 3,215 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
Source: Own calculations, based on Register Data (the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden 
and the Survey questionnaire. 
 

To further analyse the potential impact of a significant increase of non-labour income on 

Current Stayers’ labour supply and to infer their time preferences, we performed a 

multinomial logit analysis considering three categories: Reduction of working time, 

Stop working completely and unchanged labour supply. We control for standard socio-

economic variables, such as ethnicity, educational attainment civil status, accumulated 

                                                 
141 In 100 000 SEK unit 
142 In 100 000 SEK unit 
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average labour and income before 65 years of age, employment status, current own and 

spouse health status, cohort, working conditions, regions and  sector.  Table E4 displays 

the marginal effect estimated at sample means. 

 

As shown by Table E4, highly educated, workers with large autonomy, self-employed 

Stayers,  Stayers with high labour and capital income  are ceteris paribus less  prone to 

declare that they would like to stop working or reduce working time . On the other hand, 

low educated Stayers, younger cohorts and public employees have a higher probably of 

reporting that they wish to  stop working  if they win at the lottery. Men, low educated 

Stayers and senior workers experiencing bad working condition have a higher 

probability for opting for a reduction of working hours.  

 

These results are coherent with the relatively low share of respondents declaring that 

their decision of continuing working after 65 was not primarily related to economic 

considerations, but to their greater investment in the world work, high job quality and 

good working conditions and their overall positive attitude toward paid work. In other 

words, one distinctive difference between Stayers and Leavers regards their attitude to 

work and their preference between work and leisure activities.  
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Section F: The timing and pathway of exit: Socio-economic 
factors and other determinants, a regression approach  

 

F1. Stayers and Leavers a multinomial approach 
 
This section analyses the extent to which socio-economic determinants and other 

individual characteristics systematically influence older workers’ decision to retire or to 

stay on the labour market. The section starts with a simple model illustrating the basic 

mechanisms behind the decision to exit or not from the labour force. Using a 

multinomial logit regression model we estimate thereafter the impacts of exogenous 

variables on the probability of an early or late exit.  

 

F1.1 Theory 
 

Let us assume that individuals belong to one of three age groups: s = 1, 2, 3, where s = 1 

implies 61 – 64 years old, s = 2 is 65 and s = 3 indicates the group 66 – 74 years old. 

Individuals decide to retire during one of these three periods, t = 1, 2, 3. Retirement at t 

= 1 will be referred to as Early exit, while retirement at t = 2 implies Exit at the 

prevailing norm (65 years old) and t = 3 means Late exit (after 65 years old). 

Furthermore, let us assume that an individual derives utility w(y) from real income y(s) 

while working at age s, and a disutility e(s) from the effort of working at age s. If the 

individual retires at period t, the utility becomes w(bt) from the pension benefits bt(s) 

and the utility of leisure l(s).  

 

When they are taking the decision to retire or stay in the workforce at s = 1, the utility 

from work [y(1) – e(1)] is compared to the utility from retirement [b1(1) + l(1)]. 

Individuals also take into account that future pension benefits at s = 2, 3 will be lowered 

if they retire at t = 1, i.e. b2(2) > b1(2) and b2(3) > b1(3). It follows that a person retires at 

s = 1 if the expected utility over s = 1, 2, 3 satisfies the condition143 [w(b1(1)) + l(1)] + 

[w(b1(2) + l(2)] + [w(b1(3) + l(3)] > [w(y(1)) – e(1)] + [w(b2(2)) + l(2)] + [w(b2(3) + 

l(3)], or by rearranging terms, 

 

[w(y(1)) – w(b1(1))] + [w(b2(2)) – w(b1(2))] + [w(b2(3)) – w(b1(3))] < e(1) + l(1).       (1a) 

 

This means that the increased expected utility of income from retiring at age 65 

compared to the expected utility of income from early retirement on the left-hand side of 

                                                 
143 To simplify, we assume a discount factor equal to one. 
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(1a) should be smaller than the costs of working and foregone utility of leisure at age 61 

– 64 on the right-hand side. 

  

A person who did not retire at age 61 – 64, which means that condition (1a) was not 

satisfied for this person, reaches a new decision-point at age 65. The person will now 

retire at age 65 (s = 2) if 

 

  [w(y(2)) - w(b2(2))] + [w(b3(3)) – w(b2(3))] < e(2) + l(2)          (1b) 

 

In other words, the increased expected utility of income from continuing working at age 

65 compared to the expected utility of income from retirement at age of 65 should be 

smaller than the costs of working and foregone utility of leisure at age 65 (s = 2). 

 

Likewise, we may state that a senior worker retires at t = 3 if  

 

w(y(3)) – w(b3(3)) < e(3) + l(3).             (1c) 

 

The left-hand side of the retirement conditions (1a-c) are linked to the individuals’ 

economic incentives to retire. Firstly, the inequalities are less likely to be satisfied if 

there is a high income from work, by the terms w(y(1)), w(y(2)) and w(y(3)) 

respectively. It simply means that Stayers are expected to have a high earnings potential 

and therefore prefer to postpone their retirement. Secondly, low pension benefits 

w(b1(1)), w(b2(2)), and w(b3(3)) also strengthen the individuals’ incentives to stay in the 

labour force. This means that older workers’ previous earnings, which strongly 

influence their pension benefits, will have a decisive influence on their economic 

incentives to stay. A high average labour income during their previous working life 

results in high pension benefits, and consequently reduces their probability to postpone 

retirement. On the other hand, a high previous average labour income could be 

correlated with a currently high earnings potential y and therefore also increase the 

probability to postpone retirement. The net effect of average previous income is thus an 

empirical question that we will explore in this study. 

 

A third observation is that the pension system can encourage workers to continue 

working at old age if they are rewarded by a higher pension benefit in the future, 

implying that [w(b2(2)) – w(b1(2))] + [w(b2(3)) – w(b1(3))] increases in (1a) and in 

[w(b3(3)) – w(b2(3))] increases in (1b). Having a private pension in addition to the public 

pension savings could increase this dynamic and reduce the incentives to retire. In 

addition, being well informed about the future consequences of retirement in terms of 

lower benefits can potentially increase the economic incentives to stay. 
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The right hand-side of the retirement conditions (1a-c) specifies that increased effort-

costs, e(1), e(2) and e(3) respectively, reduce older workers’ probability to stay in the 

workforce. High costs of work efforts due to poor health, poor working conditions or 

unsocial working hours is thus expected to be less common among Stayers. On the other 

hand, autonomy at the work place is expected to reduce the effort-costs and increase 

their probability to stay in the labour force. Likewise, self-employment is commonly 

associated with autonomy at the work place and should also increase the likelihood of 

late exits. In addition, the working conditions differ between industrial sectors, and 

consequently we expect that industry sectors will have a significant influence on the 

probability to stay.  

 

A third component in the conditions (1a – c) are related to the socio economic variables 

that influence the utility of leisure, l(1), l(2) and l(3). A high cost of foregone leisure 

will reduce the probability of late retirement. It is commonly believed that greater 

female responsibility of household work chores and child care (of grandchildren) results 

in higher alternative costs of work, which in our model is interpreted as higher utility of 

leisure. We thus expect that marriage and resident children increase women’s 

probability to exit early. It is also possible that marriage preserve traditional gender 

roles that increase men’s probability to exit late.   

 
F1.2 Empirical results 
 

In order to investigate how economic incentives, work effort-costs and social conditions 

influence the probability of early exit and later exit, the respondents in our survey are 

separated into three categories (Table F1), Early exit (individuals that retire before age 

65), Exit at the prevailing norm (age 65) and (iii) Late exit (individuals that retired after 

age 65 or have not yet retired). The separate impact of the individual characteristics and 

previous work-life experiences are estimated in a Multinomial Logit model and reported 

as marginal effects evaluated at sample means in Appendix FA. 

 

In Table F2 there are notable gender differences when it comes to the effects of the 

socio-economic background of the senior individuals in our survey. The predicted 

probability of early exit is estimated to 37 per cent for men and 45 per cent for women. 

Being married significantly reduces men’s probability of an early exit (by 8 percentage 

points or 22 per cent) while marriage increases women’s probability of early exit (by 15 

percentage points  or 35 per cent). In other words, married men have a lower probability 

to leave before 65 whilst married women have a higher probability of early exit. One 

possible explanation is that on average married women are younger than their husband 
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(i.e. are married with older men) implying that some of them are already retired. 

Assuming that leisure time is complementary within couples this age difference between 

spouse creates an incentive for women to leave earlier. The effect of being a widow(er) 

is similar as the impact of marriage, reducing the probability of early exit for men and 

increasing the probability of early exit for women. A possible explanation is that gender 

roles were established during the couple’s prime age and consequently influence their 

behaviour at an old age, even in the cases where individuals became widow(er). It is 

also noteworthy that being divorced significantly increases the probability of late exit 

for both men and women (by 6 – 8 percentage points) while divorce only reduces the 

probability of early exit for men.  

 

We also investigate the effects of having resident children in the household. It appears 

that resident children have a strong impact on mother’s incentives to stay in the labour 

force, by reducing the probability of an early exit by 31 per cent and increasing the 

probability of late exit by 59 per cent. This indicates that mothers continue to work 

because resident children are associated with higher household expenditures. There is a 

need of further research on the dependency between empty nests and retirement 

behaviour. 

 

There is also a significant gender difference regarding ethnicity/immigration, where the 

fact to be foreign born reduces the probability of early exit for women (by 36 per cent) 

and increases the probability of early exit of men (by 23 per cent). The immigrants in 

the cohort 1938 – 1949 are largely characterized by the large share of labour force 

migrants, mostly from Europe. A relatively large number of these male immigrants 

became employed in the manufacturing sector as blue-collar workers (Ekberg, 1999). 

This may explain why male immigrants tend to retire earlier than natives. The fact that 

female migrants have a tendency to retire later than their native counterparts can be 

partly attributed to their relative stronger labour market attachment. 

 

In addition, we investigate if there is an intergenerational effect of parents’ retirement 

and parents’ age of death on the exit behaviour of the current generation of senior 

workers. We found that when the father retired before the age of 65 it affects positively 

his son to exit early (an increase by 9.5 percentage points or 25.7 per cent), potentially 

illustrating the role of family norms and traditions regarding retirement behaviour. 

Furthermore, if the father died before the age 65, the son has also a higher probability of 

an early exit (4.7 percentage points or 12.7 per cent) and a lower probability of a late 

exit (by 3.1 percentage points). There are reasons to believe that the fathers’ early death 

is taken as a signal of shorter life expectancy and consequently induces their son to 

retire earlier.  However, we did not find similar effects for daughters, where the early 
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death of a father tends to decrease women’s probability of early exit. This constitutes 

also an area of future research. 

Table F1: Distribution of the timing of exit by gender.  
Early exit (before 65 years old), exit at the prevailing norm (65 years old) and later exit (after 
65 years old) 

 
Exit Patterns All 

(%) 
Men 
(%) 

Women 
(%) 

Early exit 42.1 38.3 45.8 
At the prevailing norm 32.4 30.1 34.6 

Late exit 25.5 31.6 19.6 
 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on Register Data (the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden 

and the Survey questionnaire. 

 

Table F2: The changed probability of early exit and late exit from socio-economic background 
variables, men and women.  
Based on Multinomial Logit estimates (see Appendix Table AF1, for detailed results), marginal 
effects evaluated at sample means.  

 
 Early Exit Late Exit 
VARIABLES Men Women Men Women 
Married -0.081 0.155 no effect -0.061 
Divorced -0.087 no effect 0.078 0.062 
Widow -0.050 0.074 no effect no effect 
Number of resident. Children. no effect -0.138 0.056 0.102 
     
Foreign born 0.085 -0.161 no effect 0.096 
Age at arrival -0.006 0.006 no effect no effect 
     
Father retired bef. 65 0.095 no effect no effect no effect 
Father died bef. 65 0.047 -0.047 -0.031 no effect 
     
Predicted probability 0.336 0.448 0.323 0.174 
     
Number of observation 6 338 4 794 6 338 4  797 
     
Source: Own calculations, based on Register Data (the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden 
and the Survey questionnaire 
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Table F3: The changed probability of early exit and late exit from variables related to previous 
working conditions.  
Based on Multinomial Logit estimates (see Appendix AF1), marginal effects evaluated at 
sample means.  

 Early Exit Late Exit 
VARIABLES 
Self-employed bef. -0.181 0.347 
Poor health bef. 0.269 -0.195 
Poor working cond. bef. 0.034 -0.047 
Unsocial working hours No effect 0.043 
Autonomy -0.074 0.094 
     
Predicted probability 0.408 0.246 
     
Number of observation 11 132 11 132 
     
Self-employed bef.: Self-employed before exiting or at 64 years old for Stayers 
Poor health bef.: Poor health before exiting or at 65 for Stayers, questionnaire “How do you assess your 
general health?” 
Poor working cond. bef.: Poor working condition bef. exiting or at 64 years questionnaire, dummy 
Unsocial working hours bef.: Night or shift work bef. exiting or at 64 years questionnaire, dummy 
Autonomy bef.: Work autonomy bef. exiting or at 64 years questionnaire, “I can influence and control how 
I do my work” 
Source: Own calculations, based on Register Data (the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden 
and the Survey questionnaire. 
 

 

Table F3 shows how working conditions prior to the decision to stop or continue 

working influence the timing of  exit. Since we found small gender differences we only 

report here the results for the sample as a whole controlling for gender. It shows that 

self-employment has a strong impact on the probability to exit late (35 percentage points 

or 140 per cent of the predicted probability 0.25). The probability to exit early also 

decreases significantly (by 18 percentage or 44 per cent of the predicted probability 

0.41). Poor health prior to the decision to exit or stay strongly affect the probability of 

exiting earlier an increase with 66 per cent) and significantly decreases the probability 

exiting after 65 years old (a reduction with  79 per cent). Employment and health status 

prior the decision to leave or stay are thus the two main predictor of a prolonged 

working life. In addition, poor working conditions tend to reduce the probability of a 

late exit. Autonomy at the workplace also contributes to a higher probability of a late 

exit. It is somewhat surprising that unsocial working hours has no statistically 

significant effect on the probability of exiting earlier but do increase the probability or 

late exit. This may however be explained by the fact that self-employment, autonomy at 

the workplace and specific sector such as health but also Transport and Retails  are  

often associated with unsocial working hours.  
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Table F4: The changed probability of early exit and late exit from variables related to 
economic incentives, men and women.  
Based on Multinomial Logit estimates (see Appendix AF1), marginal effects evaluated at 
sample means. 

 
 Early Exit Late Exit 
VARIABLES Men Women Men Women 
Low education 0.041 No effect -0.056 No effect 
College, University -0.052 No effect 0.067 0.034 
Post Graduate -0.191 No effect 0.240 0.301 
     
Start work bef. 20 No effect No effect -0.040 No effect 
Unemployed bef. (100 days) -0.004 -0.007 No effect 0.003 
     
Average labour income bef. No effect -0.061 0.015 0.066 
Average capital income bef. 0.012 0.028 No effect -0.026 
     
Private pension  No effect -0.058 No effect No effect 
Well-informed 0.194 0.202 -0.105 -0.062 
Liquidity constraint 0.100 -0.099 -0.137 No effect 
     
Cohort 1942-45 -0.051 -0.074 0.056 0.038 
Cohort 1946-49 -0.098 -0.048 0.127 0.100 
     
Predicted probability 0.336 0.448 0.323 0.174 
     
Number of observation 6 338 4 794 6 338 4  797 
     
Low education: Compulsory school or less, dummy 
College, University: Tertiary education <=3 years, dummy 
Post Graduate: Tertiary education <=3 years, dummy 
Start work bef. 20: Age at starting work, dummy. Questionnaire 
Unemployment bef: Unemployment spell in days bef. exiting or up to 64 years old for Stayers 
Average Labour Income bef.: Average Labour income bef. exiting or up to 64 years old for Stayers  
Average Capital Income bef.: Average Capital income bef. exiting or up to 64 years old for Stayers 
Private pension: Responded saved in private pension, questionnaire dummy 
Well informed: Respondent well informed about pension questionnaire dummy 
Liquidity constraint: Respondent answers no to the following question: ”If you suddenly have to pay SEK 
10,000 within a week, can you make it?” 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on Register Data (the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden 

and the Survey questionnaire. 

 

Industry sectors also have significant effects on the probability to exit early or late.  To 

be working in agriculture and in renting results in a lower probability of an early exit 

and a higher probability of a late exit for men. Conversely to work in manufacturing, 

media and communication, bank and finance increase the likelihood of  of an  early exit 

and a lower the probability of a  late exit (See Table AF1 in the appendix for details) 

 

Turning to the variables that are related to the economic incentives, it is found that 

higher educational attainment increases the probability of a late exit, which can be 

expected by standard human capital theory. A longer investment in education results in 

a longer period of work in order to obtain the payoff from the investments. The effect is 

however larger for men, which indicates that the level of formal education during the 
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1950s and 1960s had smaller effects on the labour market outcome for women. A long 

working-life, which is indicated by the dummy variable “start work before age 20” 

reduces men’s probability of a late exit. It is also shown that women tend to compensate 

long periods of unemployment by a late exit from the labour force. The effect however 

is small: 300 days of unemployment increases the probability of late exit by 

approximately 1 per cent.  

 

The average labour income from the period after 1990 has a positive effect on the 

probability to exit late, which shows that the positive effect of higher earnings 

dominates the negative effect of higher pension benefits in (1a-c). Furthermore, a higher 

average labour income reduces the probability of an early exit for women, An increase 

of average income by SEK 100,000 increased the likelihood of late exit by 38 per cent 

for women but only 5 per cent for men.  Average capital income has an opposite effect, 

which indicates that women with high capital income can afford to retire earlier.  

 

The respondents were asked the question if they were able to raise the sum of SEK 

10,000 within a week. Those who answered “No” to this question were considered to be 

liquidity constrained. It appears that liquidity constraints increase the probability of an 

early exit for men whilst it decreases the probability of an early exit for women. There 

could however be an endogenous effect where early exit results in a tighter household 

budget for men, while that is not the case for women. 

 

To be well informed about the pension system significantly increases the probability of 

an early exit for both men and women. However, this result could be a natural 

consequence of the fact that people who retire early also tend to be more well informed 

about the pension system.  
 

F2. Conclusive Remarks 
 

The results of our estimations show that health and employment status (to be self-

employed) are the two strongest determinants of the timing of exit from the labour force 

among our senior citizen. A poor health at the time of exit (for Leavers) or at age 64 (for 

Stayers) increases the probability of early exit by 66 per cent and decreases the 

probability of late exit by 79 per cent. To be self-employed decreases the probability of 

early exit by 44 per cent and more than double increase the probability of a late exit. 

Our interpretation of these results are that the costs of work efforts decrease 

significantly for self-employed and workers with good health, leading to a 

postponement of exit from the labour force.  
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We also found smaller, but nevertheless interesting effects from several other socio-

economic variables. In particular, it appears that the age at which the father retired has 

an effect on the timing of exit of men. If the father had retired before the age of 65, then 

the probability of early exit increased by 28 per cent for men. In addition, if the father 

died before the age of 65, the probability of early exit increased by 13 per cent while the 

probability of late exit decreased by 10 per cent. There are thus reasons to believe that 

family norms regarding retirement and fathers’ early death, as a proxy for a shorter life 

expectancy, influence the timing of exit.  

 

The level of educational attainment has also a significant effect on the probability of 

early exit. A low level of education (compulsory school or less) increases the probability 

of early exit by 12 per cent for men (compared to upper secondary school), while 

College or University reduces the probability of early exit by 15 per cent. This pattern is 

reinforced by a decreasing probability of late exit for low educated men by 17 per cent 

and an increasing probability of late exit for college/university educated men and 

women by around 20 per cent.  Considering the long run tendency to an increase of 

educational attainment of the population coupled to long run  tendency to a skill 

upgrading of the workforce there  are strong reasons to believe that the conjunction of 

these tendencies will   entail a  lengthening of working life in the future. 

 

We found also that a higher average labour income (before age 65) increases the 

probability of late exit, in particular for women. Labour income could both positively 

influence the economic incentive to continue working after the standard age of 

retirement, but it could also indicate a higher job quality and better working conditions. 

Poor working conditions before retirement increased indeed the probability of early exit 

by 8 per cent and decreased the probability of late exit by 19 per cent. Likewise, work 

autonomy decreased the probability of early exit and increased the probability of late 

exit.   

 

Finally, it should be noticed that industry sector often has a large influence on the exit 

patterns. Working in agriculture significantly increases (decreases) the probability of 

late exit (early exit), while working in manufacturing, the media communication, and 

the banking and finance sector increase (decrease) the probability of early exit (late 

exit). Work in the public sector is also associated with a higher probability of early exit 

and a lower probability of late exit. 
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Section G: Early and Late Exit the Role of Personality Traits 
 

G1. Introduction  
 

Retirement is arguably a life event, which could affect personality just as personality 

might influence the decision to leave or stay at work after 65. To our best knowledge no 

studies up to date have attempted to specifically analyse the relationship between 

personality traits and the decision to stay on the labour market as either employed or 

self-employed after standard retirement age.  The main objective of this section is to fill 

this gap and assess the extent to which personality differs between Stayers and Leavers.  

 

In order to empirically assess potential differences between Stayer’s and Leaver’s 

personality traits we use the NEO Five Factory Inventory which is currently one of the 

most well established personality trait models. A reduced form of this model is the so-

called Big Five (Costa 1991, Costa and McCrae 1992, 1999a, 2003, 2008)144 . The five 

personality traits included are: 

1. Neuroticism (N): tense, irritable, moody 

2. Extraversion (E) sociable, forceful energetic  

3. Openness to experience (O): curious, imaginative and artistic 

4. Agreeableness (A): forgiving, sympathetic and warm  

5. Conscientiousness (C): efficient, organised, and  self-disciplined  

 

After a review of literature focusing on the ageing process and personality and the 

impact of retirement on personality we describe our methodological choices and present 

some descriptive statistics. Thereafter the results of our estimations are discussed and 

the section ends with some conclusive remarks  

 

G2. Ageing and personality traits (impact of age on personality) 
 

A central issue discussed in the literature on personality regards the stability versus the 

versatility  of personality  traitsacross age and life course.  Early empirical studies on the 

development of personality traits over the lifetime found that personality traits remain 

fairly stable and that this pattern holds across different cultures and countries (Costa, P 

& McCrae, R 1992, McCrae & Costa, 1994, McCrae and Terraciano 2005).  

                                                 
144 For a detailed description of the various facets included in the big five personality traits see Table AG1 in the 
appendix AG. 
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 A first theoretical tradition has underlined the role of biology for explaining the 

stability of personality traits over the life course (see for example McCrae et al. 2000, 

McCrae & Costa 2003 and 2008). A second theoretical tradition has emphasised the role 

and importance of critical events arising during the life course along with the effect of 

changing social roles on personality (Block 1971, Brim, 1965).  Proponents of the life 

course perspective have for instance argued that changes in personality over time were 

(at least partially) a consequence of attempts to adapt to the social environment. (e.g. 

Roberts et al., 2006a; Roberts, Wood, & Smith, 2005). Whilst proponents for a 

biological foundation of personality emphasized the permanence of personality over 

time, the life course perspective for instance stressed the likelihood of a variation of 

personality over time.  

Even though McCrae and Costa (2003) and Costa et al. (1999b) have argued for trait 

stability over the life course, they have also shown that the mean level of personality 

traits could change with age, but that the magnitude of these changes was small. For 

example, Neuroticism, Extraversion and Openness to experience have a tendency to 

decline slightly after thirty whilst Agreeableness and Conscientiousness show small 

increases (McCrae and Costa, 2003). Evidence for a negative trend in the mean level of 

Neuroticism across adulthood has also been found in cross-sectional studies such as 

Srivastava et al. (2003) and Soto et al. (2011) as well as in meta-analytic studies such as 

Helson and Kwan, 2000). Increases in the mean level of Agreeableness and 

Conscientiousness across age have also been found in other cross-sectional studies (Soto 

et.al 2011, Srivasta et al. 2003, Terraciano  2005). By contrast they found that the mean 

level of Extraversion and Openness to experience did not significantly change over 

time.  

 

Interestingly these age-profiles of personality traits found in cross-sectional studies have 

also be confirmed by longitudinal studies (see Costa & McCrae, 2003 and Helson and 

Kwan 2000 for a review) implying a certain permanence in the mean level of  

personality traits over the life cycle.   Meta-analytic studies such as Roberts et al. (2006) 

involving 92 longitudinal studies confirmed also that the change in the mean level of 

personality traits across the life course were very small.  

 

All in all then cross-sectional and longitudinal studies point to small changes in 

personality traits over the life course and these changes seem to follow a similar pattern; 

Agreeableness increasing slightly in late adulthood, Conscientiousness increasing 

slowly over the whole life course, Extraversion and Openness showing almost no 

change and Neuroticism decreasing steadily across the life course. 
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It should however be stressed that, none of the above mentioned studies have analysed 

personality trait development for senior citizen above the age of 65 as we do in the 

present study. 

 

G3. Retirement process and personality traits 
 

Changes in personality over the life course then seem to be small, however singular 

events such as retirement may arguably still have an impact on personality. There are 

three psychosocial theories of ageing which might enable a greater understanding of the 

retirement process:  Disengagement theory (Cumming and Henry, 1961), Continuity 

theory (Atchley 1989) and Activity theory (Lemon et al., 1972). The disengagement 

perspective considers the consequences of withdrawal from society, which may come 

with age and retirement. Disengagement theory was the first theory of ageing developed 

by social scientists. Often cognitive decline is put forward as evidence for 

disengagement in so far that it by necessity effects personality, certain traits becoming 

less pronounced and other’s more so.  

Activity theory is often contrasted with disengagement theory. Activity theory 

emphasises the importance of active involvement in society for an ageing individual’s 

life satisfaction. Activity is further seen to affect an individual’s self-concepts and 

adjustment to the ageing process. Retirement is a transitional period when social roles 

change as is true of social networks. Activity theory coupled with social investment 

perspectives indicate that changes related to retirement such as role model losses 

possibly affect personality (Havinghurst, 1961, Kim & Moen, 2001; Roberts, Wood, & 

Smith, 2005).  Continuity theory emphasises the role of strategies used by elderly 

persons to maintain their internal and external structures. These are often based on 

previous experiences and the individuals’ sense of self-efficacy. Salthouse (2012) points 

to the discrepancy between documented cognitive decline and work place success 

amongst elderly along with everyday functioning thus contesting disengagement. 

At the current time, evidence of negative consequences of age-related decreases in 
cognitive ability is limited … Reasons for the lack of consequences …probably reflect 
a…greater reliance with increased age on acquired … or because of a variety of 
different types of accommodations that minimize impact of the declines (Salthouse, 2012 
p 18).  

There is no consensus as of yet which theory best describes the relationship between 

personality and retirement. Each theory has its advocates with research supporting one 

theoretical tradition or the other.  

We have found two cases of comparable research on personality and timing of 
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retirement, which may arguably be considered to involve Early Leavers, Leavers at the 

standard retirement age and Stayers. One study found differences in personality traits 

between retirees and non-retirees (Löckenhoff et al., 2009), the second found a 

relationship between personality and disability pension (early retirement) but no 

relationship between personality and non-disability retirement (Blekesaune and 

Skirbekk, 2014). A third study considers the relationship between personality and the 

choice to exit or stay on the labour market in regards to self-employment (Caliendo et 

al., 2013). This study involved individuals up to the age of 59 and has been included 

because many elderly people choose self-employment after retirement age. 

 
Löckenhoff et al. (2009) examined associations between five-factor personality traits 

and retirement using longitudinal data including 367 individuals. The sample was drawn 

from the East Baltimore Epidemiologic Catchment Area Study (ECA, Eaton et al., 

1997). The study involved a comparison of those who had remained employed and those 

who had retired. Personality traits was not found to be a good predictor of future 

retirement however the results of estimation tend to show that retirees have a higher 

level of  Agreeableness and  lower levels of  activity (a facet of Extraversion).  

Blekesaune and Skirbekk (2014) investigated the predictive validity of personality traits 

for various routes and timing of retirement. The analysis distinguished between two 

main routes: disability pension and standard retirement.  Based on a survey carried out 

between 2002–2007, involving individuals aged 50-69 years old (1277 individuals in the 

first wave and 1272 in the second)  the authors use standard econometric techniques  

such as discrete time, competing risk and logistic regression models., Using the Big 

Five, they found that personality traits  do  predict disability retirement but not  usual  

retirement. The risk of disability pension for women was positively related to 

Neuroticism whilst Openness to Experience increased the risk of disability pension for 

men.  By contrast, Agreeableness and Extraversion decreased the risk of disability 

retirement for men.  

Caliendo et al. (2013) analysed the effects of personality traits on the decision to 

become and stay self-employed or in old age (59) using the German Socio-Economic 

Panel (SOEP) including 10 000 households and 10 available waves covering the period 

2000-2009.  They found that Openness to experience and Extraversion affect entry into 

self-employment whilst Agreeableness affects the exit from self-employment. They 

concluded that personality traits matter for transition in and out of self-employment.  

No studies up to date have attempted to specifically study the relationship between 

personality and late retirement. The studies mentioned above have however described a 

relationship between personality traits and retirement choice, differences in personality 

between retirees and non-retirees and differences in personality between individuals 
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choosing to exit or stay in a specific occupational sector (self-employment).  These 

studies have all found links between personality and retirement timing and pathway of 

exit from the labour market. Our aim is to add to research discussed above by 

investigating the relationship between late exit from the labour market and personality.  

G4. Personality traits, job motivation and employment status  

Life course research often presents results supporting evidence for the importance of 

specific events affecting personality (activity theory mainly). Research coming out of 

cognitive psychology perspectives supports a mixture of continuity and decline in so far 

that personality is not seen to be affected by the event of retirement but rather by the 

event of ageing where the mean scores of certain traits decline with age (along with 

facets such as activity).  Our study takes the life course approach as its starting point. It 

is of specific interest to this particular study to consider the relationship not only 

between retirement and personality but also to what extent personality might affect 

motives for staying on the labour market after the age of 65, such as for example job 

satisfaction.   

Personality has been found to be a good predictor of career choice, job satisfaction, 

success and performance (Tett et al., 1991; Judge et al., 1999, Judge et al., 2002, 

Gelissen and  Graaf, 2006, Sutin et al., 2009 ). Judge at al. (1999) put forward research 

supporting the supposition that personality is related to job satisfaction. Further they 

performed a meta-analysis showing that job satisfaction is contingent on personality 

(Judge et al., 2002). In line with these findings Furnham et al. (2009) found that 

Conscientiousness was a significant predictor of job satisfaction.  Personality has also 

been found to affect the choice to become and stay self-employed (Caliendo et al., 

2013). In so far that success is likely to affect the motivation to stay longer or leave 

earlier the labour force and in considering that many senior dependent employees decide 

to become self-employed instead of retiring (see sections C and F above) or continue in 

self-employment it is reasonable to believe that employment status, timing and routes of 

exit from the labour force may also be contingent on personality. We consider late and 

early exit in this study and compare not only Leavers and Stayers but also dependent 

employees and self-employed Stayers  

 

 

 

 



 83 

G5. Methodology 
 

In order to empirically assess differences between Stayer’s and Leaver’s personality 

traits in our study we use the NEO Five Factory Inventory (see Costa, 1991, Costa and 

McCrae, 1992, 1999a, 2003, 2008), measuring the five traits described in the 

introduction. All traits are scored across a continuum, extraversion for instance at one 

end of the scale and introversion at the other. Each trait in the NEO Five Factor 

Inventory consists of 12 facets, which are scored on a 5 points Likert-scale ranging from 

’Do not agree at all’ to ’Agree completely’. The personality test takes approximately 40 

minutes to complete. The maximum score for each personality traits is 60 points.   In 

order to analyse the internal consistency and inter-correlation of our personality traits 

we estimated a Cronbach Alpha.  Cronbach’s alpha is commonly used to ascertain the 

reliability of a psychometric test. The implicit assumption behind the Cronbach Alpha 

test is that the average correlation of a set of items is an accurate estimate of the average 

correlation of all items that pertain to a certain construct.  Scores above 0.65 in large 

samples are considered to be acceptable.  We found following Cronbach’s alpha 

reliability coefficients: 0.66 for Openness to experience, 0.81 for Neuroticism, 0.79 for 

Extraversion, 0.69 for Agreeableness, 0.79 for Conscientiousness,  results showing 

relatively good internal reliability (see Table AG2 in the appendix for details ).  

We further consider items belonging to two facets separately; Optimism (an item of the 

facet Emotional Enthusiasm in the trait of Extraversion) and Depression (an item of the 

facet of depression in the trait of Neuroticism). As self-employment has been found to 

be related to the trait of Openness to experience we consider also the difference in 

personality between employed stayers and self-employed stayers as well as an indicator 

of ‘actual activities’ connected to two specific facets of openness which are termed 

Ideas and Fantasy which we term ‘creativity’ collectively.  

In order to analyse the differences in personality traits among our sample of senior 

citizen, in particular the disparities in personality traits between Stayers and Leavers we 

used in a first step   an ordinary least square (OLS) technique. In order to control for 

potential compositional effects, we include in the regression of each personality trait 

(our dependent variables) a set of socio-economic variables in order to identify the 

differences in personality between Leavers and Stayers (See Tables AG4 to AG8 in the 

appendix for detailed results). As for the previous OLS regressions, we run three 

separate regressions: One regression based on the whole sample controlling for gender 

and two separate estimations for men and women respectively. 

In order assess the impact of personality traits on the decision to leave the labour market 

at or before the age of 65 versus to continue working after 65 we estimate  in a second 
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step a multinomial logit  as in section F comprising three categories, Early Leavers, 

Leavers at standard retirement age (65 years) and Stayers (both current and previous).  

We further   perform   an analysis of the differences in Creativity between Stayers and 

Leavers using a selection of questions from Runco’s Everyday Activity Check List 

(Runco, 1987). The creativity check list is thought to reflect actual involvement in 

creative activities and respondents are asked to quantify these (how often have you 

carried out the following activities….). The list of activities was originally inspired by a 

questionnaire created by Hocevar (1980). The items in our list were selected by Mark 

Runco and act as a control of the facets of Ideation and Fantasy.  The correlation 

between Openness to experience and our Creativity index is positive and relatively high 

(a correlation of 0.42). We have in the questionnaire (See Questionnaire A & B question 

89 in the appendix) made slight changes in the formulations of the questions in order to 

adapt the creativity test to our Swedish elderly population but these  slight changes does 

not  affect the validity of the test. 

G6: Descriptive statistics  
 
Table G1 below reports average score of personality traits by gender and employment 

status.  

As shown by the table average scores for Agreeableness and Consciousness  are  higher 

than the average score for the other personality traits which is also in accordance with 

previous research (Costa & McCrae 2003, Resebo, 2009).   

 

Table G1: Big Five.  Average personality traits (Scores 1-5)  
By Gender and Labour Market Status. 

 
Personality Traits All Men Women Stayers Leavers 
      
.Openness index 3.1 3.1 3,2 3.2 3.1 
Neuroticism   index 2.3 2.2 2.3 2.1 2.3 
Extraversion  index 3.3 3.3 3.4 3.5 3.3 
Agreeableness  index 3.8 3.7 3.9 3.9 3.9 
Conscientiousness 
index 

3.8 3.8 3.8 3.9 3.8 

 

Source: Own calculations based on the questionnaire 

 

We found no large gender differences in average scores of personality, if any women 

seem to be on average slightly more agreeable than men. Except for Neuroticism, we 

found also slightly higher average trait scores for Stayers as compared to Leavers.  It 

should however be stressed that the average score differences in personality traits 

between Stayers and Leavers  like for gender remain small. 
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As shown by McCrae & Terracciano (2005) average  scores in personality traits seem to 

be quite similar across countries.  Unfortunately, Sweden was not included in this 

international comparison. However, a more recent Swedish study was based on The 

Swedish National Survey on Aging and Care (Resebo, 2009)  including 1 400 senior 

citizens and using the above mentioned 60–item NEO Five-Factor Inventory. This study 

shows results well in accordance with our estimated average personality score, (see 

Table AG3 in the appendix for a comparison) implying that our results are quite robust.  

As above-mentioned previous research has shown that personality traits are stable after 

the age of 30 with only marginal changes across the lifecourse (Costa & McCrae 2003, 

Roberts 2006, Soto 2011). Neuroticism, Extraversion and Openness to experience have 

a tendency to decline slightly after thirty (Costa & McCrae 2003) whilst Agreeableness 

and Conscientiousness have a tendency to increase. Studies on personality traits have 

both been carried out using longitudinal and cross sectional data. As stressed by Costa 

& McCrea (1996), “It appears from the data of many longitudinal studies that aging 

itself has little effect on personality. This is true despite the fact that the normal course 

of ageing includes disease, bereavement, divorce, unemployment, and many other 

significant events for substantial portions of the population”. (p 862).  

Figure G1 below displays the age profiles of average personality trait scores amongst 

our respondents. As shown by the Figure personally traits amongst our senior citizen are 

fairly stable across age which is in line with above mentioned studies.  

Figure G1:  Big Five age-profiles among our respondents. 
 

 

Source:  Own calculations, based on questionnaire. 
 

Worth noticing is that the average scores of each personality trait are virtually the same 

between 67 and 75 years old an age bracket where a large majority of senior citizen are 
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already retired (92 per cent of senior citizen are retired) implying that retirement per se 

does not affect personality.  

Figure G2: Personality traits by age of exit, Leavers and Previous Stayers 
 

 

 
Source:  Own calculations, based on questionnaire. 
 

Figure G2 depicts average scores of personality traits according the actual age of exit, 

restricting the sample to Leavers and Previous Stayers.  Like for the age profile, 

personality does not seem to be affected by the age of exit, the average score being quite 

stable across the timing of exit with no significant disparities between Leavers (age of 

exit at 65 or before) and Previous Stayers (age of exit after 65 years old).  

 

G7.   Disparities in personality traits between Stayers and Leavers: an 
econometric approach  
 

The average scores in personality traits presented above might hide large compositional 

effects.  In order to analyse the disparities in personality traits between Stayers and 

Leavers   we estimate for each personality trait an OLS regression model controlling for 

a set  of  socio-economic variables.  It should be stressed that the fact that we use cross-

sectional data and observe only current personality traits of our respondents makes it 

difficult to differentiate the impact of retirement versus paid work on personality from 

the impact of personality on the decision to stay longer or to leave earlier on the labour 

market. Due to this potential endogeneity  and reverse causation problem, the results of 

the OLS regression analysis should thus be interpreted with care and be understood  
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more as a correlation between personality traits and exit patterns;  The above-mentioned  

stability of personality traits across the life course found in the literature as well as the 

above-described  age profile  and age of exit  of average personality scores indicates 

however that retirement per se  does not  seem to significantly affect personality, whilst 

personality may affect the choice to leave or stay on the labour market.   

In the following we present the main result of the OLS estimations focusing on 

statistically significant results for each personality trait (See  Table G2 of a summary of 

our main results  and  Table AG4 to AG8 in the appendix for detailed results). 

G7.1 Openness to experience   
 

For the sample as a whole, the average score for Openness to Experience amounts to 3.1 

(See table G1 above).  As shown by Table AG4, second column in the appendix men 

are, ceteris paribus, slightly less Open to Experience than their female counterparts (a 

decrease with 5per cent). Foreign born are on average marginally more Open to 

Experience than their native counterparts (+ 2 per cent).  People with high levels of 

education are more open to experience than people with low education, post graduates 

for instance score 16 per cent above the average. Divorced seniors are slightly more 

open to experience than their single counterparts (an increase with 2 per cent).  Socially 

active people score 11 per cent higher than the average than people who are not socially 

active. We found no statistically significant differences for employment status: self-

employed seniors displaying ceteris paribus similar scores on Openness to experience 

than dependent employees. The Youngest cohort (born 1946-49) is everything being 

equal more Open to Experience than older cohorts. Seniors residing in Småland, 

Middle, West and Northern regions are also slightly less Open to Experience than men 

from the capital region, but the regional differences in personality traits remain small. 

Last but not least Current and Previous Stayers are slightly more Open to Experience (+ 

2%) than Leavers. 

 
 
G7.2 Neuroticism 

 
For the sample as a whole, the average score for Neuroticism is 2.3 (see Table G1, 

above).  As shown by Table AG5 2nd column in the appendix, men exhibit lower 

Neuroticism scores than their female counterpart (a statistically significant difference of 

almost 8%). Foreign born have higher average scores of neuroticism than natives but the 

difference remains marginal (3% higher). Highly educated senior citizens display 

slightly lower average scores for neuroticism than people with lower education (- 4%). 

Overall divorced people exhibit slightly lower neuroticism scores, in particular divorced 

men compared to single men (a difference of 6%, see 3rd column in Table AG5).  Like 

for Openness to Experience we found no statistically significant differences between 
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self-employed and wage earners regarding the extent of neuroticism. Women who are 

socially active display lower scores of neuroticism than women who are not (an increase 

with 5%).  Neuroticism scores are higher amongst people with poor health, 8% as 

compared to those with good health.  Younger cohort displays also ceteris paribus lower 

scores of Neuroticism. 

Current Stayers display slightly lower scores on Neuroticism than Leavers (-a decrease 

with 4%), but not Previous Stayers.  

 

Table G2: Impact of socio-economic covariates on Big-five Personality Traits 
 

 
Covariates Openness 

to 
experience 

Neuroticism Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness 

Men - - - - - 
Foreign born + + n.s - - 
Low educated - +  - n.s 
Highly 
educated 

+ - n.s + - 

Self-employed n.s n.s + - n.s 
Divorced + - + n.s + 
Married n.s n.s + + + 
Strong social 
link 

+ - + + + 

Poor Health n.s + - n.s - 
Disposable 
Income 

+ n.s + n.s n.s 

Youngest 
cohort 

+ - + + + 

Current 
Stayers 

+ - + + + 

Previous 
Stayers 

+ n.s + - - 

- “-“ Statistically significant Negative impact 
- “+”Statistically significant  Positive impact 
- n.s  Not statistically significant at conventional level 

 
Source:  Own calculations, based on questionnaire. 
 
G7.3 Extraversion 
 
The average score for Extraversion for the sample as a whole amounts to 3.3 (See Table 

G1 above). As shown by Table AG6 in the appendix, males are everything else been 

equal slightly less Extravert than their female counterparts (a reduction of 3%). Post 

graduates seniors show lower average scores of extraversion than people with medium 

level of education ( a reduction 4 %). Poor health affects Extraversion negatively (a 

reduction of 4%). Divorced people score higher on Extraversion than non-divorced (an 

increase with 4%) whilst married women display higher scores on Extraversion than  

their single counterparts (an increase with 3%). Compared to dependent employees, 

self-employed are slightly more extravert (an increase with 2%). Seniors who are 
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socially active show higher scores on extraversion than people who are not (an increase 

with 5%). The youngest cohorts (born 1946-1949) are marginally more extravert, (+2%) 

than older cohorts. We found no statistically significant regional differences in the 

extent of Extraversion. Current Stayers and Previous Stayers show higher scores on 

Extraversion than Leavers (an increase of respectively 7% and 3 %). 

 
G7.4 Agreeableness 
 
The average score for Agreeableness for the sample as a whole sample is 3.8 (see Table 

G1 above).  Ceteris paribus males are slightly less agreeable than their female 

counterparts (a reduction with 4%, see Table AG7 in the appendix). The same is true for 

foreign born displaying on average lower scores than their native counterparts (a 

reduction with 4 %). Self-employed are marginally less agreeable than dependent 

employees (a reduction with 1%). Compared to their single counterparts married seniors 

are slightly more agreeable than their single counterparts, but the difference is very 

small (+1%). Seniors who are socially active show slightly higher scores on 

Agreeableness than people who are not (an increase with around 2%). Younger cohorts 

are slightly more agreeable than older cohorts ( + 1% for seniors born during WWII and 

+ 2 % for those born 1946-49) . We found no regional differences in the extent of 

Agreeableness. Current Stayers are marginally more agreeable than Leavers (+1%). 

Worth noting is also that Previous Stayers are slightly less agreeable (-1%) than their  

Leavers’ counterparts.  

 
G7.5 Conscientiousness 
 
The average score for Conscientiousness amounts to 3.8 (See table G1, above ). Men, 

foreign born and post graduates are marginally less conscientious than their counterparts 

(- 2 %, see Table AG8 in the appendix). Men with Post graduate education score lower 

on conscientiousness than men with medium level of educated (-3%). Poor health 

affects average scores for conscientiousness very marginally (-2%). Compared to their 

single counterparts both divorced and married women are slightly more conscientious 

(+2%). Overall, Current Stayers display slightly higher scores on Conscientiousness 

than Leavers (+3%). Interesting to note  and contrasting to Current Stayers, Previous 

Stayers are slightly less conscientious than their  Leavers’ counterpart, but the 

difference is extremely small (- 0.8 %). 

 
G7.6 Optimism 
 

Self-reported optimism was considered separately from the facet of Positive emotions in 

the trait of Extraversion  to create the category for optimism (see table AG1 in the 
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Appendix)145. The average score  in Optimism for the  sample as a whole  is 3,4. As 

shown by Table AG10 in the appendix, male scores are slightly lower (- 2 %). Post 

graduates score lower on optimism than people with medium levels of education (- 7%). 

People with poor health score slightly lower on average than people reporting good 

health (- 5%). Compared to their single counterparts, married people show higher self-

reported optimism (+ 5%) , the same is true of divorced people (+ 5%) and widowed 

people (+7%).  

 

Table G3: Impact of socio-economic covariates on Depression, Optimism and Creativity  
 
 
Covariates Optimis

m 
Depressi

on 
Creativi

ty 
Men - - n.s 
Foreign 
born 

n.s n.s + 

Low 
educated 

n.s + - 

Highly 
educated/Po
st graduate 

- - + 

Self-
employed 

+ - + 

Divorced + n.s + 
Married + - n.s 
Strong 
social link 

+ - + 

Poor Health - + n.s 
Disposable 
Income 

n.s n.s n.s 

Youngest 
cohort 

+ - + 

Current 
Stayers 

+ - + 

Previous 
Stayers 

n.s + + 

 
- “-“ Statistically significant Negative impact 
- “+”Statistically significant  Positive impact 
- n.s  Not statistically significant at conventional level 

 
Source:  Own calculations, based on questionnaire. 
 
 
On average male widowers score higher than male singles 9%. Self-employed score 

higher on optimism than employees (+5%) particularly male self-employed (+ 6%) as 

compared to male dependent employees.  People who are socially active score higher on 

average than people who are not (+ 5%). Cohort born 1946-1949 scores higher on 

optimism than older cohorts. Current Stayers score higher on self-reported optimism 

                                                 
145 The category is based on a question which asks the respondent to rate their level of optimism. 
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than leavers (+5%). Female Stayers score higher on optimism than female Leavers 

(+8%).   

 
 
G7.7 Depression 

 
In assessing items from the facet of depression in the trait of Neuroticism separately for 

the sample as a whole the average score for Depression  is 2.3 (see Table AG9 in the 

appendix)146. 

 

As shown by Table AG11 in the appendix, males display lower scores regarding 

Depression than their female counterparts (a reduction with 8%). Seniors with higher 

educational attainment seem, ceteris paribus,  to be  less depressed than people with 

medium level of education (- 6 %). Married men display everything been equal lower 

scores on depression than their  single counterparts (- 5 %). People who are socially 

active report marginally lower levels of depression than people who are not (-5%). 

Women living in Scania score lower on depression than women living in the capital 

region (-5%). Younger cohorts (born 1946-1949) seems to be less depressive than older 

cohorts (- 4%).  Overall,  Current  Stayers are slightly less depressive than both Leavers 

(-4%)  and Previous Stayers (-6%).  

 

G7.8 Creativity 
 

As shown by Table AG12 in the appendix, for the sample as a whole the average means 

score in Creativity amounts to 2.3 with no gender differences. The Creativity index is 

made of a selection of questions from Runco’s  Everyday Activity Check List (Runco , 

1987) with slight adjustments for age and culture. These questions follow quite closely 

the facets of Ideation and Fantasy in the trait of Openness in the personality 

questionnaire. The difference being that respondents are asked about actual behaviour 

and are required to quantify these (how often have you carried out the following 

activities….). The questions act a control of the facets of Ideation and Fantasy.  The list 

of activities was originally developed from Hocevars’ activity list (Hocevar, 1980) The 

results of our OLS estimations (See Table AG13 in the appendix) show that everything 

being equal, there are no gender differences in the extent of Creativity. Foreign born 

exhibit slightly higher scores in Creativity than   their native counterparts (+6%). 

Seniors with higher educational attainment exhibit also higher scores of creativity 

(+5%). Women who are highly educated score higher on creativity than women who 

have only a medium level of education (+ 6%). Post graduate women exhibit 

                                                 
146 The category is based on two questions which asks the respondent to rate if they have a tendency to feel depressed (alone 
and depressed or sad and depressed) 
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significantly higher Creativity scores than middle level education (+20%) whilst post-

graduate men do not score higher on creativity than men with middle level education. 

Divorced men score higher on creativity than single men (+9%).  Regarding 

employment status, self-employed seniors display a higher creativity score than their 

wage earners’ counterparts (+5.6%) particularly female self-employed (+12%).   Social 

activity has very little effect on Creativity score (+2%) and we found no regional 

difference except for the West regions displaying slightly lower level of Creativity. 

Senior Stayers, both Current and Previous Stayers are ceteris paribus slightly more 

Creative than Leavers (a difference respectively of +3.6 % and  + 1.9 %).  Female 

Current Stayers scored higher also in creativity (+5.9%) than both female Previous 

Stayers and female Leavers 

To sum up: focusing on personality difference between Current Stayers, Previous 

Stayers and Leavers the results of our estimations shows that ceteris paribus and for the 

sample as a whole, Current Stayers are slightly more extravert, more open to 

experience, more conscientious and agreeable  and less neurotic  than their Leavers’ 

counterparts. We found also that Current Stayers   are also slightly more optimistic, 

more   creative and less depressive compared to Leavers. It should however be 

emphasized that disparities in personality traits or Creativity between Stayers and 

Leavers whilst statistically significant at conventional level remains extremely small.   

 

G8. Impact of personality traits on the likelihood to continue working after 
65. 
 

Differences in personality traits might arguably affect the decision to continue working 

after 65. Using the same methodological framework as in section F, i.e multinomial 

logit with three categories, Early Leavers, Leavers at standards retirement age and 

Stayers (both current and previous), we report in the following the impact of personality 

traits on the decision to leave at or before 65 or to continue  working  after 65. As for 

the previous OLS estimates, we run three separate regressions: One regression based on 

the whole sample controlling for gender and two separate estimations for men and 

women respectively. Table G4 below reports a summary of the results for the five 

personality traits (See Table AG14 for a detailed results of the estimations) 
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Table G4: Impact of personality traits on the probability to leave or continue working 
To leave before the age of 65, to leave at the standard age of retirement or to continue 
working after the age of 65.   
Multinomial logit. Marginal effect estimated at sample means. 

 
 Openness 

to 
experience  

Neuroticism Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness 

Predicted 
probability  to 
leave before 
65 (=40,2 %) 

-0,0272 ** 0.0120 - 0.0669*** 0.0387** 0.0115 

Predicted 
probability  to 
leave at the 
the standard 
age (=34,5 
%) 

-0.0150 -0.0900 -0.0296** -0.1356 -0.0109 

Predicted 
probability  to 
continue 
working after  
65 (=25,3%) 

0.0287** - 0.00304 0.0966*** -0.0251* 0.0265** 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from 
Statistics Sweden and the Survey questionnaire 
 

As shown by Table G4 an increase of one unit in the score of Openness to experience 

decreases ceteris paribus the probability to leave before the age of 65 by 2,7 percentage 

points (or a decrease of the probability to leave before 65 by 6,8 %). An increase of one 

unit in Extraversion decreases the probability to leave earlier by 6,7 percentage points 

(or a decrease of the probability by 16,7 %). An increase of one unit in the score of 

Agreeableness increases the probability to leave earlier by 3,9 percentage points (or a 

decrease of probability by 9.6 %).  It is interesting to note that the extent of Neuroticism 

or Conscientiousness  does not seem to affect the decision to leave  earlier. 

An increase of one unit in the score of Openness to experience increases the probability 

to continue working by 2.9 percentage points (or an increase by 11.3 %). An increase of 

one unit in the score of Extraversion increases also significantly the probability to 

continue working after 65 by percentage 9.7 points (or an increase of probability by 38,2 

% !). An increase of one unit in the score of Agreeableness to experience decreases the 

probability to leave the labour market after 65,  by 2.5 percentage points (or an increase 

by 11.3 %). An increase of one unit in the score of Conscientiousness affects the 

probability to leave late by 2.6 percentage points (or an increase by 10.5 %). 
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G9. Conclusive remarks 
 

Focusing on disparities in personality traits between Stayers and Leavers, the results of 

our OLS estimations show that Stayers are ceteris paribus marginally more Open to 

Experience, more Extravert, and slightly more Conscientious and Agreeable than their 

Leavers’ counterparts. Stayers also seem to be slightly less depressed and more 

optimistic as well as more creative than Leavers. We want to emphasize that even 

though statistically significant at conventional level, these disparities in personality 

traits between Stayers and Leavers remain very small. In other words, there are strong 

reasons to believe that the personality of active and retired seniors does not differ in any 

significant way except perhaps in relation to the level of Extraversion. However, the 

fact that we use cross sectional data and only observe the current personality traits of 

our respondents independent of their employment status makes it difficult to disentangle 

the impact of retirement (i.e. the state of being retired) on personality from the impact of 

personality traits on the decision to withdraw earlier or continue to work after 65. In 

other words, we cannot assess accurately the direction of causality. The state of being 

retired (versus to stay active on the labour market) may affect for example negatively 

(positively) the extent of Extraversion and not imply that per se or that Stayers are 

inherently more extravert than Leavers. However, the small estimated differences in 

personality traits between Stayers and Leavers combined with the stability of 

personality traits across age and cohorts give us strong reasons to believe that a life 

event such as retirement or the retirement spell do not affect personality significantly.  

On the other hand, we have found that differences in personality traits may affect the 

decision to leave or to remain in the labour market. In other words, our results tend to 

show that retirement per se (or conversely a prolonged working life) does not 

significantly affect personality, but that personality traits might influence the decision to 

leave or stay at work after the age of 65.  The results of the Multinomial logit regression 

tend to show that more extravert, more conscientious, more open to experience and less 

depressed and agreeable individuals have a higher likelihood to choose to continue 

working after the age of 65 and therefore stay longer in the labour market.  Extraversion 

being the personality trait which is most strongly implicated in the decision for opting 

for a prolonged working life.  

As shown by our literature review, very few empirical studies analysing  the pathway of 

retirement  have included measurements of personality traits. Confirming previous 

empirical evidence our results show no significant variation of personality traits 

between 65 to 75. As in the Swedish SNAC study, we found that the levels of 

Conscientiousness and Agreeableness were considerably higher than the average scores 

of other traits. We did find some cohort effects where younger cohorts were marginally 

less Neurotic, marginally more Agreeable, marginally more Conscientious, marginally 
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more Open and marginally more Extravert.  Löckenhoff et al. (2009) found that retirees 

have a higher level of Agreeableness which was not confirmed by our results where 

average scores in Agreeableness were higher for Stayers. Extraversion was found to be 

higher for  Stayers which is more in line with  Löckenhoff et al. (2009)  findings. 

Further Löckenhoff et al. (2009) and Blekesaune and Skirkbekk (2014) found that 

personality traits were not a good predictor of future retirement. We also found that 

Extraversion, Openness and Conscientiousness were good predictors of the probability 

to stay on the labour market after standard retirement age whilst the level of 

Agreeableness had a positive impact on the probability to leave the labour market before 

65 years old.   Blekesaune and Skirkbekk (2014) found that the risk of disability pension 

for women, i.e the risk of  early retirement due to disabililty, was positively related to 

Neuroticism whilst Openness to Experience increased the risk of early retirement  for 

men. We  did not  find  any relationship between the probability to leave early and the 

level of  Neuroticism or Openness to experience.   

Finally, what our study adds to the ongoing debate about personality and retirement ?  

Our results tend to show that if  ‘personality matters’, retirement versus  prolonged paid 

work activity do  not seem to affect personality whereas personality traits  most 

probably affects the decision to stay or leave the labour market. Because the probability 

to stay on the labour market increases with Extraversion it is also likely that Stayers will 

be found to have higher levels of Extraversion which is also confirmed by our 

estimations, Extraversion being the trait with differs the most between Stayers and 

Leavers.  

 

  



 96 

Section H: Life Satisfaction  
 

H1. Introduction  
 

The main objectives of this section is to assess empirically the extent to which life 

satisfaction differs between Stayers, Previous Stayers and Leavers, controlling for a set 

of standard socio-economic variables such as gender, educational attainment, civil and 

labour market status, income as well as personality traits.  This section starts with a 

review of previous literature focusing on the relationship between life satisfaction on the 

one hand and ageing, retirement process and personality traits on the other hand.  

 

Well-being of which life satisfaction is only one element can be considered in terms of a 

hedonic approach or a eudemonic approach (Vanhoutte, 2014). Whilst the hedonic 

approach involves a subjective judgement as to what happiness is, the eudemonic 

approach involves a consideration of well-being in accordance to a set of external norms 

or rules (Diener et al., 1985).  The hedonic approach is what is more commonly 

associated with subjective well-being (Diener et al., 1985, Deci and Ryan 2008) and is 

what we are going to use in this section. According to the hedonic approach, well-being 

is seen to be composed of three dimensions or aspects, one being a cognitive aspect and 

the other two being positive and negative affect (Diener et al,. 1985, Ryan & Deci, 

2001). Affects constitute emotional dimensions, whilst life satisfaction, which will be 

considered here, refers to the cognitive dimension.  Diener et al. (1985) refers to Shin 

and Johnson (1978) in describing life satisfaction as a global assessment of an 

individual’s quality of life through self-assessment (i.e. according to his/her own 

judgement).  Life satisfaction is not an absolute or objective measure as it is judged in 

relation to personal expectations of ’what it is to have a good life’.  

 

’Judgement of life satisfaction….is not externally imposed. It is a hallmark of the 

subjective well-being area that it centres on the person’s own judgements, not upon 

some criterion which is judged to be important by the researcher (Diener et al., 1985 p 

71).  

 

H2. Life satisfaction and ageing process 
 
During the last two decades a growing number of empirical studies have been conducted 

to analyse the relationship between age and life satisfaction. Life satisfaction has been 

found to follow a U-shaped form across the lifecourse implying high level of life 

satisfaction at both young and old age and a minimum at around middle age 
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(Blanchflower and Oswald 2008, Bauer et al., 2016).  However as stressed by Bauer et 

al. (2016) some controversy still remains over the universality of an U-shape curve in 

life satisfaction over the lifecycle.  For example, in Asia an S-shaped pattern has been 

found (Bauer et al. 2016) where life satisfaction decreases for the elderly as is the case 

in sub-Saharan Africa, Latin America countries and the Caribbean. Other empirical 

studies have found that the U-shape curve is only found in high-income, English-

speaking countries (Deaton 2008, Steptoe et al. 2015). The decrease in life satisfaction 

(when it is identified) sets in after the mid-70s or after the age of 80 supporting the 

theory of a decline of life satisfaction with age. Whilst role model losses and health 

deterioration leading to reduced activity after midlife fits the development of life 

satisfaction at old age, the observed decline of life satisfaction after adolescence is more 

difficult to explain. Some researchers emphasize a change in expectations for the futures 

affecting the age profile of life satisfaction. There is also empirical research pointing to 

continuity in life satisfaction over the life course (Baird et al., 2010, Hamarat et al., 

2002, Diener and Suh, 1998), individual’s life satisfaction remaining quite steady. Even 

though unexpected life events might impact on life satisfaction these effects tend to be 

transitory and life satisfaction has a tendency to returning to pre-event levels. 

 

H3. Life Satisfaction and Retirement 
 

Retirement has been found to impact on life satisfaction just as life satisfaction has been 

found to be mediated by personality (Hershey and Henkens, 2013). As in the previous 

section, theories of Disengagement, Activity and Continuity are used to analyse the 

relationship between retirement and life satisfaction. Disengagement theory, describing 

a mutual distancing between the individual and society, (Cumming & Henry, 1961) 

indicates that retirement may lead to a decrease in life satisfaction in so far as 

disengagement can be the result of health deterioration which in turn may involve 

negative emotions. Life satisfaction is found to decline after 70 in several studies (Baird 

et al. 2010).   

Activity theory coupled with social investment perspectives describe how changes 

related to retirement involve role model losses and health deterioration leading to less 

activity (Havighurst, 1961, Kim & Moen, 2001; Roberts et al. 2005) which in turn 

predicts a decline in life satisfaction.  Using the same theoretical framework, an 

alternative approach emphasizes the advantages of retirement enabling new role models 

(Fehr, 2012; Wang, 2007),  and new kinds of activities (Kaskie et al., 2008)  along with 

more leisure and recreation (Pinquart & Schindler, 2009; Siegenthaler & Vaughan, 

1998)  which in turn indicates that senior citizens may become more active and socially 
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engaged after retirement, affecting positively  life satisfaction.  

Continuity theory points to a maintenance of individuals previously held values, identity 

and lifestyle (Atchley, 1989) indicating that a life event such as retirement will not 

impact upon life satisfaction.  

In a recent study Dingemans and Henkens (2015) analyse the extent to which paid work 

after standard retirement affects life satisfaction and self-efficacy. Using panel data on 

retirement behaviour based on a sample of older Dutch citizens, they estimate the intra-

individual changes in life satisfaction over a 10-year period during which most of the 

participants went into retirement.  They found that involuntary retirement is associated 

with a decrease in life satisfaction in later life. By contrast, older citizens prolonging 

working life show no decline in life satisfaction. Voluntary retirees in bridge 

employment experience even an increased level of life satisfaction. Bridge employment 

refers to post-retirement transitions in and out of the workforce in Dingemans and 

Henkens study.  

 In a previous study comprising 1 388 older Dutch workers and involving two 

measurements at 6 years intervals during which 54% left employment, Hershey and 

Henkens (2014) found that those who had gone into retirement voluntarily reported 

higher levels of life satisfaction than those continuing working (i.e Stayers after 

standard retirement age). Those forced into involuntary retirement reported the lowest 

levels of life satisfaction. In both cases where individuals either retire earlier or later 

than the standard retirement age they found  lower levels of life satisfaction. These 

results were in line with Szinovacz (2003)  conclusions that social embeddedness and 

the timing of transition are critical for the perceived quality of life. Here it is believed 

that judgement of life satisfaction is made in relation to societal norms. In leaving early 

or late individuals are not conforming to prevailing dominant societal norms which in 

turn affect subjective life satisfaction.  

Dingemans and Henkens (2014) considered life satisfaction in older individuals with 

bridge employment aspirations who have not found work as compared to individuals 

who were retired and did not aspire to bridge work. The older individuals with bridge 

employment aspirations who had not found work had lower levels of life satisfaction 

than full retirees.  Participation in bridge employment due to financial constraints was 

found to be related to lower levels of life satisfaction compared to participation in 

employment related to intrinsic motives (self-fulfilment etc).  
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H4. Life satisfaction and personality traits 
 

Several studies have shown a strong support for the impact of personality traits on life 

satisfaction (DeNeve and Cooper 1998, Steel et al. 2008, Tauber et al. 2016). As for the 

relationship between retirement and personality changes, there is no consensus as yet 

about which theory best describes the relationship between life satisfaction and 

retirement.  Further there is little research investigating the relationship between life 

satisfaction and the choice to leave late as compared to the choice to leave early. Filling 

this gap is one of the objectives of this section. 

Evidence for the relationship between subjective well-being (SWB) and personality was 

put forward in a meta-analysis by DeNeve and Cooper (1998). They concluded that 

personality is one of the foremost predictors of SWB. However, “on average, 

personality variables were associated with [only] 4% of the variance for all indices of 

SWB”. Other meta-analytic studies have produced much higher values such as Steel 

(2008). Whilst Soto et al. (2014) carried out a larger study of the relationship between 

personality and SWB finding that they were interrelated both interacting with each 

other, Tauber et al. (2016) carried out a similar meta-analysis and found results which 

closely coincided with Steel et al. (2008). All three studies will be discussed below.  

Robinson et al. (2010) considered the relationship between life satisfaction and 

retirement in a sample of 365 senior citizens using an online survey. The vast majority 

had already retired (76 %) and the mean age among the retirees was 64,5 years. They 

found that high level of Extraversion and low level of Neuroticism were good predictors 

of life satisfaction for individuals who had not yet retired whilst Agreeableness, 

Conscientiousness and low levels of Neuroticism predicted life satisfaction in people 

who had already retired. Steel et al. (2008) carried out a meta-analysis to investigate the 

relation between SWB and personality. They argue that the weak relationship found 

between personality and SWB in previous meta-analyses was mainly methodological in 

particular the use of different personality scales in the analysis. Taking this into account 

Steel et al. (2008)  found that the relationship between personality and SWB is typically 

stronger (approximately 4 time stronger) than previous studies have shown. They 

considered how much variance personality traits account for individually as well as 

together and found that the total variance accounted for by personality  ranged  between 

39% or 63%. (pp138). Soto et al. (2014) found that life satisfaction and personality 

predicted each other equally well in a sample of  16 367 Australian citizens who 

participated in a survey. Soto found that subjective well-being was positively associated 

with higher levels of Extraversion, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. Specht et al., 

2013 found that life satisfaction predicted maturation in personality and especially 

emotional stability in a sample of 14 718 Germans. These findings were not replicated 
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in Taubers et al. (2016) longitudinal analysis.  Taubers et al. study included two cohorts 

and three  waves of 4 years interval each. The participants were born either before 

WWII (1930–1932, older cohort) or afterward (1950–1952; younger cohort) and 

residing in Heidelberg or Leipzig. Data was collected using questionnaires along with 

tests on cognitive abilities and medical assessments. Tauber et al. (2016) argued that 

longitudinal data were lacking in the overall study of the relationship between 

retirement and life-satisfaction. Their study showed that personality traits were good 

predictors of  life satisfaction in particular  Neuroticism and Extraversion  well in line 

with Steel et al. (2008)  results revealing mild to moderate relationships. Tauber et al. 

(2016) found that personality predicted life satisfaction 4 years later but life satisfaction 

did not predict personality and concluded that this was rather surprising when compared 

to Soto’s and Spechts et al. (2013) results. The latter also claiming that life satisfaction 

also predicts personality.  

H5. Life satisfaction: health, financial and other societal aspects  
 

The way of evaluating life satisfaction may arguably be related to personality but other 

factors may affect subjective well-being such as cognitive and physical health as both 

have been found to impact negatively on well-being (Smith et. al 2002). An individual 

may value health over material wealth where others may value family life over personal 

fulfilment but these ’value pyramids’ are likely to depend on how an individual is 

feeling. Material wealth perhaps becoming more interesting when an individual is 

healthy enough to enjoy his/her capital, physical and mental health being more valued 

when these are lacking.  Evaluations have also been found to be affected by future 

projections and so measurements involving past, current and projected future life 

satisfaction have been carried out.  These explain to an extent the observed decrease in 

life satisfaction through to mid age where perhaps the trajectories mirror fear of ageing 

(Nguyen 2014) whilst the incline in trajectories after 47 may be influenced by positively 

met expectations, capacity for rational comparisons between the self and other’ less 

fortunate individuals, accumulation of capital and the realisation that death is an 

alternative, health impacting on this negatively after 80. Yet another influence on life 

satisfaction is culture and material standards in nations as can be seen in the OECD 

measures of SWB (OECD 2013). 

 

It has also been found that traumatic events affect life satisfaction (Krause 2004).  The 

lifecourse approach used here, allows for a consideration of life events affecting life 

satisfaction (traumatic and otherwise) just as measurements of personality allow us to 

consider the impact of seemingly ‘stable factors’ (see previous section G).  
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Subjective well-being is also sometimes used as an indicator of how well citizens are 

responding to various kinds of policy and state interventions (Di Tella et al., 2003). 

Here life satisfaction measures are taken together with other kinds of economic and 

socioeconomic measures. Labour earnings, capital income and wealth are considered 

along with the design of social protection systems, social networks, sickness 

absenteeism etc. Well-being has been found to be related to health and in so far that the 

elderly populations of Europe are growing it is of interest for governments and national 

states to ensure that policies regarding senior citizens support and facilitate a healthy 

and engaged third period of life. The cost of health services alone for this group warrant 

that governments in the western world consider subjective well-being. These external 

measurements enable a measurement of actual assets (capital and social) available to 

individuals. If life satisfaction dips in a sample population, it may not be due to a lack of 

material wealth and may simply be an indicator of other events taking place nationally 

(a trend or a new climate in a given culture). As mentioned earlier, it has been found 

that life satisfaction varies quite considerably between nations. Nations in the Western 

World have high scores on life satisfaction and Sweden has one of the highest.  

 

H6. Life satisfaction: Methodological considerations and Descriptive 
statistics  
 

As mentioned in the introduction of this section the main objective here is to assess the 

extent to which Stayers, Previous Stayers and Leavers, differ regarding life satisfaction. 

Subjective evaluation of life satisfaction can be fairly simple and restricted to a single 

question, or it can be a part of a more complex measurement involving a battery of 

items such as physical health along with indicators of income, wealth, social networks, 

which enables a more complex and encompassing measurement of well-being.  In the 

following section we use roughly the same index of life satisfaction as the one used by 

OECD better life index, i.e. relying on a single question (average self-evaluation of life 

satisfaction as a whole on a scale from 0-10).  We however add a question concerning 

current life satisfaction. According to the OECD’s life satisfaction index147 Sweden 

scores high on life satisfaction as a whole, 7,3 which is  significantly higher than the 

OECD average of 6.5.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
147  See http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/topics/life-satisfaction/ 

http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/topics/life-satisfaction/
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The following questions, common to Stayers’ and Leavers’ questionnaire (questions 

AB87 and AB90, see the questionnaire in Appendix X)  were asked 

 

Question AB87: Current life satisfaction, scale ranging between 0 and 10 
Assume that 10 corresponds to the best possible life and 0 for the worse possible life  
Which figure between 0 and 10 describes your life most accurately at the moment? 
 

Question AB90: Life-as-a-whole satisfaction, scale 0 to 10 
All in all, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your life as a whole?  
Check the box which most accurately corresponds to your level of life satisfaction as a whole 0 

means completely dissatisfied and 10 completely satisfied  

 

As shown by Table H1 below, the average score in life satisfaction for our sample of 

senior citizen ranges from 7,6 (current life satisfaction) to 7,9 (life-as-a-whole 

satisfaction), with no significant gender differences (See Also Figure AH1-AH4 in the 

appendix AH).  The score for life as-a-whole satisfaction is also systematically higher 

than the score for current life satisfaction. Current Stayers display also on average a 

higher life satisfaction than Early Leavers and Leavers at standard retirement age.  

Worth also noticing is that Previous Stayers exhibit the lowest average score in life 

satisfaction, both for current and life-as-a-whole life satisfaction. The largest differences 

(+ 8,1 %) is found between Stayers and Previous Stayers for current life satisfaction, the 

disparities being much lower for life–as-a-whole satisfaction (+ 5,1 %).   

 
 

Table H1: Level of life satisfaction. Current and Life-as-a-whole life satisfaction  
Means score by Gender and employment status, (scale 0-10).  
Standard deviation within parentheses 

 
Life 
Satisfaction 

All Men Women Current 
Stayers 

Previous 
Stayers 

Leavers at 
standard age 

Early 
Leavers 

Leavers 

Current Life Satisfaction 
Means 7.6 7.6 7.6 8.0 7.4 7.7 7.5 7.6 
Standard 
Deviation 

(1.90) (1.86) (1.94) (1.68) (2.01) (1.83 1.91 1.88 

Life-as-a whole Satisfaction 
Means 7.9 8.0 7.9 8.2 7.8 8.0 7.9 7.9 
Standard 
Deviation 

1.63 1.56 1.69 1.61 1.69 1.55 1.63 1.6 

 

Source: Own calculations based on our questionnaire 

 

Figure AH5 in the appendix depicts the age profile of life satisfaction. Globally, and in 

spite of some fluctuations, current life satisfaction for each of our three categories 

(Current Stayers, Previous Stayers and Leavers), appears to be quite stable over age, 

with if anything a slight tendency to decline in old age (after the age of 70).  Irrespective 

of age, Current Stayers have a higher level of current life satisfaction.  For life-as-a-
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whole satisfaction we find the same patterns for Current Stayers  but with a  marked 

decline after the age of 70 and a convergence to other categories levels (Leavers and 

Previous Stayers).  

 

Figure H1 below shows the trends in current life satisfaction according instead of age  to 

the actual age of exit restricting the sample to Previous Stayers and Leavers.  

 

Figure H1: Current average life satisfaction by age of exit.  Restricted sample Stayers 
and Previous Leavers. 
 

 
Source: Own calculations based on our questionnaire 

 

As shown by the Figure H1 Early Leavers withdrawing from the labour market before 

55 years old display a significant lower level of life satisfaction (a reduction with 24,6 

per cent). We have seen in Section F that poor health was one of the most crucial factors 

regarding the decision to withdraw earlier from the labour market.  As shown in the 

literature review above, there are strong reasons to believe that poor health is negatively 

correlated with life satisfaction explaining the lower life satisfaction among Early 

Leavers (before 55 years old).   Among Leavers current life satisfaction reaches a 

maximum at the age of 63 (score of 7,8).  Interesting to note is that among Previous 

Stayers (i.e. senior citizens having withdrawn completely from the labour market after 

the age of 65) we find a positive trend, life satisfaction having a slight tendency to 

increase with the age of exit (from 7.5 at the age of 65 to around 8.0 in old age, i.e. 72 or 

older).   
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H7. Life satisfaction: an econometric approach   
 

The differences in average life satisfaction described previously may hide large 

compositional effects.  In order to control for these effects and assess the disparities in 

life satisfaction between Current and Previous Stayers and Leavers we make use of an 

ordinary least square (OLS) technique and, as previously, control for a set of socio-

economic variables (See Tables AH1 to AH3 for details in the appendix).    

 
As shown by Table AH1 (current life satisfaction, CLS) and AH2 (Life-as-a-whole 

satisfaction, LAWS) in the appendix AH male respondents have ceteris paribus a lower 

life satisfaction than their female counterparts, but the gender disparity in life 

satisfaction remains small (ranging from -1.6% for CLS to -2.6 % for LAWS). 

Regarding the impact of educational attainment, highly educated seniors (post 

graduate) are also more satisfied with life than low and medium educated (+4.7%). 

Regarding civil status, married seniors exhibit higher life satisfaction than single, 

widow(er) or divorced (+ 5.5 %).    Self-employed seniors report also a higher level of 

life satisfaction but the differences between labour market status is small and only 

statistically significant for LAWS (+ 1.3 %). Regarding social life and social networks, 

strong social links affect positively but very marginally life satisfaction. Disposable 

income is positively correlated with life satisfaction but the impact of income on both 

CLS and LAWS remains small (an increase of disposable income with SEK 100 000 

increases CLS by 0.2 % and LAW by 0.1 %) 

 

As expected the strongest negative impact on life satisfaction is related to current health 

status.   Poor health reduces CLS and LAWS by respectively -29.3% and -17.3% . Poor 

heath of the spouse reduces also life satisfaction of respondents but the impact is much 

lower than the impact of own health (-8.5 % for CLS and -5.8 % for LAWS).   

 

We found also a very strong negative impact on life satisfaction of an early traumatic 

event such as the death of one of parents at young age (before the age of 5).  For female 

respondents the early loss of the mother or father reduces dramatically life satisfaction, 

for LAWS by respectively 26.6  % !! and 11.3 % !!. For CLS, only the early loss of the 

mother affects female life satisfaction (- 19.0 %!)  but not the early loss of the father. 

Interesting also to note and contrasting with female respondents, an early loss of one 

parent has no lasting impact for male respondent’s life satisfaction. 

 

Disparities in life satisfaction across cohorts appear to be very small, the youngest 

cohort (born 1946-1949) displaying a slightly lower LAWS (- 1%) compared to older 

cohorts. We found no statistically significant difference in CLS across cohorts.   As far 

as regional disparities in subjective well-being are concerned we found small 
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differences in only two regions: Middle regions for CLS ( -2.2 %) and Northern regions 

for LAWS (-1.9%). 

 

Regarding personality traits, Neuroticism does decrease significantly life satisfaction, a 

one-unit increase in Neuroticism decreasing life satisfaction by -8.8 %   for CLS and  by 

-9.3% for for LAWS. Conversely Extraversion and Consciousness are personality traits 

that are positively correlated with life satisfaction, a one-unit increase in Extraversion or 

Consciousness increases CLS by respectively 5.6%    and 4.4 % and for LAWS by 

respectively 4.2 % and 4.7 %.  

 

Everything being equal, Leavers are slightly more satisfied with life than Current and 

Previous Stayers. However it should be noted that the difference whilst statistically 

significant at conventional level remains small for CLS (ranging from -1.8 % for 

Current Stayers and – 4.5 % for Previous Stayers) and for LAWS (ranging from -1.9 % 

for Current Stayers and -1.6 % for Previous Stayers). 

 

Restricting the sample to Leavers and Previous Stayers (see Table AH3 in the appendix) 

we add as control variable the actual age of exit. Previous Stayers   exhibit as in the 

previous estimations a lower current life satisfaction than Leavers and of same 

magnitude. Worth noticing is the impact of the actual age of exit: The longer the 

respondent stays in the labour market the higher is current life satisfaction. It should 

however be stressed that the impact of one additional active year in the labour market is 

small for CLS (+ 0.4 % !) 

H8. Discussion 
 
As shown by the results described above, health appears to be the main factor affecting 

life satisfaction. Poor heath affects dramatically both current and life-as-a-whole 

satisfaction confirming results found in previous studies. Poor health of the spouse 

appears also to be negatively correlated with life satisfaction of our respondents.  

Educational attainment affects positively life satisfaction as does marital status, married 

seniors exhibiting higher life satisfaction than single, widow(er) or divorced. Early 

traumatic event such as the early loss of a parent seems to be a factor affecting 

negatively life satisfaction, but only for female respondents. The results of our 

estimation show also that Leavers seems ceteris paribus to be slightly more satisfied 

with current life and life as-a-whole satisfaction than Stayers. It should however be 

emphasized that the differences in life satisfaction between Stayers and Leavers remain 

very small, like the impact of other covariates such as gender, civil status, employment 

status, disposable income, cohorts and region of residence.  Life satisfaction for each of 

our three categories (Current Stayers, Previous Stayers and Leavers), appears to be 
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quite stable over age, with if anything a slight tendency to decline in old age (after the 

age of 70). We found also that everything else been equal life satisfaction has tendency 

to increase according to the age of exit. In other words, it seems that the longer the 

respondent stays active in the labour market the higher is his/her current life satisfaction. 

It should however be stressed that the impact of one additional active year in the labour 

market is small. 

 

As mentioned in the previous section we are not able to identify the change in 

personality or life satisfaction over time since our personality and life satisfaction tests 

were not carried out before and after the decision to leave or stay in the labour market 

after the age of 65 but only at  the time of the survey.  We cannot therefore assess with 

certainty the direction of causality neither regarding personality and retirement or for 

life satisfaction and retirement versus paid work.  

 

We have however shown that high levels of Extraversion and low levels of Neuroticism 

lead to a greater probability of a late exit. It is likely then that higher levels of 

Extraversion and lower levels of Neuroticism are prevalent amongst Stayers as a group. 

Yet we found no large differences in the level of life satisfaction between Stayers and 

Leavers when we control for personality traits. It does not mean that life satisfaction is 

not influenced by personality. Actually, the result of our estimations   tend to show that 

Neuroticism is negatively correlated with life satisfaction and that conversely 

Extraversion and Conscientiousness are   positively correlated with life satisfaction. Our 

results in this regard are in line with the above-mentioned previous research confirming 

the role of personality traits regarding subjective well-being.  
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Section I. Health outcomes 
 

I.1 Introduction 
 
In chapter F (The timing and pathway of exit) we showed that poor health substantially 

increases the probability of an early exit (an increase by 66 per cent of the predicted 

probability 0.41) and conversely decreases the probability of a late exit (by 80 per cent 

of the predicted probability 0.25). This result confirms that a person’s health status is 

one of the most central determinants of the timing of exit from the workforce.  

 

This chapter explores how the decision to work after the standard age of retirement 

(senior work) influences health compared to those who retire early or retire at age 65. 

There are two motivations for this study: First, it can reveal if senior work leads to 

deteriorated health, which both has a private cost in terms of illness and reduced quality 

of life, and a social cost in terms of increasing need of health care. If this is the case, 

then senior employment imposes a cost to the society, which should be taken into 

account when studying the total cost and benefits of a prolonged working life. Second, 

paid work activities and social relations associated to senior employment might also 

lead to long–run positive effects on health. If this is found to be the case, then senior 

employment would benefit society and should be further encouraged by policy makers.  

 

There are several methodological challenges associated with the analysis of health 

effects of senior employment. Firstly, as good health is a strong determinant of senior 

work (as showed in chapter D and F), the Stayers becomes a selection of healthy people 

that may lead us to conclude that senior employment has a stronger positive health 

effect than what actually is the case. Second, the measurement of health status requires 

personal information that often is difficult to obtain for social researchers. This means 

that health effects often are measured by self-assessments in surveys, with the 

associated problems of non-respondents and subjective answers. 

 

Our present knowledge about the health effects of retirement and how previous studies 

have dealt with the methodological problems are discussed in the following section. 

Then our methodological considerations and descriptive statistics of the survey are 

presented in section I3. The result of the statistical analysis is described in section I4, 

followed by some conclusive remarks in section I5. 
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I.2 Literature review  
 
I.2.1 The health and ageing process  
  
Health has improved and life expectancy has increased substantially in developed 

countries over the past decades. The sources of health improvements during the early 

phase of industrialization (1850 – 1930) can mainly be explained by improved personal 

hygiene (clear water, removal of waste, and other personal health practises) in 

combination with a development of public health systems (Cutler et al. 2006, and 

Soares, 2007 for reviews). Since the 1930s, the success of new medical treatments as 

well as antibiotics and vaccination continued to decrease the mortality. The improved 

health during recent decades is also explained by technological advances in medical 

treatments and surgery. Glei, Meslé, and Vallin (2010, p 27 - 28) find that lower 

mortality from heart disease and other circulatory diseases constitutes the most 

significant source of improvements in life expectancy at age 50 across developed 

countries. In a selected group of ten developed countries (Australia, Canada, Denmark, 

Spain, France, United Kingdom, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands and the United States), the 

life expectancy at age 50 increased from a weighted mean of 27.0 years in 1955 to 34.5 

years in 2006 (Glei et al., 2010, p 23). In Sweden, the mortality of men age 55 was 

about 0.8 in 1985, while in 2009 that same mortality rate was reached at age 61 

(Johansson et al. 2015).  

 

An expected consequence of improved medical treatments and lower mortality are that 

people to a larger extent experience good health at old age. This is confirmed by the fact 

that a decreasing proportion of old people report a fair or poor health in self-assessed 

health (SAH) surveys. Milligan and Wise (2015) show a strong correlation between the 

percentage decrease of mortality over time and the percentage decrease of respondents 

answering fair or poor health in national SAH surveys. (The data covers men in the age 

range 60-64 in 9 countries: Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Germany, Japan, Netherlands, 

Spain, Sweden and the US.) The lower mortality can thus be traced in lower shares of 

the populations stating a fair or poor health, which suggests that mortality rates are a 

relevant measure of the health status of the senior population. In Sweden, Johansson et 

al. (2015) show that lower mortality rates have been accompanied by lower shares of 

fair or poor health in SAH surveys based on the Swedish level of living survey (LNU). 

The average share of respondents above the age of 60 reporting fair or poor health 

declined from approximately 0.4 in 2000 to 0.25 in 2010. 
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While the standard SAH surveys ask respondents to assess their general health status, 

there have been efforts to develop more elaborate measures of a person’s health status. 

In particular, the Poterba, Venti, Wise Health Index (PVW index) is based on 27 health 

questions asked in the Health and Retirement Study (HRS) (see Poterba et al., 2010, 

2013). Also here there is a strong relationship between the PVW index and mortality: 

Poterba et al (2010) show that the quintile of the PVW index with the weakest health 

status in the 1992 HRS survey (covering persons age 51 to 61 in 1992) 42.9 per cent of 

the men were deceased by 2008, while the quintile with the strongest health only 14.2 

per cent were deceased by 2008. The corresponding figures for women were 39.9 per 

cent and 6.7 per cent. 

 

The consequences of the improved health status for the employment rate of old people 

can be analysed by calculating the mortality equivalent ages. The mortality equivalent 

age can be calculated by collecting the mortality at age 60 in a base year (e.g. 1957) and 

then calculating the age in a subsequent year at which the same mortality occurs as in 

the base year 1957 and age 60. In the case of Sweden, Milligan and Wise (2015) 

calculate the mortality equivalent age in 2007 to be equal to 66.73 years compared to the 

base year 1957 and age 60. In other words, a 67 years old person in 2007 should (on 

average) feel like being 60 years old in 1957. If the decision to exit the labour force at 

old age only would be dependent on the health status, then one could expect that the 

employment rate for 67 years old individuals in 2007 would be the same as the 

employment rate for 60 years old individuals in 1957. Not surprisingly, the employment 

rate has not increased in proportion to the decreased mortality, implying that expansion 

in work capacity of older people measured by mortality reduction have not been 

matched by longer working life. Milligan and Wise (2015) calculate the decreasing 

employment rate between 1977 and 2007 with the same death rate for men in the United 

States. By summing the differences in employment rates across the age groups 55 – 69 

in 2007, they estimate a total gain in work capacity of on average 3.7 years of work. In 

other words, if men 55-69 in the United States in 2007 had worked as much as men 

worked in 1977 at each mortality rate, they would have worked on average 3.7 years 

longer. Johansson et al. (2015) replicate this calculation for the Swedish population and 

find an additional employment capacity of 3.17 years for men 55-69 in 2009 compared 

to the 1985 employment-mortality relationship. (The results for women are much 

smaller (0.02 years), because there has been a large increase of employment rates of 

older women since 1985) 

 

The health of people above age 65 has thus improved during recent decades, and 

consequentially a larger share of the population above 65 has a high potential work 

capacity. If 65 years of age has been considered as a “natural”/”normal” age of 
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retirement based on the average health status of the cohorts born during 1930s and 

earlier, the natural retirement age now seems to have moved forward about three years 

to age 68 for the cohorts born in the 1940s and later. The decision to retire at age 65 

could to an increasing extent be dependent on the individual’s current health status as 

compared to what used to be the case a few decades ago. 

 

I.2.2 Health and retirement 
 
It has been discussed and analyzed for a long time whether retirement harms or 

improves health (See Minkler, 1981 for a review). One argument is that retirement itself 

is a stressful event, and may lead to losing friends and supportive networks. Retirement 

may also be accompanied by emotional feelings of loneliness and of feeling old (See 

e.g. Bradford, 1979). On the other hand, retirement can be a rewarding change of life-

style that helps to improve health by removing work-related stress and other possible 

physical or mental burdens associated with work (See e.g. Ekerdt et al., 1983). The 

health capital model by Grossman (1972) suggests that the increase in leisure time upon 

retirement decreases the opportunity costs of certain health investments. On the other 

hand, since pension income does not depend on health, the retirees may have less 

incentive to invest in their health. 

 

Recent studies have tried harder to control for the endogenous effect of retirement on 

health, by trying to control for workers’ health status before retirement. The key method 

is to use exogenous changes of retirement policies which can identify changed 

retirement behavior which is independent on workers’ health status. In the U.S. context, 

Charles (2004) and Neuman (2008) use age-specific retirement incentives provided by 

the U.S. Social Security regulations as instrumental variables. These studies indicate 

that retirement has a positive effect on subjective measures of health (e.g. self-assessed 

health, well-being), but not on objectives measures (e.g. limitations in Activities of 

Daily Living, diagnoses of specific diseases). In a European context, Coe and Zamarro 

(2011) use the Survey of Health, Ageing and Retirement in Europe (SHARE) dataset in 

a multi-country setting. They use country-specific early and full retirement ages as 

instruments for retirement behaviour. By exploiting the discontinuities in retirement 

behaviour across countries, they find significant evidence that retirement has a health-

preserving effect on overall general health. Interestingly, Sahlgren (2012) also use the 

SHARE dataset but report significant negative effects on both objective and subjective 

health measures. There are several other studies based on data from various European 

countries that arrive at contradictory conclusions regarding the health effects of 

retirement (A review can be found in Eibich, 2015). 

 

 



 111 

There is fairly little evidence on the mechanisms through which retirement affects 

health. Insler (2014) finds that less smoking and more physical exercise seem to 

improve health after retirement in the USA, implying that with more leisure time, many 

retirees practice healthier habits. Eibich (2015) show that retirement in Germany has a 

significant and positive effect on self-reported health and mental health, and decreases 

out-patient care utilization. Furthermore, time use data suggests that the health improved 

due to relief from work-related stress and strain, an increase in sleep duration and an 

increase in physical activity. 

 

We may conclude that Stayers may both experience a better and a worse health status 

than Leavers. A better health status can be expected from the fact that Stayers, in 

addition to being a selected group of people that are able to stay on the labour market 

thanks to good working conditions and a history of no or little health problems, may 

have jobs that also enhance their mental and physical health by providing an active life 

and flexible working hours that are adapted to their capacities and capabilities. 

However, it can also be expected that Stayers’ health deteriorates faster than for Leavers 

because retirement in itself has proven to enhance health. It is also possible that many 

Stayers choose to stay on the labour force after the standard age of retirement as a result 

of previous health problems and a changed track of occupation that made it possible or 

necessary to continue working at old age.  

 

I.3 Methodological considerations and descriptive statistics 
 
In the survey we asked the following question about the health status: “How do you 

assess your general health today?” The respondent could choose between five 

alternative answers, ranging from Excellent to Very bad. The distribution of answers 

over the five levels of health statuses are shown in Table I1, separated between Current 

Stayers, Previous Stayers, Early Leavers and Leavers at standard age (65) (see Table 

D3 in chapter D for the distribution of respondents by these categories). In comparison 

to all the respondents in the last column to the right, a larger share of the Current 

Stayers answered that their current health status was Excellent or Very good, while 

Early Leavers and Leavers at standard age to a greater extent answered that their health 

status was Good or Pretty bad. The Previous Stayers appear to be a median category 

with a distribution of health status that is very close to the distribution of all respondents 

taken together.  
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Table I1: Self-reported current health status  
(Question AB19, “How do you assess your general health today?”)  
In per cent. 
 

 
 Current Stayers Previous Stayers Early Leavers Leavers 

standard age 
All 

Excellent 23.1 14.2 10.5 11.6 13.6 

Very good 33.8 26.3 24.6 25.2 26.4 

Good 38.5 48.6 51.4 51.3 48.9 

Pretty bad 3.5 9.4 12.5 11.0 10.0 

Very bad 1.1 1.6 1.1 1.0 1.2 

All 100 100 100 100 100 

Source: Own calculations, based on the Survey questionnaire 

 

There are (at least) two possible explanations for this result: Firstly, some of the Leavers 

may have exited the labour force because of poor health, leading to a selection of Early 

Leavers and Leavers at standard age with an on average poorer health status than what 

is the case for Current Stayers and Previous Stayers. Secondly, Current Stayers and 

Previous Stayers may actually experience slower health deterioration by age. Our task is 

to identify this latter possible explanation. 

 

Next we construct a health score by giving the stated health status Excellent a value 1 

and Very good the value 2, up to Very bad and value 5. Figure I1 reports the current 

average health scores by age (age 65 – 76) for the three categories Current Stayers, 

Previous Stayers and Leavers (Early Leavers and Leavers at standard age are merged 

into one common category). The diagram illustrates that health deteriorates by age since 

the average health score increases by age for all categories. Furthermore, the ranking of 

average health scores between Current Stayers, Previous Stayers and Leavers is not 

affected by age (except for age 75). The persistently lower average health scores (better 

health) for Current Stayers indicates that there is an initial selection at age 65 where 

Previous Stayers and Leavers report a poorer health status. We also observe signs of 

slower health deterioration for Current Stayers and Previous Stayers as their average 

health scores by visual inspection seem to increase by a slower rate than for Leavers 

(see the dotted trend lines in Figure I1). However, it should be noted that other factors 

than age may affect the respondents average health status, which means that in order to 

identify a possibly slower health deterioration of Stayers we have to analyse the separate 

effect of health in a regression analysis framework. 
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Figure I1: Self-reported health status by age. All samples 
 

 
Source: Own calculations, based on the Survey questionnaire. 

 

In order to get better information about the individuals’ changed health status over time, 

the survey also asked the Leavers and Previous Stayers to recall their health status when 

they withdraw from the labour force. The Current Stayers were asked about their health 

status at age 64, i.e. the year before the standard age of retirement. The self-reported 

health statuses at the age of exit are showed in Table I2 below.  

 

Table I2: Self-reported health status at the age of exit  
In per cent, restricted sample to Leavers and Previous Stayers. 
 

 
Health status Current Stayers Previous Stayers Early Leavers Leavers 

standard age 
All 

Excellent 23.1 14.2 10.5 11.6 13.6 

Very good 33.8 26.3 24.6 25.2 26.4 

Good 38.5 48.6 51.4 51.3 48.9 

Pretty bad 3.5 9.4 12.5 11.0 10.0 

Very bad 1.1 1.6 1.1 1.0 1.2 

All 100 100 100 100 100 

Source: Own calculations, based on the Survey questionnaire. 

 

As can be seen in Table I2, there are similar distributions of reported statuses Excellent 

and Very good across all categories, which is reasonable considering that individuals 

with excellent or very good health probably base their timing of exit on other factors 

than their general health status. However, the share of Early Leavers with Good health 

is considerably lower than for all the others, and Early Leavers also has a higher share 

that stated Pretty bad or Very bad health status at the time of exit. This finding is 

consistent with the fact that health status is a strong determinant of early exit from the 

workforce.  
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Figure I2 below shows that the age of exit influences the current health status. Those 

who leave early have a significantly higher current average health score (poorer health) 

than those who leave at age 67 – 69. This trend of stronger self-reported health the later 

the timing of retirement is probably caused by the above-mentioned selection 

mechanism whereby individuals that retire early on average had poorer health and hence 

they also report poorer current health statuses. But it could also be caused by a slower 

deterioration of health for those that exit at an older age. 

 

Figure I2: Self-reported health status by age of exit. Restricted sample Leavers and 
Previous Stayers 
 

 
Source: Own calculations, based on the Survey questionnaire. 

 
To isolate the effect of health deterioration on the current health status from the 

selection effect of exit from the labour force, we construct transition matrices that 

display the distribution of changed self-reported health status between the time of exit 

(age 64 for Current Stayers) in Table I2 and current self-assessment in Table I.1 (see 

Table AI1 – AI5 in the appendix AI). From these tables it is possible to analyse if the 

share of individuals that report a deteriorated health status are different between 

Leavers, Previous Stayers and Current Stayers. A lower share of deteriorated health for 

Previous Stayers compared to Leavers would indicate slower health deterioration for 

Previous Stayers independently of their on average stronger health status at the time of 

exit from the labour force. This would thus support the theory that senior work benefits 

the general health status in the long run, as it seems to slow down the rate of 

deteriorated health after a person has left the labour force. Furthermore, a lower share of 

deteriorated health for Current Stayers compared to Previous Stayers would suggest that 

continued senior work also has a short-run positive effect on the current health, as the 

rate of deteriorated health is slower for persons that still are working after the standard 
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age of retirement.  

 

Table I3 below summarizes the results from the transition matrices in the appendix AI 

(see Tables AI1 – AI5). The numbers in the table show the percentage of individuals 

that are reporting deteriorated health status since they permanently exited the labour 

force, given their reported health status at the time of exit in each row. (As mentioned 

above, Current Stayers report health status at age 64 since age 65 is regarded as the 

standard age of retirement) It shows that All Leavers and Early Leavers persistently 

report a higher percentage of deteriorated health than Previous Stayers, which supports 

the hypothesis that senior work benefits general health status in the long run. There is an 

exception in the last row where the individuals reported pretty bad health status at the 

time of exit. In this case a higher percentage of the Previous Stayers report a 

deteriorated health status (6.0 per cent compared to 2.8 per cent for All Leavers). A 

possible explanation is that Previous Stayers that leave the labour force with a bad 

health have less time to rehabilitate compared to Leavers that exited the labour force at a 

younger age. A conclusion is that senior work serves as a health investment as long as 

the health status does not become bad under the time that the person is working after the 

standard age of retirement. Table I3 also shows that Current Stayers constantly report a 

lower percentage of deteriorated health status compared to Previous Stayers, which 

suggests that continued senior work also has a positive short-run effect on the current 

health status. 

 

Table I3: Deterioration of self-reported current health status  
Compared to the health status at the time of exit or at age 64 for Current Stayers  
In per cent, Leavers, Previous Stayers and Current Stayers. 

 
Health 
status at the 
time  
of exit/age 
64 

Leavers and 
Previous Stayers 

Previous  
Stayers 

All Leavers  
 

Early Leavers  Current Stayers 

Excellent 43.2 35.3 47.4 54.7 23.7 
Very good 35.4 30.4 37.8 44.2 22.5 
Good 8.4 8.0 8.6 8.9 5.1 
Pretty bad 3.7 6.0 2.8 2.1 1.3 
 

Source: Own calculations, based on our Survey questionnaire. 

 

It can be argued that a subjective assessment of general health status will trigger the 

respondent to indirectly motivate/defend their choice about senior work, leading to an 

exaggerated statement about deterioration of health for Leavers and understated health 

deterioration for Stayers. In order to obtain a more objective assessment about the health 
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status, we asked a question about their physical ability:  

“Imagine that you are going to walk up the steps of a five-storey building. You walk 

briskly. At what floor would you need to stop and catch your breath before you walk 

on?” The results are displayed in Table I4. As can be seen, the distribution of physical 

conditions are very similar across Leavers, Previous Stayers and Current Stayers, which 

is a sharp contrast to the self-reported general health status in Table I1 above. It thus 

seems that senior work does not influence physical conditions to the same extent as in 

the case of general health.  

 

Table I4: Self-reported current physical conditions  
(“Imagine that you are going to walk up the steps of a five-storey building. You walk briskly. At 
what floor would you need to stop and catch your breath before you walk on?”), in per cent 
 

Physical 
conditions 

Leavers and Previous 
Stayers 

Previous 
Stayers 

Current 
Stayers 

Before first floor 3.0 3.1 3.0 
At first floor 7.0 6.8 7.2 
At second floor 13.5 12.3 14.2 
At third floor 29.2 28.6 29.3 
At fourth floor 12.3 11.8 12.8 
at fifth floor 35.0 37.4 33.6 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on the Survey questionnaire. 

 

The respondent was also asked to assess their physical ability at the age of standard 

retirement: “What would the answer be to the same question when you were 64 years 

old?” This allowed us to construct transition matrices to analyse if senior work influence 

the deterioration of physical ability (see Table AI6 – AI8 in the appendix). Table I5 

shows the share of deteriorated physical conditions for Leavers and Previous Stayers, 

Previous Stayers and Current Stayers. Also here we see no clear pattern of changing 

deterioration of physical conditions between the three categories.  

 

Table I5: Deterioration of self-reported physical conditions compared to the age 64 
In per cent, Leavers, Previous Stayers and Current Stayers. 

 
Physical conditions at  
age 64 

Leavers and 
Previous Stayers 

Previous Stayers Current 
Stayers 

At first floor 11.2 18.4 8.5 

At second floor 24.0 22.6 24.9 

At third floor 25.9 21.7 27.6 

At fourth floor 56.2 59.2 54.6 

At fifth floor 31.1 30.0 31.3 

 
Source: Own calculations, based on the Survey questionnaire. 
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I.4 Results of estimations 
 

We now estimate the long-run effects of senior work on the probability of deteriorated 

health between the age of exit and current health. By estimating a logistic regression 

model (where deteriorated health is allocated the value 1 and no deterioration is 

allocated the value 0), the average health effect of being a Previous Stayer can be 

estimated, and expressed as a decreasing probability of deteriorated health in 

comparison to being a Leaver. In addition, it is possible to investigate how other socio-

economic variables influence the deterioration of health status after exit from the 

workforce.  

 

In addition to the inclusion of a dummy variable indicating that the respondent belongs 

to the category   Previous Stayers, we also control for the individual’s actual age of exit. 

By doing so, we take into account that an exit at an older age leads to a (on average) 

shorter period of time between the time of exit and the current observed health status, or 

in other words a shorter retirement period.  We include also a variable that control if the 

individual experienced poor working condition before the decision to leave or stay,  

poor working conditions  increasing  the risk of experiencing a deteriorated health after 

retirement. As health has also a tendency to deteriorate with age, we control also to 

which cohorts 1942-45 and 1946-49 the respondent belongs (cohort 1939-41 is the 

reference). In addition, we control for the same standard socio-economic variables as in 

section F  (foreign born, level of education, civil status), employment status (to be  self-

employed before the decision to leave or stay), if the individual work in the public 

sector, region, and average accumulated labour income and capital income before the 

decision to leave or stay. 

 

We use two measures of deteriorated health: Deterioration of general health (DGH) 

based on the question “How do you assess your general health today and at the rime of 

exit ? as well as Deteriorated physical conditions (DPC) (based on the question 

“Imagine that you are going to walk up the steps of a five-storey building. You walk 

briskly. At what floor would you need to stop and catch your breath before you walk 

on?” and how they would answer the same question when they were 64 years old).  

 

Our estimates displayed in Table 16 confirm that Previous Stayers have a lower 

probability of experiencing DGH. Taking into account that men have a predicted 

probability of DGH equal to 8.7 per cent being a Previous Stayer decreases the 
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probability of DGH by 2,5 percentage points ( or a decrease by around 28 per cent.) The 

female predicted probability of DGH is equal to 14.6 per cent implying that to be   

Previous   Stayers for women decreases the probability of DGH by 3.9 percentage 

points,  or  27 per cent. Focusing now on the impact of the age of exit on health, we 

found that an increase with one year in the age of exit decreases the likelihood of having 

a deteriorated health by 0.5 percentage points (6.0 per cent) for men and by 0.9 

percentage points (6.0 percent) for women. In other words, our results show that the 

longer the individual stay active in the labour market the lower is the likelihood that 

his/her health deteriorates. The strongest impact on the risk of experiencing deteriorated 

health poor working conditions. We found that poor working conditions doubles the 

likelihood of deteriorated health for men (8.5 percentage points, or an increase with 98 

per cent) and for women by over one third (5.4 percentage points, or 37 per cent). Not 

only poor working conditions lead to a higher risk to exit earlier (see section F), but has 

a detrimental effect on health after retirement.  

Among the other covariates, the only explanatory variables that had a statistically 

significant effect on the DGH was marital status and labour income. Divorce increases 

the probability of poorer health by 6 percentage points (or an increase of  74 per cent) 

for men and  13 percentage points  (or 90 per cent) for women. An increase by SEK 

100,000 of labour income decreases the probability of DGH by 1 percentage point for 

men and 2 percentage point for women.  
 

Turning to the alternative measure of deteriorated health, DPC, Table I6 shows that 

being a Previous Stayer and the Actual age at exit has no statistically significant effect 

on the physical capacity of walking up stairs. In contrast, the cohorts now have a 

decisive influence on the probability of deteriorated physical ability.  Compared to the 

oldest cohort (respondents aged between 73-75 in 2014), the predicted probability of 

DPC for cohort 1942-45 (respondent aged 76 – 79 in 2014) is reduced by 12 percentage 

points for men and 17 percentage points for women, while these probabilities are 

reduced by respectively for men and women by   25.1 and 36.1 percentage points for the 

cohort 1946-49 (respondents aged  65 – 68 in 2014). It is surprising that being married 

increases the probability of DPC for men by 7 percentage points, while marriage 

decreases the probability for women by the same amount. The effect of marriage at old 

age on the physical capacities is an interesting topic for further research. Previous 

studies show that marriage at old age reduces the risk of dying among old Chinese, 

particularly men (Zhu and Gu, 2010). Divorce is also negatively correlate with men’s 

physical capacities, while this in not the case for women. Finally, the average labour 

income has similar effects on DPC as for DGH where an increase by SEK 100,000 

decreases the probability of DPC by 1 percentage point for men and 2 percentage points 

for women.  
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Table I6: Health deterioration, men and women.  
Only Early Leavers and Previous Stayers   
Logit estimates (see Appendix Table AI9 – AI14, for detailed results), marginal effects 
evaluated at sample means.  

 
 Deteriorated general health 

(DGH)1 
Deteriorated physical 

conditions (DPC)2 

VARIABLES Men Women Men Women 
Previous 
Stayers 

-
0.025 

-0.039 no 
effect 

no 
effect 

Actual age 
of exit 

-
0.005 

-0.009 no 
effect 

no 
effect 

     
Poor 
working 
cond. bef. 

0.085 
 

0.053   

Married no 
effect 

no 
effect 

0.073 -0.077 

Divorce 0.064 0.132 0.189 no 
effect 

Cohort 
1942-45 

no 
effect 

no 
effect 

-0.12 -0.17 

Cohort 
1946-49 

no 
effect 

no 
effect 

-0.25 -0.361 

     
Average 
labour 
income3 

-
0.010 

-0.024 -0.01 -0.018 

     
Predicted 
probability 

0.087 0.146 0.260 0.348 

Pseudo R2 0.064 0.044 0.072 0.094 
Number of 
observation 

4 284 3 821 4 216 3 737 

     
1 Health deterioration is equal to 1 if the respondent reports a weaker current health status than at the time of 
exit. 
2 Physical deterioration is equal to 1 if the respondent reports a weaker current physical condition than at 
age 64. 
3 In 100 000 SEK unit 
 

I.5 Conclusive remarks 
 
Continued employment after the standard age of retirement (i.e 65 years old) seems to 

have positive effect on health during retirement. The results from our regression 

analysis show that the probability of a health deterioration during retirement decreased 

by 28 per cent if the individual continues working after 65. The descriptive analysis 

shows that senior work helps to preserve health when the respondent report Excellent or 

Very good health at the time of the withdrawal from the labour force. Thus, if senior 

workers manage to keep an excellent or very good health up to the time of exit, then 

they obtain better chances of keeping their good health compared to Leavers that also 

reported Excellent or Very good health when they retired. In contrast, if Previous 

Stayers report Pretty bad health at the time of exit, then they experience a higher risk of 
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deteriorated health during retirement compared to Leavers that also reported pretty bad 

health at the time of exit. We can thus conclude that paid work after 65 years old is not a 

universal method to improve the health during retirement, rather a means of keeping an 

already good health. However, it should be emphasized that the difference in health 

between Leavers and Previous Stayers remains very small, as shown by Figure I.1 

above.  

 

Contrasting with the results for health, physical capacity seems not to be affected by 

senior work. We conclude that employment at old age does not seem to influence the 

physical capacity. A reasonable explanation could be that senior work implies social and 

psychological stimulation that enhance the general health status, while physical capacity 

is dependent on other factors (daily exercise, food and drinking habits, etc.) which is not 

affected by senior work. 

 

Although we capture the changed health status of Stayers and Leavers, panel data with 

objective health measures both before and after the individuals’ time of exit should be 

more suitable.  To our best knowledge however, our study is the first attempt to analyse 

the health consequences of continued work after standard age of retirement.   We plan to 

use alternative statistical method such as propensity score matching technique in order 

to control for individual background variables that both influences the probability of 

becoming a Stayer or a Leaver and the likelihood of deteriorated health after retirement.   
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Section J: Conclusion, Policy Implications and 
Recommendations 
 
 
 
J.1 Main results  
 

J.1.1 Survey and Sample characteristics  
 

The objective of this study was to identify and compare the characteristics of citizens who 

remained in employment after 65 (Stayers) with those who retired, for various reasons, 

earlier (Leavers). To identify the main characteristics of Stayers and Leavers, Statistics 

Sweden conducted on our behalf a postal survey among 20 000 senior citizens aged 65 

and older148. A set of socio-economic variables, from Statistic Sweden’s longitudinal 

database-LISA was linked to each of the 20 000 randomly selected individuals giving us 

a rich set of information regarding previous work trajectory, income and life history 

during a period of 23 years. The survey allowed us to collect information and data not 

directly available from the register database but considered to impact upon the decision to 

stay in the labour market after 65 years old versus to leave at or before 65 years old. The 

survey response rate was 60.8 per cent, which is considered acceptable for this type of 

survey. An analysis of the non-response rate shows that the response rate was globally not 

affected by age, gender and income level. Highly educated, wage earners and natives 

were however more prone to participate in the survey than low educated, self-employed 

and foreign-born.  

Table J1: Distribution of respondents by category149, in per cent, and average age of exit  
 Share Mean Age of Exit 
Category (%)  
Current Stayers 14.9 69.4* 
Previous Stayers 27.2 66.9 
Leavers at 65  24.1 65 
Early Leavers 
All 

33.8 
100.0 

62.3 
63.1 

* Expected age of exit for the Current Stayers 
Source: Own calculations, based on our survey questionnaire.  

 

                                                 
148 Our sampling frame, includes all individuals living in Sweden in 2012 and born between 1938 and 
1949 (i.e aged between 63 and 74 years old in 2012). From this population of senior citizens, a 
stratified random sample of 20 000 people was drawn. The population was then divided in two groups; 
the first group was composed of senior workers still employed (Stayers, 15 000 individuals) The 
second group included individuals who had left the labour force (Leavers, 5 000 individuals).  

 
149 Current Stayers: Senior citizens that currently work. Previous Stayers: senior citizens having 
worked after 65 years old but now retired. Leavers: Senior citizens who retired at 65 years old and 
Early Leavers senior citizens who  retired before the age of 65 (early retired). 
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The relative overrepresentation of some groups was not of major concern for the external 

validity of the survey, since Statistics Sweden supplied sampling weights compensating 

for both stratification, coverage and non-response. After the elimination of some 

questionnaires not filled in accurately and/or obviously incoherent with limited answers 

to the questions in the survey, our final sample amounts to 12 400 observations.  

 

As shown by Table J1, less than 15 per cent of our respondents are currently working 

(Current Stayers), around 24 per cent are currently retired but were working after 65 

(Previous Stayers), 24 per cent left the labour market at 65 years old while 34 per cent  

are Early Leavers, i.e. left the labour market before 65 years old.  It is also interesting to 

note that the actual age of exit for our Previous Stayers corresponds to the prevailing 

upper limit of employment with regulated employment protection. Worth noting also is 

that the reported expected age of exit for our Current Stayers is significantly higher than 

the 67 age-limit.    

 

Our study shows also that the labour market status at the age of exit differs among our 

respondents, reflecting different exit pathways and routes. Whilst a large majority of 

Leavers and Previous Stayers were employed either as wage earners or self-employed 

before withdrawing completely from the labour market, almost 25 per cent of Early 

Leavers exited via long-term sickness or disability pension, or unemployment compared 

to less than 10 per cent among Previous Stayers.   

 

J.1.2 Main reasons for leaving the labour market at 65 or earlier 
 
We asked our senior citizens in the survey to describe their main reasons for either leaving 

the labour market at 65 years old or earlier or for continuing to work after the age of 65. A 

large majority of our Leavers, more than 80 per cent, reported that their decision to retire 

was due to the fact that they had “many other meaningful and interesting things to do”.  

However, around 40 per cent of our respondents declared that their decision to retire was 

related to health considerations. Around 30 per cent also mentioned that working 

conditions, stress in particular, was the reason why they had stopped working. Prevailing 

attitudes and norms did not seem to be an important factor influencing the choice of senior 

citizens to leave the labour market. It is also interesting to note that almost 80 per cent of 

our Leavers reported that they would not be willing to work again. Amongst the 20 per cent 

who did declare an interest to return to the labour market, only one per cent of these 

expressed a wish to work on a full-time basis, with the remaining respondents indicating 

that they would only consider working on a part-time basis. Furthermore, we found that 

these 20 per cent of Leavers possess characteristics quite similar to Stayers. Compared to 

Leavers not wanting to return to work, they had better health and  were to a large extent 

men employed in the private sector and belonging to the younger cohorts (born between 
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1942-1949). It is also worth noticing that Leavers who declared  an interest to return to the 

labour market reported more often that they were discouraged by their employer to 

continue working. 

 
J.1.3 Main reasons to continue working after 65 
 
Our analysis showed  that the main  reason Stayers  remained in employment after 65 was 

closely linked to their work preferences and work attitudes, as well as job content and 

quality. An overwhelming majority of Stayers, more than 90 per cent, declared that they felt 

a strong attachment to their work and found it stimulating and enriching, and that this was 

the main motivation why they decided to stay longer on the labour market. Attitudes towards 

retirement were also an important explanatory factor for the willingness to continue working 

after 65. More than 70 per cent of Stayers claimed that they found it difficult to see 

themselves as retired people. Worth noting is also that a large proportion (around 60 per 

cent) declared that the ‘Positive experience of others continuing to work’ influenced their 

decision to stay. This implies that social norms and attitudes regarding the timing of 

retirement are important. Last but not least, over half of our respondents, 56 per cent, 

reported that their decision to continue working was motivated by economic and financial 

considerations. 

 

In the questionnaire we asked our Stayers how they would react if they unexpectedly won a 

large lottery prize (SEK 5 million): would they stop working completely, reduce their 

working time or continue working as before? A clear majority, around 65 per cent of our 

Stayers, reported that even such a large increase in income would not affect their decision to 

work. A significantly larger proportion of female Stayers declared they would stop working 

completely (around 28 per cent compared to 17 per cent for men). A minority of 

respondents, with no large gender disparities, declared they would like to reduce their 

working time. These results are coherent with the relatively high share of respondents 

declaring that their decision to continue working after 65 was primarily related to their 

overall positive attitude towards paid work rather than to economic considerations. In other 

words, one distinctive disparity between Stayers and Leavers concerns work attitudes and 

preferences between work and leisure and/or other societal activities. To a larger extent than 

Leavers, paid work appears to be a central component of Stayers’ social identity. 

 

J.1.4 Socio-economic factors influencing the decision to retire or continue working 
 
By using standard econometric techniques (Multinomial logistic regression) we analysed the 

extent to which socio-economic factors and other individual characteristics systematically 

influence senior citizens’ decisions to retire or to stay longer on the labour market (See Table 

J1 below for a summary of the main effects). The results of our estimations show that health 



 124 

and employment status (to be self-employed) are the two main factors affecting the decision 

to stay or not on the labour market after 65. Poor health prior the time of exit (for Leavers) or 

at age 64 (for Stayers) increases the probability to leave the labour market at or before the 

standard age of retirement by 66 per cent. Furthermore, poor health decreases the probability 

of late exit by 79 per cent. To be self-employed decreases the probability of early exit by 44 

per cent and more than doubles the increased probability of a late exit. We also found 

smaller, but nevertheless interesting effects for several other socio-economic variables. The 

level of educational attainment has a significant impact on the probability of early exit.  

 

Table J2: Impact of socio-economic variables on the probability to leave earlier or work after 
65 years old. 
 
 Early Exit 

 
Late Exit 

Previous working conditions   
Self-employed  – –   + + + 
Poor health  + + + – – – (m) / – – (w) 
Poor working conditions + – 
High Work Autonomy – (m) / – – (w) + 
   
Economic incentives   
Low education + (m) – (m) 
College, University – (m) + 
Post Graduate – – (m) + + + 
Average labour income bef. – (w) + 
Average capital income bef. + – (w) 
Cohort 1942-45 – + + 
Cohort 1946-49 – + + 
   
Socio-economic background   
Married – (m) / + + (w) – (w) 
Divorced – (m) + 
Number of resident Children. – – (w) + (m) / + + (w) 
Father retired bef. 65 + (m)  
Father died bef. 65 + (m) / - (w) – (m) 
Source: Table AF1, in the appendix 
 (+) = increased probability with less than 10 % 
(+ +) = increased probability between 10 % and less than 20 % 
(+ + +) = increased probability >= 20 % 
m = men w = women 
 

A low level of education (compulsory school or less) for instance significantly increases the 

probability of an early exit for men whilst College or University education reduces the 

probability of an early exit. Considering the long-term increase in the educational attainment 

of the Swedish population together with the long-term tendency for an upgrading of skills, 

there are strong reasons to believe that the conjunction of these two tendencies will entail a 

lengthening of working life in the future.   

 

Being married significantly reduces men’s probability to exit earlier while marriage 

increases this probability for women. One possible explanation is that married women are on 
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average younger than their husband and some of the husbands are already retired. Assuming 

that leisure time is complementary, the age difference between spouses creates an incentive 

for women to leave earlier.   Independently of gender, divorce increases the probability of 

late exit. 

 

Worth also noticing is that younger cohorts have a higher likelihood to work longer. We 

cannot rule out that the result can be attributed to the reform of the pension system that created 

stronger economic incentives to work longer especially for the youngest cohort (1946-1949) 

more concerned by the new pension system. The type of industry sector has also a significant 

influence on the pathway and timing of exit. Working in agriculture significantly increases 

(decreases) the probability of late exit (early exit), whilst working in manufacturing, media 

and communication, and the banking and finance sectors increase (decrease) the probability of 

early exit (late exit). To be employed in the public sector is also associated with a higher 

probability of an early exit and a lower probability of a late exit.  

 

Furthermore, we found that having a higher average labour income increases the probability of 

a late exit, particularly for women. Labour income may positively influence the economic 

incentives to continue working after the standard age of retirement, but it could also reflect 

higher job quality and better working conditions associated with higher paid jobs. Poor 

working conditions before retirement significantly increase the probability of early exit and 

conversely decrease the probability of late exit. Likewise, large work autonomy decreases the 

probability of early exit and increases the probability of late exit. Another interesting result is 

that the retirement age of the father influences the timing of exit of the son. If the father retired 

before the age of 65, then the probability of an early exit for the son increases by 28 per cent. 

Furthermore, if the father died before the age of 65, the probability of an early exit for the son 

increases significantly by 13 per cent.  Conversely the probability of a later exit decreases by 

10 per cent. Hence, there are strong reasons to believe that family norms regarding retirement 

and fathers’ early death, as a proxy for a son’s perceived shorter life expectancy, influence the 

timing of the exit of senior citizens.  

 

J.1.5 Personality traits among Stayers and Leavers 
 
In order to empirically assess potential disparities in personality traits between Stayers and 

Leavers we made use of the so-called Big-five personality test which is currently one of the 

most well-established personality trait models. The results of our estimations shows that ceteris 

paribus our Stayers are slightly more extravert, more open to experience, more conscientious 

and agreeable and less neurotic than their Leavers’ counterparts. We also found that Stayers are 

slightly more optimistic, more creative and less depressive than Leavers. We want to emphasize 

that even though statistically significant at conventional level, these disparities in the mean level 

of personality traits between Stayers and Leavers remain very small. In other words, there are 
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strong reasons to believe that the personality of active and retired seniors does not differ 

significantly except perhaps in relation to the level of Extraversion. The small estimated 

differences in personality traits between Stayers and Leavers combined with the found stability 

of personality traits across age cohorts give us strong reasons to believe that a life event such as 

retirement, or spells of retirement, does not significantly affect personality.   

 

On the other hand, the results of our analysis indicate that differences in personality traits may 

impact upon the decision to leave or to remain on the labour market. In other words, our results 

tend to show that retirement per se (or conversely a prolonged working life) does not 

significantly affect personality, but that ceteris paribus personality traits might influence the 

decision to leave or stay in work after the age of 65. Furthermore, the results of our estimations 

show that more extravert, more conscientious, more open to experience and less depressed and 

agreeable individuals have a higher likelihood to choose to continue to work after the age of 65 

and therefore to stay longer on the labour market.  Extraversion is the personality trait which is 

most strongly linked to the decision to opt for a prolonged working life. 

 

J.1.6 Life satisfaction among senior citizens 
 
In order to assess empirically the extent to which life satisfaction differs between Stayers and 

Leavers we performed a set of standard econometric estimations controlling for the usual socio-

economic variables. We found that, everything else being equal, current poor heath affects both 

life-as-a-whole and current life satisfaction dramatically, confirming results found in previous 

empirical studies. Poor health of the spouse also appears to be negatively correlated with the 

degree of life satisfaction of our respondents. Educational attainment affects life satisfaction 

positively as does marital status. Married seniors exhibit higher life satisfaction than single 

individuals, widow(ers) or divorced people. Early traumatic events such as the early loss of a 

parent seem also to be a factor which negatively affects life satisfaction, but only for female 

respondents.     

 

The results of our estimations show that Leavers seem ceteris paribus to be slightly more 

satisfied with life than Stayers. It should however be emphasized that the differences in life 

satisfaction between Stayers and Leavers remain very small, like the impact of other covariates 

such as gender, civil status, employment status, disposable income, cohorts, region of residence 

or personality traits. Our results imply that life satisfaction is influenced to a certain extent by 

the respondent’s personality traits. Actually, the result of our estimations tends to show that 

Neuroticism is negatively correlated with life satisfaction and that conversely Extraversion and 

Conscientiousness are positively correlated with life satisfaction. Our results in this regard are in 

line with previous research confirming the role of personality traits in relation to subjective 

well-being. Life satisfaction for each of our categories of senior citizens, i.e Current Stayers, 

Previous Stayers and Leavers, appears also to be quite stable across age, with if anything a 
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slight tendency to decline in old age (after the age of 70). We found that everything else being 

equal, life satisfaction has a tendency to increase according to the age of exit. In other words, 

our results indicate that the longer the respondent stays active on the labour market the higher is 

his/her current life satisfaction. It should however be stressed that the impact of one additional 

active year in the labour market remains relatively small. 

 

J.1.7 Health outcomes 
 
Last but not least we explored the extent to which working after the standard age of retirement 

influences health during retirement. The statistic descriptive analysis shows that senior work 

helps to preserve health when the respondent reported Excellent or Very good health at the time 

of withdrawal from the labour force. Thus, if senior workers manage to maintain excellent or 

very good health up to the time of exit, then they have a better chance of maintaining their 

health status compared to Leavers who also reported Excellent or Very good health when they 

retired. In contrast, if Previous Stayers report Pretty bad health at the time of exit, then they 

experience a higher risk of deteriorating health during the period of retirement as compared to 

Leavers that also reported pretty bad health at the time of exit. Health status during the period of 

retirement is crucially dependent on the health status prior the decision to retire. We can thus 

conclude that paid work after 65 years old is not a universal method to improve health during 

retirement, but rather a means to maintain good health where it already exists. These results 

should however be interpreted with care since they can conceal large compositional effects. 

Controlling for a set of socio-economic variables our estimations show that poor working 

conditions prior retirement increase significantly the likelihood that the individual experiences a 

deterioration of health during retirement. Continued employment after the standard age of 

retirement (i.e. 65 years old) has however significant positive effect on health during retirement. 

Our estimations show that the probability that health deteriorates decreased by 28 per cent if the 

individual continues working after 65. However, it should be emphasized that the differences in 

current health between Leavers and Previous Stayers remain very small.  

J.2 Policy Implications and Recommendations 
 

The capacity of senior workers  to stay longer on the labour market can be enhanced by 

measures that decrease the risks of work injuries and other health related problems. Our 

results show that both good health and working conditions are strong predictors of working 

beyond 65 years old. Continuous improvement of the health of the population as well as 

preventive policy measures aiming at promoting good and sustainable working conditions are 

therefore crucial if we want to prolong working life. It should also be noted that work 

organisation particularly larger job autonomy and the ability to determine working hours and 

work content also seem to be important factors influencing the willingness of senior citizens 

to stay longer in the workforce. We found also that workers with high educational attainment, 
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the self-employed and those with a high income tend to stay longer.  This indicates that job 

quality and commitment to work are essential elements for motivating seniors to postpone 

retirement. Consequently, one policy recommendation would be to continue to invest in the 

overall education level of the population and to promote skill-enhancing measures that enable 

persons with low education and routine-jobs to invest in training, through for example life-

long learning facilities either in the form of on-the-job training and/or formal education. 

From the demand side, measures favouring an overall upgrading of the skill structure via 

innovations, investment in research and developments, new technologies and improvement of 

work organisation should be favoured.  

 

As developed in Section B, the age limits in labour law and social security law related to 

older workers and retirement are not coherent with longer working life. The pension system 

is built on a flexible retirement age with the statutory compulsory retirement age being set at 

the age of 67 in the (1982:80) Employment Protection Act.  The eligibility and benefit 

coverage in sickness and unemployment insurance schemes, including several 

complementary collectively bargained schemes such as the transition agreements, change or 

come to an end at the age of 65. This incoherence creates a ‘gap’ in the protection of 

‘Stayers’ between the age of 65 and 67, and could weaken efforts and incentives to increase 

the average retirement age and prolong working life. As also emphasized by the last 

‘Pensionable Age Inquiry’ we believe that age limits outside the pension system and the 

compulsory retirement rules can counteract an increase in the retirement age and need to be 

adjusted. 

 
As shown in this report, age norms and attitudes towards work after age 65 seem to be an 

important factor affecting the decision to stay or not on the labour market after 65 years old. 

Labour law and social security law, including complementary collective bargaining 

regulation, interplay in crucial ways to influence pension norms and the age of exit. It has 

proven difficult to change existing pension norms. Rules on compulsory retirement reflect a 

pension norm, prevailing in Sweden and in many Member States of the EU, that considers 

that there is a right and a corresponding obligation to retire at a certain age. This pension 

norm counteracts the promotion of active ageing, and complicates efforts to encourage older 

citizens to work until and beyond pensionable age. Alternative pension and age norms, more 

in line with active ageing, would imply that you have a right to work according to your 

capacities and that the decision to retire is a personal and individual choice. To conclude, 

there is a need for a diversified and proactive approach, including a dynamic interplay 

between and mutual re-enforcement of labour law and social security law, and legislation and 

collective bargaining, respectively.  
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In order to promote active ageing and prolonged working life,  further investments must also 

be made in health, education, training and skill development across the life course. Further 

improvement of job quality, changes in work organisation favouring greater job autonomy, 

better adaptability and sustainable working conditions are pre-conditions for a prolonged 

working life. We have seen that a non-negligible proportion of retirees express the desire to 

come back to the labour market, a majority of them on a part-time basis. Therefore, in our 

view, the possibility of progressive retirement with reduced working hours should be 

promoted. Last but not least our results indicate that some of our senior workers left the 

labour market earlier than they had wished due to restructuring, lay-off or lack of support 

from employers. Our study has focused on the supply side but the next step would be to 

analyse the demand side and companies’ human resources and age management policies 

including employer’s attitudes towards senior workers.  
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APPENDICES 
 
 

APPENDIX AD: Sample characteristics, non-response analysis and 
Statistics Descriptive 
 

Table AD1: Population frame and sample design. Distribution of individuals by strata  
 
Stratum Description Population Sample     
L_01 Leavers, 65 year 26 047 

 
189 
 

L_02 Leavers, 66 year 38 439 
 

278 
 

L_03 Leavers, 67 year 47 157 
 

342 
 

L_04 Leavers, 68 year 63 688 
 

461 
 

L_05 Leavers, 69 year 69 256 
 

502 
 

L_06 Leavers, 70 year 73 542 
 

533 
 

L_07 Leavers, 71 year 70 959 
 

514 
 

L_08 Leavers, 72 year 66 617 
 

482 
 

L_09 Leavers, 73 year 60 600 
 

439 
 

L_10 Leavers, 74 year 58 865 
 

426 
 

L_11 Leavers, 75 year 58 893 
 

426 
 

L_12 Leavers, 76 year 56 400 
 

408 
 

S_01 Stayers, 65 year 59 139 
 

3007 
 

S_02 Stayers, 66 year 59 454 
 

3023 
 

S_03 Stayers, 67 year 39 772 
 

2022 
 

S_04 Stayers, 68 year 27 489 
 

1397 
 

S_05 Stayers, 69 year 20 802 
 

1058 
 

S_06 Stayers, 70 year 21 283 
 

1082 
 

S_07 Stayers, 71 year 17 731 
 

901 
 

S_08 Stayers, 72 year 14 389 
 

731 
 

S_09 Stayers, 73 year 10 908 
 

554 
 

S_10 Stayers, 74 year 8 982 
 

457 
 

S_11 Stayers, 75 year 8 157 
 

415 
 

S_12 Stayers, 76 year 6 935 
 

353 
 

    Total  985 504 
 

20 000 
    L: Leavers   S: Stayers 
Source: Statistic Sweden (2015) and own calculations 
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Table AD2: Flow and timing of answers of the survey   
 
 Number Share (%) 
After 1st mailing 7 054 35,3 

After 1st reminder 2 390 12,0 

After 2nd  reminder 1 559 7,8 

After 3rd  reminder 1 142 5,7 

All collected response 12 145 60,8 

Non-response 7 855 39,2 

Sample 20 000 100,0 
Source: Statistic Sweden (2015) and own calculations 
 
 
 

Table AD3: Survey description and survey response rates 
 

 All Respondents Non Response 
Age in years 66,9 66,8 66,9 
Female 43,9% 44,0% 43,8% 
Foreign born 11,2% 8,6% 15,2% 
Married 62,9% 66,7% 56,9% 
Low education 27,0% 21,7% 35,1% 
Medium education 41,1% 40,7% 41,8% 
High education 31,9% 37,5% 23,1% 
Wage-earners 45,1% 49,0% 39,2% 
Self-employed 29,9 % 28,7% 31,7% 
Metropolitan area  13,7% 13,5% 14,0 
Labour Income, SEK 177 752 193 

400 
153 
490 

Disposable income,  
SEK 

474 880 524 
237 

437 
387 

Stayers 75,0% 77,7% 70,9% 
Leavers 25,0% 22,3% 29,1% 
Number of 
Observations 

20 000 12 145 7 855 

 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics 
Sweden. 
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Table AD4: Definition of explanatory variables used in the non-response analysis. 
 
Variable Definition/Description 
Age        
Age squared      
Female                                                         
Married                           
Low education                          
Medium education (Ref)    
High education                
Household Disposable income      
Foreign born        
Metropolitan area                           
Wage earner        
Stayers                                                          

Continuous, range 63-74  
Continuous. 
1 if women 
1 if married, 0 otherwise. 
1 if  =< primary education, 0 otherwise. 
1 if secondary education, 0 otherwise,  
1 if tertiary education, 0 otherwise.. 
Continuous, in SEK 
1 if born in Sweden, 0 otherwise. 
1 if living in Göteborg Malmö or Stockholm 
1 if wage-employed, 0 otherwise. 
1 if Stayers in 2012/2013 

 
 

Table AD5: Analysis of non-response.  
Logit regression results. Marginal effects estimated at sample means. Probability of survey 
participation among Stayers and Leavers.  

 
 
Variables Stayers Leavers 

Age 0,0458 0,0411*** 

Age square -0,0003 -0,003*** 

Female -0,002*** -0,010 

Swedish Born -0,127*** -0,194*** 

Married 0,070*** 0,159*** 

Low education -0,098*** -0,126*** 

High education 0,1176*** 0,099*** 

Metropolitan area -0,0185 -0,036* 

Wage earner 0,084*** - 

Disposable income 0,0000 0,000 

   

Predicted Probability  0,64*** 0,55*** 
*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 

 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics 
Sweden. 
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Table AD6: Definition of main variables used in the study  
Retrieved or created from our questionnaire survey or based on Statistic Sweden LISA register 
data if not specified in the table.  

 
  
VARIABLES Definition 
  
Stayers Current active senior workers age 65 or older, questionnaire A 
Previous  Stayers Retired respondent, but have been active after 65 before, questionnaire B 
Leavers Retired Respond. at 65 (Leavers, norm) or bef. (Early Leavers), questionnaire B 
Bridge workers Left before 65 but come back on the labour  market, questionnaire B 
Age Age in years  in 2014 
Cohort  1938-1941 Respondent born between 1938-1941, dummy 
Cohort  1942-1945 Respondent born between 1942-1945, dummy 
Cohort  1946-1949 Respondent born between 1938-1941, dummy 
Sex Gender, dummy Male=1 
Foreign born Born outside Sweden, Dummy 
Age of arrival At what age foreign  born arrived to Sweden, in year 
Low education Compulsory school or less, dummy 
High school  Secondary Education, dummy 
College, University Tertiary education <=3 years, dummy 
Post Graduate Tertiary education <=3 years, dummy 
Low-skilled bef. Low skilled worker (ISCO) before exiting or at 64  for Stayers, dummy  
Medium skilled,bef. Medium skilled worker (ISCO) before exiting or at 64  for Stayers, dummy 
High-skilled,  bef. High skilled worker (ISCO) before exiting or at 64  for Stayers, dummy 
Single Civil status, Single, dummy 
Married Civil status, Married/cohabiting, dummy 
Divorced Civil status, Divorced, dummy 
Widow Civil status, Widow/widower, dummy 
Single, length Duration in years of being single 
Marriage, length Duration in years of being divorced 
Divorce,  length Duration in years of being married/cohabiting 
Widow, length  Duration in years of being divorced 
Age diff.  between spouse Age difference between spouse, in years 
Number of children Number of resident children 
Work Experience, bef. Work experience in years before exiting  
Age starting work Age at starting work, years. Questionnaire 
Age of exit from the LM Age of Exit from labour market, year,  
Tenure in years, bef. Tenure in years, Questionnaire  
Father’s pension age Pension age of the father, Questionnaire  
Mother’s pension  age Pension age of the mother, Questionnaire 
Age father death Age of death of the father, Questionnaire 
Age mother death Age of death of the mother, Questionnaire 
Mother early death Death of the mother before the respondent 10th birthday, dummy 
Father early  death Death of the father before the respondent 10th birthday, dummy 
Part in Civil Activity Participation in civil activities, questionnaire, dummy 
Strong Social Link The respondent has strong social link  questionnaire, dummy 
Poor health before Poor health before exiting or at 65 for Stayers, questionnaire 
Poor health, current resp. Current health, poor,  respondent questionnaire 
Poor health current spouse Current health, poor,  spouse  questionnaire 
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Numb of sickness days,  Total number of sickness day before exiting or at 64 for Stayers, in days  
Average sickness spell Average number of sickness day before exiting or at 64 for Stayers, in days ta 
Poor physical cond.  bef Poor physical condition before , stair  test, questionnaire, dummy 
Poor physical cond. now Poor physical condition current , stair  test, questionnaire, dummy 
Health deterioration Heath deterioration, before the age of exit and now, questionnaire, dummy 
Short-term contract bef. fix-term  contract before exiting or at 64 years old, questionnaire, dummy  
Self-employed bef. Self-employed before exiting or at 64 years old for Stayers 
Leading position  bef. Leading job bef exiting or at 64 years for Stayers, questionnaire, dummy 
Working hours bef  Working hours bef. exiting or at 64 years questionnaire, hours/week 
Shift-work before Shift work  bef. exiting or at 64 years questionnaire, dummy 
Night-work before Night work  bef. exiting or at 64 years questionnaire, dummy 
Poor Working cond.  Poor working condition bef. exiting or at 64 years questionnaire, dummy 
Autonomy before Work autonomy bef. exiting or at 64 years questionnaire, dummy 
Average Labour Income   Average Labour income bef. exiting or up to 64 years old for Stayers  
Average Capital Income  Average Capital income bef. exiting or up to 64 years old for Stayers 
Average Disp. income   Average Disposable  income bef. exiting or up to 64 years old for Stayers 
Liquidity _constraint  Liquidity constraint, questionnaire dummy 
Private pension Responded saved in private pension, questionnaire dummy 
Well informed Respondent well informed about pension questionnaire dummy 
Unemployment   spell  bef  Unemployment spell in days bef. exiting or up to 64 years old for Stayers 
Public sector Worked in public sector bef. exiting or up to 64 years old for Stayers, dummy 
Agriculture Worked in Agriculture bef. exiting or up to 64 years old for Stayers, dummy 
Mining Worked in Mining  “ “, dummy 
Manufacturing Worked in Manufacturing “ “, dummy 
Energy Worked in Energy sector  “ “, dummy 
Water sewing Worked in Water Sewing “ “, dummy 
Construction Worked in Construction “ “, dummy 
Retail Worked in Retail  “ “, dummy 
Transport Worked in Transport sector  “ “, dummy 
Hotel restaurant Worked in Hotel and restaurant  “ “, dummy 
Media communication Worked in Media and Communication  “ “, dummy 
Banking and finance Worked in Banking and Finance  “ “, dummy 
Real estate Worked in real estate  “ “, dummy 
Law, economy  Worked in law and economy  “ “, dummy 
Renting Worked in renting  “ “, dummy 
Public administration Worked in public administration  “ “, dummy 
Education Worked in Education  “ “, dummy 
Health sector Worked in health sector  “ “, dummy 
Culture and Recreation Worked in culture and recreation  “ “, dummy 
Stockholm Live  currently in Stockholm  
Småland Live  currently in Småland 
Scania Live  currently in Scania 
North Live  currently in Northern part of Sweden 
West Live  currently in West Sweden 
Middle Live  currently in the Middle part of Sweden 
Openness index Personality trait,  Openness to experience big five questionnaire, scale 1-5 
Neuroticism index Personality trait,  Neuroticism big five questionnaire, scale 1-5 
Extraversion  index Personality trait,  Extraversion big five questionnaire, scale 1-5 
Agreeableness  index Personality trait, Agreeableness big five questionnaire, scale 1-5 
Consciousness index Personality trait, consciousness  big five questionnaire, scale 1-5 
Creativity  index Degree of Creativity ,  questionnaire , scale 1-5, questionnaire  
Life satisfaction Subjective current life satisfaction,  scale 0-10 questionnaire 
Life- as- a -whole 
satisfaction 

Subjective current life satisfaction,  scale 0-10 questionnaire  
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Table AD7: Descriptive statistics: all sample 
 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES N mean sd min max 
      
Age 12,140 68.84 3.265 65 76 
Cohort  1938-1941 12,140 0.169 0.374 0 1 
Cohort  1942-1945 12,140 0.293 0.455 0 1 
Cohort  1946-1949 12,140 0.539 0.499 0 1 
Male 12,140 0.560 0.496 0 1 
Foreign born 12,140 0.085 0.279 0 1 
Age of arrival   1,008 22.06 14.153 0 67 
Low education 12,140 0.219 0.414 0 1 
High school 12,140 0.406 0.491 0 1 
College, University 12,140 0.351 0.477 0 1 
Post Graduate 12,140 0.024 0.152 0 1 
Low-skilled worker, bef. 11,834 0.108 0.311 0 1 
Medium skilled worker, bef. 11,834 0.569 0.495 0 1 
High-skilled worker,  bef. 11,834 0.323 0.468 0 1 
Single 12,140 0.091 0.289 0 1 
Married 12,140 0.668 0.471 0 1 
Divorced 12,140 0.177 0.382 0 1 
Widow 12,140 0.063 0.243 0 1 
Single (Duration in years)   1,116 66.06 2.949 63 74 
Marriage (Duration in years)   8,104 36.02 11.81 0 60 
Divorce (Duration in years)   2,151 21.46 10.44 0 48 
Widow (Duration in years)      761 10.66  9.84 0 53 
Age diff.  between spouse   7,861 1.091 4.997 -24 37 
Number of Resident Children 12,140 0.108 0.376 0 5 
Work Experience, bef 11,987 41.47 7.743 0 60 
Age starting work 11,987 19.50 4.862 8 61 
Age of exit from the LM   8,022 63.11 4.296 18 76 
Tenure in years, bef. 12,140 27.08 17.16 0 62 
Father’s pension age   7,148 65.11 4.185 33 95 
Mother’s pension  age   6,033 64.97 3.693 30 99 
Age father death 10,743 75.76 12.93 19 102 
Age mother death   9,975 80.02 12.64 18 107 
Mother early death 12,140 0.00181 0.0425 0 1 
Father early  death 12,140 0.00338 0.0580 0 1 
Participation in Civil Activity 12,140 0.378 0.485 0 1 
Strong Social Link 11,398 0.615 0.487 0 1 
Poor health before 12,140 0.085 0.278 0 1 
Poor health, current resp. 12,140 0.069 0.254 0 1 
Poor health current spouse 12,140 0.078 0.269 0 1 
Numb of sickness days, bef. 11,879 198.16 369.88 0 4021.5 
Average duration of sickness 11,879 42.02 63.20 0 365 
Poor physical cond. before 12,140 0.110 0.313 0 1 
Poor physical cond. now 12,140 0.167 0.373 0 1 
Health deterioration 12,140 0.242 0.428 0 1 
Short-term contract bef. 12,140 0.047 0.211 0 1 
Self-employed before 12,140 0.189 0.392 0 1 
Leading position  before 12,140 0.279 0.449 0 1 
Working hours before  11,577 39.79 11.31 0 100 
Shift-work before 12,140 0.133 0.340 0 1 
Night-work before 12,140 0.063 0.242 0 1 
Poor Working cond. before 12,140 0.333 0.471 0 1 
Autonomy before 12,140 0.337 0.473 0 1 
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Average Labour Income   11,879 2,924 1,756 0 49,563 
Average Capital Income  11,872 153.1 1,727 -4,092 78,054 
Average Disposable income   11,879 4,331 3,001 -41.37 149,931 
Liquidity _constraint  12,140 0.0643 0.245 0 1 
Private pension 12,140 0.649 0.477 0 1 
Well informed 12,140 0.189 0.391 0 1 
Unemployed  bef  (years) 11,879 1.107 2.647 0 23 
Unemp.  spell  bef  (days)   11,879 45.95 99.44 0 1,544 
Public sector 12,140 0.316 0.465 0 1 
Agriculture 11,387 0.0415 0.199 0 1 
Mining 11,387 0.00351 0.0592 0 1 
Manufacturing 11,387 0.127 0.333 0 1 
Energy 11,387 0.0180 0.133 0 1 
Water sewing 11,387 0.00650 0.0804 0 1 
Construction 11,387 0.0851 0.279 0 1 
Retail 11,387 0.0656 0.248 0 1 
Transport 11,387 0.0514 0.221 0 1 
Hotel restaurant 11,387 0.0160 0.125 0 1 
Media communication 11,387 0.0364 0.187 0 1 
Banking and finance 11,387 0.0206 0.142 0 1 
Real estate 11,387 0.0213 0.145 0 1 
Law, economy  11,387 0.0673 0.250 0 1 
Renting 11,387 0.0174 0.131 0 1 
Public administration 11,387 0.0855 0.280 0 1 
Education 11,387 0.111 0.314 0 1 
Health sector 11,387 0.190 0.392 0 1 
Culture and Recreation 11,387 0.0364 0.187 0 1 
Stockholm 12,140 0.208 0.406 0 1 
Småland 12,140 0.131 0.338 0 1 
Scania 12,140 0.144 0.351 0 1 
North 12,140 0.0977 0.297 0 1 
West 12,140 0.228 0.419 0 1 
Middle 12,140 0.191 0.393 0 1 
Openness index 10,925 3.167 0.486 1 5 
Neuroticism index 10,894 2.163 0.563 1 5 
Extraversion  index 10,982 3.407 0.532 1 5 
Agreeableness  index 11,114 3.842 0.408 1 5 
Consciousness index 10,996 3.844 0.465 1 5 
Creativity  index 11,168 2.335 0.619 1 5 
      
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics 
Sweden and the Survey questionnaire. 
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Table AD8: Descriptive statistics: Stayers on the labour market (Still active) 
 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES N mean sd min max 
      
Age 3,768 67.98 2.922 65 76 
Cohort  1938-1941 3,768 0.0974 0.297 0 1 
Cohort  1942-1945 3,768 0.257 0.437 0 1 
Cohort  1946-1949 3,768 0.646 0.478 0 1 
Male 3,768 0.628 0.483 0 1 
Foreign born 3,768 0.0937 0.291 0 1 
Age of arrival    344 24.45 15.06 0 64 
Low education 3,768 0.174 0.379 0 1 
High school 3,768 0.355 0.478 0 1 
College, University 3,768 0.425 0.494 0 1 
Post Graduate 3,768 0.0467 0.211 0 1 
Low-skilled worker, bef. 3,708 0.0957 0.294 0 1 
Medium skilled worker, bef. 3,708 0.491 0.500 0 1 
High-skilled worker,  bef. 3,708 0.414 0.493 0 1 
Single 3,768 0.093 0.290 0 1 
Married 3,768 0.651 0.477 0 1 
Divorced 3,768 0.206 0.405 0 1 
Widow 3,768 0.050 0.218 0 1 
Single (Duration in years)    349  65.66 2.746 63 74 
Marriage (Duration in years) 2,451 33.96 12.38 0 60 
Divorce (Duration in years)    778 20.29 10.73 0 46 
Widow (Duration in years)    189 12.61 11.55 0 40 
Age diff.  between spouse 2,367 1.721 5.618 -21 36 
Number of Resident Children 3,768 0.154 0.461 0 5 
Work Experience, bef. 3,732 42.61 6.872 0 55 
Age starting work 3,732 20.16 4.958 11 61 
Tenure in years, bef. 3,768 24.43 16.89 0 62 
Father’s pension age 2,338 65.32 4.546 39 95 
Mother’s pension  age 2,014 65.02 3.896 33 97 
Age father death 3,346 75.85 12.95 20 102 
Age mother death 3,038 80.15 12.72 21 104 
Mother early death 3,768 0.00265 0.0515 0 1 
Father early  death 3,768 0.00186 0.0431 0 1 
Participation in Civil Activity 3,768 0.327 0.469 0 1 
Strong Social Link 3,573 0.601 0.490 0 1 
Poor health before 3,768 0.0334 0.180 0 1 
Poor health, current resp. 3,768 0.0358 0.186 0 1 
Poor health current spouse 3,768 0.0687 0.253 0 1 
Numb of sickness days, bef. 3,767 130.95 304.09 0 3649.5 
Average duration of sickness 3,767  26.57  44.53 0 349,5 
Poor physical cond. before 3,768 0.0759 0.265 0 1 
Poor physical cond. now 3,768 0.109 0.311 0 1 
Health deterioration 3,768 0.187 0.390 0 1 
Short-term contract bef. 3,768 0.0499 0.218 0 1 
Self-employed before 3,768 0.326 0.469 0 1 
Leading position  before 3,768 0.300 0.459 0 1 
Working hours before  3,660 41.08 12.28 0 100 
Shift-work before 3,768 0.112 0.315 0 1 
Night-work before 3,768 0.0642 0.245 0 1 
Poor Working cond. before 3,768 0.295 0.456 0 1 
Autonomy before 3,768 0.450 0.498 0 1 
Average Labour Income   3,767 3,200 1,898 0 21,004 
Average Capital Income  3,767 240.3 2,211 -4,092 78,054 
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Average Disposable income   3,767 4,558 2,721 98.46 62,351 
Liquidity _constraint  3,768 0.0366 0.188 0 1 
Private pension 3,768 0.691 0.462 0 1 
Well informed 3,768 0.187 0.390 0 1 
Unemployed  bef  (years) 3,767 1.001 2.517 0 23 
Unemp.  spell  bef  (days)   3,767 44.90 104.4 0 1,075 
Public sector 3,768 0.270 0.444 0 1 
Agriculture 3,716 0.0463 0.210 0 1 
Mining 3,716 0.00188 0.0434 0 1 
Manufacturing 3,716 0.0848 0.279 0 1 
Energy 3,716 0.0156 0.124 0 1 
Water sewing 3,716 0.00484 0.0694 0 1 
Construction 3,716 0.0931 0.291 0 1 
Retail 3,716 0.0753 0.264 0 1 
Transport 3,716 0.0608 0.239 0 1 
Hotel restaurant 3,716 0.0110 0.104 0 1 
Media communication 3,716 0.0293 0.169 0 1 
Banking and finance 3,716 0.0102 0.101 0 1 
Real estate 3,716 0.0288 0.167 0 1 
Law, economy  3,716 0.101 0.301 0 1 
Renting 3,716 0.0205 0.142 0 1 
Public administration 3,716 0.0584 0.235 0 1 
Education 3,716 0.104 0.305 0 1 
Health sector 3,716 0.202 0.402 0 1 
Culture and Recreation 3,716 0.0519 0.222 0 1 
Stockholm 3,768 0.254 0.435 0 1 
Småland 3,768 0.123 0.328 0 1 
Scania 3,768 0.137 0.344 0 1 
North 3,768 0.0759 0.265 0 1 
West 3,768 0.230 0.421 0 1 
Middle 3,768 0.180 0.384 0 1 
Openness index 3,477 3.228 0.512 1 5 
Neuroticism 3,460 2.050 0.548 1 5 
Extraversion  index 3,482 3.531 0.524 1 5 
Agreeableness  index 3,516 3.865 0.406 1 5 
Consciousness index 3,496 3.929 0.462 2 5 
Creativity  index 3,515 2.425 0.639 1 5 
      
 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics 
Sweden and the Survey questionnaire. 
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Table AD9: Descriptive statistics: Previous Stayers on the labour market 
 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES N mean sd min max 
      
Age 3,748 69.47 3.169 65 76 
Cohort  1938-1941 3,748 0.199 0.399 0 1 
Cohort  1942-1945 3,748 0.338 0.473 0 1 
Cohort  1946-1949 3,748 0.463 0.499 0 1 
Male 3,748 0.602 0.489 0 1 
Foreign born 3,748 0.0843 0.278 0 1 
Age of arrival    303 22.03 13.40 0 63 
Low education 3,748 0.229 0.421 0 1 
High school 3,748 0.409 0.492 0 1 
College, University 3,748 0.342 0.474 0 1 
Post Graduate 3,748 0.0200 0.140 0 1 
Low-skilled worker, bef. 3,675 0.113 0.317 0 1 
Medium skilled worker, bef. 3,675 0.578 0.494 0 1 
High-skilled worker,  bef. 3,675 0.309 0.462 0 1 
Single 3,748 0.0934 0.291 0 1 
Married 3,748 0.658 0.475 0 1 
Divorced 3,748 0.182 0.386 0 1 
Widow 3,748 0.0672 0.250 0 1 
Single (Duration in years)    350 67.93 3.222 63 74 
Marriage (Duration in years) 2,465 37.97 12.19 0 56 
Divorce (Duration in years)    681 25.51 10.49 0 47 
Widow (Duration in years)    252 12.54 10.86 0 42 
Age diff.  between spouse 2,390 1.347 5.138 -24 35 
Number of Resident Children 3,748 0.101 0.353 0 5 
Work Experience, bef 3,697 40.33 8.144 0 58 
Age starting work 3,697 19.40 5.018 8 58 
Tenure in years, bef. 3,748 28.35 17.57 0 62 
Father’s pension age 2,179 65.09 4.054 39 93 
Mother’s pension  age 1,798 65.02 3.617 39 91 
Age father death 3,293 75.62 12.75 19 102 
Age mother death 3,119 79.77 12.96 18 107 
Mother early death 3,748 0.00267 0.0516 0 1 
Father early  death 3,748 0.00347 0.0588 0 1 
Participation in Civil Activity 3,748 0.414 0.493 0 1 
Strong Social Link 3,502 0.613 0.487 0 1 
Poor health before 3,748 0.0728 0.260 0 1 
Poor health, current resp. 3,748 0.0683 0.252 0 1 
Poor health current spouse 3,748 0.0752 0.264 0 1 
Numb of sickness days, bef. 3,732 185.63 337.00 0 4021.5 
Average duration of sickness 3,732  41.44  62.18 0    347.8 
Poor physical cond. before 3,748 0.110 0.313 0 1 
Poor physical cond. now 3,748 0.173 0.378 0 1 
Health deterioration 3,748 0.266 0.442 0 1 
Short-term contract bef. 3,748 0.0510 0.220 0 1 
Self-employed before 3,748 0.174 0.380 0 1 
Leading position  before 3,748 0.291 0.454 0 1 
Working hours before  3,585 39.87 11.86 0 98 
Shift-work before 3,748 0.145 0.352 0 1 
Night-work before 3,748 0.0704 0.256 0 1 
Poor Working cond. before 3,748 0.344 0.475 0 1 
Autonomy before 3,748 0.342 0.475 0 1 
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Average Labour Income   3,732 2,909 1,686 0 31,895 
Average Capital Income  3,730 151.0 1,861 -1,419 61,595 
Average Disposable income   3,732 4,279 2,698 82.59 73,576 
Liquidity _constraint  3,748 0.0752 0.264 0 1 
Private pension 3,748 0.635 0.482 0 1 
Well informed 3,748 0.174 0.379 0 1 
Unemployed  bef  (years) 3,732 1.100 2.631 0 21 
Unemp.  spell  bef  (days)   3,732 44.75 95.15 0 1,265 
Public sector 3,748 0.314 0.464 0 1 
Agriculture 3,557 0.0469 0.212 0 1 
Mining 3,557 0.00422 0.0648 0 1 
Manufacturing 3,557 0.132 0.338 0 1 
Energy 3,557 0.0169 0.129 0 1 
Water sewing 3,557 0.00731 0.0852 0 1 
Construction 3,557 0.0973 0.296 0 1 
Retail 3,557 0.0579 0.234 0 1 
Transport 3,557 0.0557 0.229 0 1 
Hotel restaurant 3,557 0.0138 0.117 0 1 
Media communication 3,557 0.0365 0.188 0 1 
Banking and finance 3,557 0.0200 0.140 0 1 
Real estate 3,557 0.0188 0.136 0 1 
Law, economy  3,557 0.0571 0.232 0 1 
Renting 3,557 0.0171 0.130 0 1 
Public administration 3,557 0.0855 0.280 0 1 
Education 3,557 0.118 0.323 0 1 
Health sector 3,557 0.180 0.384 0 1 
Culture and Recreation 3,557 0.0351 0.184 0 1 
Stockholm 3,748 0.200 0.400 0 1 
Småland 3,748 0.135 0.341 0 1 
Scania 3,748 0.146 0.353 0 1 
North 3,748 0.103 0.304 0 1 
West 3,748 0.223 0.417 0 1 
Middle 3,748 0.193 0.395 0 1 
Openness index 3,326 3.166 0.467 1.500 4.833 
Neuroticism 3,295 2.193 0.563 1 4.583 
Extraversion  index 3,342 3.403 0.506 1.333 5 
Agreeableness  index 3,390 3.802 0.415 2.167 5 
Consciousness index 3,325 3.797 0.471 1.833 5 
Creativity  index 3,397 2.328 0.610 1 5 
      
 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from 
Statistics Sweden and the Survey questionnaire. 
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Table AD10: Descriptive statistics, Leavers 

  
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES N mean sd min max 
      
Age 4,430 68.98 3.458 65 76 
Cohort  1938-1941 4,430 0.200 0.400 0 1 
Cohort  1942-1945 4,430 0.283 0.451 0 1 
Cohort  1946-1949 4,430 0.517 0.500 0 1 
Male 4,430 0.463 0.499 0 1 
Foreign born 4,430 0.0792 0.270 0 1 
Age of arrival    341 24.48 16.35 0 67 
Low education 4,430 0.248 0.432 0 1 
High school 4,430 0.444 0.497 0 1 
College, University 4,430 0.301 0.459 0 1 
Post Graduate 4,430 0.00722 0.0847 0 1 
Low-skilled worker, bef. 4,268 0.114 0.317 0 1 
Medium skilled worker, bef. 4,268 0.627 0.484 0 1 
High-skilled worker,  bef. 4,268 0.259 0.438 0 1 
Single 4,430 0.0905 0.287 0 1 
Married 4,430 0.692 0.462 0 1 
Divorced 4,430 0.147 0.354 0 1 
Widow 4,430 0.0709 0.257 0 1 
Single (Duration in years)    401 67.03 3.126 63 74 
Marriage (Duration in years) 3,065 39.35 11.04 0 55 
Divorce (Duration in years)    649 24.48 10.16 0 48 
Widow (Duration in years)    314 11.03 9.998 0 53 
Age diff.  between spouse 2,989 0.080 4.587 -18 37 
Number of Resident Children 4,430 0.0781 0.309 0 4 
Work Experience, bef 4,375 41.29 7.914 0 60 
Age starting work 4,375 19.06 4.611 8 54 
Tenure in years, bef. 4,430 27.82 16.49 0 62 
Father’s pension age 2,517 64.93 3.942 33 95 
Mother’s pension  age 2,139 64.85 3.594 30 99 
Age father death 3,928 75.73 13.11 21 101 
Age mother death 3,653 80.10 12.33 26 105 
Mother early death 4,430 0.000451 0.0212 0 1 
Father early  death 4,430 0.00474 0.0687 0 1 
Participation in Civil Activity 4,430 0.393 0.488 0 1 
Strong Social Link 4,166 0.628 0.483 0 1 
Poor health before 4,430 0.139 0.346 0 1 
Poor health, current resp. 4,430 0.0977 0.297 0 1 
Poor health current spouse 4,430 0.0889 0.285 0 1 
Numb of sickness days, bef. 4,380 219.80 395.73 0 2968.5 
Average duration of sickness 4,380  45.90  66.75 0     365 
Poor physical cond. before 4,430 0.141 0.348 0 1 
Poor physical cond. now 4,430 0.212 0.409 0 1 
Health deterioration 4,430 0.267 0.443 0 1 
Short-term contract bef. 4,430 0.0406 0.197 0 1 
Self-employed before 4,430 0.0808 0.273 0 1 
Leading position  before 4,430 0.252 0.434 0 1 
Working hours before  4,181 38.49 9.668 0 100 
Shift-work before 4,430 0.143 0.350 0 1 
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Night-work before 4,430 0.0551 0.228 0 1 
Poor Working cond. before 4,430 0.360 0.480 0 1 
Autonomy before 4,430 0.238 0.426 0 1 
Average Labour Income   4,380 2,698 1,651 0 49,563 
Average Capital Income  4,375 79.93 961.3 -2,540 27,540 
Average Disposable income   4,380 4,179 3,433 -41.37 149,931 
Liquidity _constraint  4,430 0.0765 0.266 0 1 
Private pension 4,430 0.628 0.483 0 1 
Well informed 4,430 0.204 0.403 0 1 
Unemployed  bef  (years) 4,380 1.202 2.765 0 22 
Unemp.  spell  bef  (days)   4,380 47.87 98.61 0 1,544 
Public sector 4,430 0.360 0.480 0 1 
Agriculture 3,943 0.0292 0.168 0 1 
Mining 3,943 0.00431 0.0655 0 1 
Manufacturing 3,943 0.163 0.370 0 1 
Energy 3,943 0.0210 0.144 0 1 
Water sewing 3,943 0.00659 0.0809 0 1 
Construction 3,943 0.0670 0.250 0 1 
Retail 3,943 0.0614 0.240 0 1 
Transport 3,943 0.0385 0.193 0 1 
Hotel restaurant 3,943 0.0233 0.151 0 1 
Media communication 3,943 0.0431 0.203 0 1 
Banking and finance 3,943 0.0312 0.174 0 1 
Real estate 3,943 0.0165 0.127 0 1 
Law, economy  3,943 0.0439 0.205 0 1 
Renting 3,943 0.0150 0.121 0 1 
Public administration 3,943 0.112 0.315 0 1 
Education 3,943 0.113 0.316 0 1 
Health sector 3,943 0.188 0.391 0 1 
Culture and Recreation 3,943 0.0226 0.149 0 1 
Stockholm 4,430 0.178 0.382 0 1 
Småland 4,430 0.135 0.342 0 1 
Scania 4,430 0.148 0.355 0 1 
North 4,430 0.111 0.314 0 1 
West 4,430 0.230 0.421 0 1 
Middle 4,430 0.197 0.398 0 1 
Openness index 3,969 3.117 0.472 1.750 4.750 
Neuroticism 3,986 2.234 0.563 1 4.917 
Extraversion  index 4,003 3.307 0.539 1.333 5 
Agreeableness  index 4,051 3.858 0.400 2.333 5 
Consciousness index 4,021 3.811 0.453 2 5 
Creativity  index 4,105 2.265 0.599 1 4.833 
      
 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics 
Sweden and the Survey questionnaire. 
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APPENDIX AE: Motivations and Time Preferences 
 

Table AE1: Leavers who would like to return to work  
Logit estimates, marginal effects evaluated at sample means 

  
VARIABLES Return to 

work 
  

Male 0.0657*** 
Low education -0.0132 
College, University 0.0189 
Post Graduate -0.0388 
Married -0.0195 
Divorced -0.00642 
Widow -0.0310 
Start work, bef. 20 0.000909 
Self-employed bef. -0.0510*** 
Cohort  1942-1945 0.0516*** 
Cohort  1946-1949 0.0738*** 
Poor work conditions bef. -0.0137 
Unsocial hours bef. 0.0152 
Autonomy bef. 0.00457 
Liquidity constraint 0.0242 
Private pension 0.0267** 
Well-informed -0.00971 
Poor health bef. -0.0799*** 
Småland 0.0215 
Scania -0.0224 
North -0.00413 
West 0.00242 
Middle -0.00534 
Public sector -0.0663*** 
Agriculture -0.0349 
Mining -0.0539 
Manufacturing -0.0674*** 
Energy -0.0238 
Water sewing -0.104*** 
Construction -0.0615*** 
Retail -0.0745*** 
Transport -0.0805*** 
Hotel restaurant -0.0645** 
Media communication 0.0332 
Banking and finance -0.0210 
Real estate -0.0228 
Law, economy  -0.0392 
Renting -0.0777*** 
Education -0.0344 
Health sector -0.0671*** 
Culture and Recreation 0.0163 
Unemploy. bef.  (100 days)   0.00224** 
Average labour income150 
bef. 

0.00595 

                                                 
150 In 100 000 SEK unit 
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Average capital Income151 
bef. 

-0.00165 

Openness index 0.0541*** 
Neuroticism index 0.0175 
Extraversion  index 0.0418*** 
Agreeableness  index -0.0198 
Consciousness index -0.00297 

Creativity Index 0.0369*** 
Happy Life as a whole -0.0414*** 
  
Predicted probability 0,1563 
  
Observations 8,676 
 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics 
Sweden and own Survey questionnaire. 
 
 

Table AE2: Main motivations to retire, Leavers expressing a wish to coming back on the labour 
market 
 

 
B80a: My decision to retire was mainly due to economic considerations. 
B80b: My decision to retire was mainly due to health considerations 
B80c: My decision to retire was mainly due to high levels of stress at work  
B80d: My decision to retire was mainly due to my husband/wife/partner health 
B80e: My decision to retire was mainly due to the fact that my husband/wife/partner was not working 
B80f: If I stopped working there would many other meaningful and interesting things to do 
B80g: I had a dream I wanted to realise which had to be postponed until retirement 
B80h: I knew other people who had continued to work after 65 and who had very negative experiences 
B80i: I wanted to continue working but was discouraged by my employer 
B80j: I wanted to continue working but was discouraged by my colleagues 
B80k: I wanted to continue to work but was not supported by my family in this choice 
 
Source: Own calculations based on the Survey questionnaire 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
151 In 100 000 SEK unit 

 B80a B80b B80c B80d B80e B80f B80g B80h B80i B80j B80k 
            

Agree Freq. 
% 

Freq. 
% 

Freq. 
% 

Freq. 
% 

Freq. 
% 

Freq. 
% 

Freq. 
% 

Freq. 
% 

Freq. 
% 

Freq. 
% 

Freq. 
% 

            
Completely 9,7 14,7 6,5 3,7 6,2 39,6 8,1 2,1 10,6 2,2 2.0 

Partially 23,8 19,0 20,6 6,5 18,1 37,2 26,7 6,1 9,0 1,5 2,8 
Not at all 61,1 62,4 68,1 86,9 73,4 17,5 57,0 76,7 72,9 88,4 85,8 

            
Nb of obs. 2430 2441 2416 1610 1617 2444 2415 2415 2429 2414 2410 
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APPENDIX AF: Timing and Pathway of Exit 
 
Table AF1: Timing of exit, early exit, at 65 years old (ref.) and late exit 

 
Multinomial Logit. All, men and women. Marginal effect evaluated at sample 
means 
 All Men Women 
VARIABLES Early  

exit 
Late 
exit 

Early  
exit 

Late 
exit 

Early  
exit 

Late 
exit 

Male -0.0639*** 0.0575***     
Foreign born -0.0359 0.0429 0.0846* -0.00741 -0.161*** 0.0959* 
Age at arrival -0.00013 -0.000386 -

0.00557*** 
0.00157 0.00618*** -0.00245 

Low education 0.0159 -0.0301** 0.0406** -0.0559*** -0.0137 -0.00370 

College, University -0.0243* 0.0593*** -0.0524*** 0.0667*** 0.0224 0.0342** 
Post Graduate -0.169*** 0.287*** -0.191*** 0.240*** -0.0330 0.301*** 
Married 0.0314* -0.0272 -0.0812*** 0.0293 0.155*** -0.0610*** 
Divorced -0.0434** 0.0776*** -0.0869*** 0.0776*** 0.0364 0.0619** 
Widow -0.00798 0.0589** -0.0596* 0.0664 0.0742* 0.0415 
Nb. Resid. children -0.0600*** 0.0679*** -0.0299 0.0562*** -0.138*** 0.102*** 
Start work, bef. 20 0.00814 -0.0191* 0.00116 -0.0404** 0.0230 0.000812 
Self-employed bef. -0.181*** 0.347*** -0.180*** 0.369*** -0.190*** 0.264*** 
Father death bef. 65 -0.00359 -0.00849 0.0474** -0.0308* -0.0466** 0.00337 
Mother death bef.65 0.00386 0.0213 -0.0246 0.0117 0.0425 0.0199 
Father retir. bef.65 0.0495*** -0.0137 0.0955*** -0.0223 0.00148 -0.00577 
Cohort  1942-1945 -0.0583*** 0.0411*** -0.0506*** 0.0559*** -0.0738*** 0.0379** 
Cohort  1946-1949 -0.0737*** 0.115*** -0.0979*** 0.127*** -0.0484** 0.100*** 
Poor work conditions bef. 0.0343*** -0.0471*** 0.0264* -0.0312** 0.0513*** -0.0618*** 
Unsocial hours bef. 0.000163 0.0427*** 0.0162 0.0339** -0.0120 0.0445*** 
Autonomy bef. -0.0742*** 0.0941*** -0.0548*** 0.0916*** -0.104*** 0.0971*** 
Liquidity constraint -0.00670 -0.0698*** 0.0996*** -0.137*** -0.0993*** -0.0174 
Private pension -0.0282** 0.0191* 0.00249 0.0130 -0.0576*** 0.0143 
Well-informed 0.203*** -0.0856*** 0.194*** -0.105*** 0.202*** -0.0616*** 
Poor health bef. 0.269*** -0.195*** 0.309*** -0.251*** 0.241*** -0.145*** 
Småland -0.00547 -0.00631 -0.0690*** 0.0508** 0.0222 -0.0248 
Scania 0.0443** -0.0497*** 0.0528** -0.0333 -0.00180 -0.0421** 
North 0.0863*** -0.0821*** 0.103*** -0.0776*** 0.0309 -0.0637*** 
West 0.00383 -0.0358*** 0.0156 -0.0171 -0.0375 -0.0297* 
Middle 0.0430** -0.0357*** 0.0349 -0.0131 0.0200 -0.0349** 
Public sector 0.0408*** -0.0813*** 0.0564*** -0.0908*** 0.0363* -0.0773*** 
Agriculture -0.112** 0.133*** -0.140*** 0.148*** -0.0388 0.0960 
Mining 0.0230 -0.0995* -0.0473 -0.0931 0.373** -0.124 
Manufacturing 0.115*** -0.126*** 0.100*** -0.141*** 0.165*** -0.110*** 
Energy 0.0185 -0.0423 0.0140 -0.0288 -0.0106 -0.125** 
Water sewing 0.0447 -0.0177 0.00259 -0.0277 0.160 0.166 
Construction 0.0279 -0.0288 -0.00507 -0.0238 0.281*** -0.0494 
Retail 0.0461 -0.00354 0.0197 0.0143 0.0678 -0.00259 
Transport 0.0496 0.0377 0.0327 0.0566 -0.0531 0.0502 
Hotel restaurant 0.0159 -0.0904*** -0.0281 -0.111* 0.0103 -0.0585* 
Media communication 0.189*** -0.149*** 0.255*** -0.154*** 0.0989* -0.129*** 
Banking and finance 0.413*** -0.144*** 0.326*** -0.0747 0.456*** -0.152*** 
Real estate -0.0956** 0.0927** -0.142*** 0.114** 0.00627 0.0645 
Law, economy  -0.00953 0.0515* -0.0175 0.116*** -0.00110 0.00827 
Renting -0.130*** 0.117** -0.158*** 0.190*** -0.0975 0.0245 
Education -0.0276 0.0339 -0.0930*** 0.0552 0.0203 0.0168 
Health sector -0.0414** 0.0681*** -0.0310 0.0949** -0.0234 0.0492** 
Culture and Recreation -0.0650* 0.126*** -0.0515 0.0909* -0.0934* 0.177*** 
Unemploy. bef.  (100 
days)   

-
0.00519*** 

0.00222*** -
0.00433*** 

0.00150 -
0.00709*** 

0.00342*** 
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Average labour income152 
bef. 

-0.00869* 0.0278*** 0.00361 0.0149*** -0.0606*** 0.0664*** 

Average capital 
Income153bef. 

0.0148*** -0.00278 0.0117** 0.000124 0.0280*** -0.0260*** 

       
       
Predicted value 0.4081 0.2464 0.3661 0.3226 0.4481 0.1745 
 LR chi2 

(100)        
Prob > chi2        
Pseudo R2 

=     
3123.89 
=     0.0000 
=     0.1287 

LR chi2 
(86)        
Prob > chi2        
Pseudo R2 

=   1976.22 
=   0.0000 
=   0.1422 

LR chi2 
(86)        
Prob > chi2        
Pseudo R2 

=  1374.52 
=   0.0000 
=   0.1347 

       
Observations 11,132 11,132 6,338 6,338 4,794 4,794 
 
 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics 
Sweden and own Survey questionnaire. 
 
  

                                                 
152 In 100 000 SEK unit 
153 In 100 000 SEK unit 
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Appendix AG: Personality Traits 
 

Table AG1: Big Five. Dimensions and facets of personality traits  
 

Dimensions Facet (and correlated trait adjective) 
Openness vs. closedness to experience Ideas (curious) Fantasy (imaginative) Aesthetics 

(artistic) 
Actions (wide interests) Feelings (excitable) 
Values (unconventional) 

Neuroticism vs. emotional stability Anxiety (tense) 
Angry hostility (irritable) Depression (not 
contented) Self-consciousness (shy) Impulsiveness 
(moody) 
Vulnerability (not self-confident) 

Extraversion vs. introversion Gregariousness (sociable) 
Assertiveness (forceful) Activity (energetic) 
Excitement-seeking (adventurous) Positive 
emotions (enthusiastic) Warmth (outgoing) 

Agreeableness vs. antagonism Trust (forgiving) Straightforwardness (not 
demanding) Altruism (warm) 
Compliance (not stubborn) Modesty (not show-off) 
Tender-mindedness (sympathetic) 

Conscientiousness vs. lack of direction Competence (efficient) Order (organized) 
Dutifulness (not careless) 
Achievement striving (thorough) Self-discipline 
(not lazy) Deliberation (not impulsive) 

 
Source:  John & Srivastava (1999) & Costa and McCrae’s (1992) 
 
 

Table AG2: Cronbach’s Test, Big Fives 
 

Big Five Cronbachs Alpha 
Openness index 0.6621 
Neuroticism   index 0.8074 
Extraversion  index 0.7860 
Agreeableness  index 0.6868 
Consciousness index 0.7875 
 
Source: Own calculations based on the survey questionnaire. 
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Table AG3: Big five.  Means average scores (1-5), comparison between our sample and SNAC.  
 

Big Fives Men 
Our survey 

Women 
Our survey 

Men 
SNAC 

Women 
SNAC 

Openness index 3,05 3,20 2,83 3,00 
Neuroticism   index 2,15 2,34 2,16 2,41 
Extraversion  index 3,29 3,37 3,25 3,25 
Agreeableness  index 3,74 3,92 3,75 3,91 
Conscientiousness 
index 

3,78 3,84 3,75 3,75 

Source: Own calculations based on our survey questionnaire. 

 

Table AG4: Big fives: Openness to experience, OLS.  
Marginal effect estimated at sample means.   

 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES All Men Women 
    
Male -0.151***   
Foreign born 0.0717*** 0.103*** 0.0306 
Low educated -0.116*** -0.130*** -0.0968*** 
High educated 0.264*** 0.270*** 0.258*** 
Post graduate 0.496*** 0.496*** 0.509*** 
Married -0.0362 -0.0144 -0.0661* 
Divorced 0.0539** 0.0929*** 0.00722 
Widow -0.0102 -0.00581 -0.0376 
High life-as-a whole 
satisfaction 

0.0503*** 0.0505** 0.0529** 

Current Stayers 0.0536*** 0.0507** 0.0611*** 
Previous Stayers 0.0554*** 0.0575*** 0.0546** 
Self-employed 0.0244 0.0270 0.0209 
Disposable Income 0.00135* -0.000653 0.00217* 
Poor health -0.00207 -0.0305 0.0274 
Poor health spouse -0.0501** -0.0324 -0.0732** 
Strong Social link 0.332*** 0.297*** 0.300** 
Mother early death 0.0185 0.00427 0.0464 
Father  early death 0.0269** 0.0286 0.0299 
Småland Regions -0.0411* -0.0339 -0.0517 
Scania Regions 0.00605 0.000967 0.0112 
Northern Regions -0.0812*** -0.117*** -0.0442 
West Regions -0.0361* -0.0331 -0.0414 
Middle Regions -0.0499** -0.0646** -0.0357 
Cohort 1942-1945 0.0208 0.00690 0.0359 
Cohort 1946-1949 0.0356** 0.0324 0.0405 
    
Constant 3.081*** 2.927*** 3.092*** 
    
Observations 10,363 5,865 4,498 
R-squared 0.176 0.169 0.143 
 
 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
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Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics 
Sweden and the Survey questionnaire. 
 
 

Table AG5: Big Five. Neuroticism, OLS.  
Marginal effect estimated at sample means.  
  

 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES All Men Women 
    
Male -0.190***   
Foreign born 0.0693** 0.129*** 0.00436 
Low educated 0.0878*** 0.0910*** 0.0877*** 
High educated -0.101*** -0.0775*** -0.113*** 
Post graduate -0.0697 -0.0602 -0.0913 
Married -0.0151 -0.0364 0.00236 
Divorced -0.0893*** -0.138*** -0.0489 
Widow -0.0451 -0.0758 -0.0201 
High life-as-a whole 
satisfaction 

-0.389*** -0.344*** -0.432*** 

Current Stayers -0.0816*** -0.0417* -0.126*** 
Previous Stayers 0.0114 0.0363 -0.00786 
Self-employed -0.0260 -0.0226 -0.0549 
Disposable Income -0.000503 -0.00382* 0.00107 
Poor health 0.183*** 0.183*** 0.175*** 
Poor health spouse 0.0341 0.0315 0.0382 
Strong Social link -0.0968*** -0.0793*** -0.116*** 
Mother early death 0.00737 0.175 -0.307*** 
Father  early death -0.0801 0.0104 -0.145 
Småland Regions 0.0171 0.00920 0.0264 
Scania Regions -0.0288 0.0334 -0.0869** 
Northern Regions 0.00902 0.0310 -0.0107 
West Regions -0.00723 0.0151 -0.0267 
Middle Regions 0.0385 0.0433 0.0359 
Cohort 1942-1945 -0.0375* -0.0304 -0.0473 
Cohort 1946-1949 -0.0836*** -0.0758*** -0.0885*** 
    
Constant 2.742*** 2.498*** 2.798*** 
    
Observations 10,328 5,857 4,471 
R-squared 0.202 0.164 0.205 
 
 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics 
Sweden and the Survey questionnaire. 
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Table AG6: Big Five, Extraversion, OLS  
Marginal effect estimated at sample means.  

 
 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES All Men Women 
    
Male -0.0996***   
Foreign born -0.0282 0.0230 -0.0875** 
Low educated -0.0188 -0.0620** 0.0345 
High educated 0.0270 0.0157 0.0405 
Post graduate -0.139*** -0.191*** 0.00249 
Married 0.0928*** 0.0878** 0.101** 
Divorced 0.134*** 0.177*** 0.0886* 
Widow 0.0955** 0.117* 0.0714 
High life-as-a whole 
satisfaction 

0.290*** 0.289*** 0.289*** 

Current Stayers 0.222*** 0.185*** 0.267*** 
Previous Stayers 0.106*** 0.0788*** 0.135*** 
Self-employed 0.0678*** 0.0839*** 0.0358 
Disposable Income 0.00338** 0.00511*** -0.000167 
Poor health -0.138*** -0.146*** -0.117*** 
Poor health spouse -0.00292 0.0412 -0.0539 
Strong Social link 0.154*** 0.149*** 0.168*** 
Mother early death -0.0394 0.0520 -0.372 
Father  early death -0.0438 -0.110 0.0446 
Småland Regions -0.0229 -0.0267 -0.0210 
Scania Regions 0.0242 0.0410 0.00796 
Northern Regions -0.00935 0.00887 -0.0253 
West Regions 0.00899 0.0181 -0.00589 
Middle Regions -0.0333 -0.000500 -0.0646* 
Cohort 1942-1945 0.0125 -0.00198 0.0324 
Cohort 1946-1949 0.0551*** 0.0561** 0.0565* 
    
Constant 2.901*** 2.806*** 2.900*** 
    
Observations 10,427 5,891 4,536 
R-squared 0.159 0.162 0.160 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden and 
the Survey questionnaire. 
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Table AG7: Big Fives, Agreeableness. OLS  
Marginal effect estimated at sample means.   

 
 

 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES All Men Women 
    
Male -0.159***   
Foreign born -0.150*** -0.153*** -0.145*** 
Low educated -0.0254* 0.0167 -0.0773*** 
High educated 0.0510*** 0.0329* 0.0636*** 
Post graduate 0.0599* 0.0704 0.0358 
Married 0.0380* 0.0244 0.0586* 
Divorced 0.0204 0.00262 0.0463 
Widow 0.0162 0.0108 0.0403 
High life-as-a whole 
satisfaction 

0.144*** 0.149*** 0.140*** 

Current Stayers 0.0299** 0.0253 0.0403** 
Previous Stayers -0.0395*** -0.0341* -0.0452** 
Self-employed -0.0533*** -0.0755*** 0.0118 
Disposable Income -0.00102 0.000213 -0.00150** 
Poor health -0.0184 -0.0444 -0.00186 
Poor health spouse 2.43e-06 -0.00445 0.00787 
Strong Social link 0.0576*** 0.0567*** 0.0543*** 
Mother early death -0.151 -0.254** 0.180** 
Father  early death -0.0289 -0.166 0.0856 
Småland Regions 0.00219 0.00615 -0.00193 
Scania Regions 0.000783 -0.0299 0.0299 
Northern Regions -0.0229 -0.0348 -0.0133 
West Regions 0.0201 0.00761 0.0330 
Middle Regions -0.00992 -0.00719 -0.0134 
Cohort 1942-1945 0.0376** 0.0314 0.0399* 
Cohort 1946-1949 0.0712*** 0.0686*** 0.0685*** 
    
Constant 3.724*** 3.580*** 3.704*** 
    
Observations 10,531 5,924 4,607 
R-squared 0.112 0.071 0.084 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden and 
the Survey questionnaire. 
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Table AG8: Big Five, Conscientiousness, OLS.  
Marginal effect estimated at sample means.   

 
 
 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES All Men Women 
    
Male -0.0693***   
Foreign born -0.0668** -0.0428 -0.0949** 
Low educated -0.00786 -0.0192 0.00645 
High educated -0.0165 -0.0397* 0.00284 
Post graduate -0.0716* -0.101** -0.0335 
Married 0.0751*** 0.0478 0.100*** 
Divorced 0.0827*** 0.0653* 0.102** 
Widow 0.0590* 0.0805 0.0627 
High life-as-a whole 
satisfaction 

0.187*** 0.208*** 0.167*** 

Current Stayers 0.103*** 0.0791*** 0.133*** 
Previous Stayers -0.0281* -0.0420* -0.0123 
Self-employed 0.0268 0.0244 0.0307 
Disposable Income 0.000602 0.00333* -0.000396 
Poor health -0.0691** -0.0844** -0.0543 
Poor health spouse -0.0219 -0.0401 -0.00665 
Strong Social link 0.0286** 0.0289 0.0323 
Mother early death 0.0940 -0.00389 0.218*** 
Father  early death 0.0782 -0.0227 0.218 
Småland Regions -0.00623 -0.0334 0.0235 
Scania Regions 0.0346 0.0383 0.0320 
Northern Regions 0.0206 0.0229 0.0136 
West Regions 0.0248 0.0117 0.0381 
Middle Regions -0.0308 -0.0452 -0.0153 
Cohort 1942-1945 0.0142 -0.00128 0.0281 
Cohort 1946-1949 0.0551*** 0.0429 0.0649*** 
    
Constant 3.601*** 3.566*** 3.561*** 
    
Observations 10,420 5,901 4,519 
R-squared 0.072 0.074 0.069 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden and 
the Survey questionnaire. 
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Table AG9: Optimism and Depression index (1-5) by gender and labour market status 
 
 

 All Men Women Stayers Leavers 
Optimism Index 3,44 3,40 3,48 3,65 3,41 

Depression Index  2,28 2,19 2,37 2,08 2,31 
Source: Own calculations, based  on  the Survey questionnaire. 
 
 
 
 
Table AG10: Optimism index, OLS,  

Marginal effects estimated at sample means 
 
 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES All Men Women 
    
Male -0.0785**   
Foreign born -0.00615 0.135 -0.169* 
Low educated -0.0571 -0.106** 0.00850 
High educated -0.0205 -0.00394 -0.0352 
Post graduate -0.243** -0.301*** -0.0548 
Married 0.157*** 0.163** 0.130 
Divorced 0.164** 0.198** 0.107 
Widow 0.235*** 0.291** 0.168 
Current Stayers 0.185*** 0.128*** 0.266*** 
Previous Stayers 0.0229 0.00640 0.0425 
Self-employed 0.173*** 0.197*** 0.116 
Disposable Income -0.00236 -0.00144 -0.00268* 
Poor health -0.156*** -0.142* -0.137 
Poor health spouse -0.103* -0.0403 -0.168* 
Strong Social link 0.172*** 0.172*** 0.189*** 
Mother early death 0.205 0.381* -0.430 
Father  early death 0.289 -0.123 0.757** 
Småland Regions -0.0426 -0.0499 -0.0373 
Scania Regions 0.0571 0.0539 0.0658 
Northern Regions -0.0166 -0.0511 0.0239 
West Regions 0.0302 0.0199 0.0346 
Middle Regions -0.0616 -0.0834 -0.0325 
Cohort 1942-1945 0.0624 0.00178 0.125** 
Cohort 1946-1949 0.156*** 0.144** 0.171*** 
    
Constant 3.156*** 3.101*** 3.136*** 
    
Observations 10,951 6,141 4,810 
R-squared 0.028 0.033 0.029 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden and 
the Survey questionnaire. 
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Table AG11: Depression Index, OLS.  
Marginal effect estimated at sample means.   

 
 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES All Men Women 
    
Male -0.177***   
Foreign born 0.0589 0.120** -0.00442 
Low educated 0.123*** 0.125*** 0.125*** 
High educated -0.132*** -0.0839*** -0.168*** 
Post graduate -0.152** -0.123* -0.193 
Married -0.0662* -0.115** -0.0128 
Divorced -0.0602 -0.152*** 0.0263 
Widow -0.00328 -0.00280 0.0284 
Current Stayers -0.0815*** -0.0474 -0.122*** 
Previous Stayers 0.0632*** 0.0700** 0.0688* 
Self-employed -0.0495* -0.0556 -0.0270 
Disposable Income -0.00117 -0.00513* 0.000810 
Poor health 0.410*** 0.347*** 0.461*** 
Poor health spouse 0.0519 0.0549 0.0513 
Strong Social link -0.120*** -0.0961*** -0.141*** 
Mother early death 0.0386 0.163 -0.240 
Father  early death -0.0160 0.178 -0.151 
Småland Regions -0.0197 -0.0269 -0.0132 
Scania Regions -0.0700** -0.0208 -0.117** 
Northern Regions 0.00920 0.00286 0.0162 
West Regions -0.0265 -0.0186 -0.0334 
Middle Regions 0.0342 0.0234 0.0483 
Cohort 1942-1945 -0.0236 -0.0147 -0.0365 
Cohort 1946-1949 -0.101*** -0.0851** -0.117*** 
    
Constant 2.515*** 2.354*** 2.497*** 
    
    
Observations 10,709 6,024 4,685 
R-squared 0.098 0.073 0.102 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden and 
the Survey questionnaire. 
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Table AG12: Creativity index (1-5) by gender and labour market status 
 

Creativity Index All Men Women Stayers Leavers 
Means 2,28 2,28 2,28 2,42 2,23 

 
 
 
 

Table AG13: Creativity index (score 1-5), OLS.  
Marginal Effects Estimated at Sample Means.   

 
 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES All Men Women 
    
Male -0.000670   
Foreign born 0.136*** 0.143*** 0.117** 
Low educated -0.178*** -0.207*** -0.147*** 
High educated 0.111*** 0.0757*** 0.138*** 
Post graduate 0.129* 0.0178 0.426** 
Married 0.0185 0.0649 -0.0396 
Divorced 0.121*** 0.207*** 0.0259 
Widow 0.00256 0.0785 -0.0781 
High life-as-a whole 
satisfaction 

0.0830*** 0.0982*** 0.0697** 

Current Stayers 0.0864*** 0.0547* 0.135*** 
Previous stayers 0.0442** 0.0576** 0.0249 
Self-employed 0.128*** 0.0854*** 0.257*** 
Disposable Income -0.00133 -0.00221 -0.000873 
Poor health 0.0343 0.00608 0.0678 
Poor health spouse 0.00176 0.00240 -0.0133 
Strong Social link 0.0518*** 0.0401* 0.0703** 
Mother early death 0.560** 0.730** 0.113 
Father  early death 0.0919 0.172** 0.0173 
Småland Regions -0.0431 -0.0634 -0.0265 
Scania Regions -0.0336 -0.0537 -0.0196 
Northern Regions -0.0300 -0.0713 0.0117 
West Regions -0.0597** -0.0796** -0.0409 
Middle Regions -0.0389 -0.0598 -0.0193 
Cohort 1942-1945 -0.000952 0.00863 -0.0119 
Cohort 1946-1949 0.0653*** 0.100*** 0.0227 
    
Constant 2.120*** 2.102*** 2.157*** 
    
Observations 10,583 5,956 4,627 
R-squared 0.065 0.083 0.063 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
 

Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics 
Sweden and our own Survey questionnaire. 
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Table AG14: Timing of exit, Multinomial Logit  
Early Retirement (before the age of 65) , at 65 years old (ref.) and Late Retirement, all sample.  
Marginal effect evaluated at sample means.   

 
VARIABLES Early exit Late exit 
   
Male -0.0765*** 0.0897*** 
Foreign born -0.0784** 0.0590 
Age at arrival 0.00184 -0.00172 
Low education 0.0119 -0.0328** 
College, University -0.0327** 0.0681*** 
Post Graduate -0.228*** 0.368*** 
Married 0.0399* -0.0447** 
Divorced -0.0188 0.0487** 
Widow 0.0164 0.0456 
Nb. Resid. children -0.0501** 0.0538*** 
Start work, bef. 20 0.00914 -0.0234* 
Self-employed bef. -0.153*** 0.313*** 
Father death bef. 65 0.00158 -0.0118 
Mother death bef.65 0.00712 0.0243 
Father retir. bef.65 0.0517*** -0.0146 
Cohort  1942-1945 -0.0693*** 0.0465*** 
Cohort  1946-1949 -0.0809*** 0.116*** 
Poor work conditions bef. 0.0459*** -0.0608*** 
Unsocial hours bef. -0.0169 0.0427*** 
Autonomy bef. -0.0704*** 0.0972*** 
Liquidity constraint -0.0151 -0.0743*** 
Private pension -0.0229* 0.0113 
Well-informed 0.213*** -0.105*** 
Poor health bef. 0.256*** -0.188*** 
Småland 0.00484 -0.0137 
Scania 0.0613*** -0.0679*** 
North 0.101*** -0.0995*** 
West 0.0189 -0.0427*** 
Middle 0.0506*** -0.0441*** 
Public sector 0.0245 -0.0633*** 
Agriculture -0.152*** 0.198*** 
Mining 0.0703 -0.159*** 
Manufacturing 0.0858*** -0.103*** 
Energy 0.0250 -0.0197 
Water sewing -0.0974 -0.00818 
Construction -0.00906 -0.00466 
Retail 0.0138 0.0258 
Transport -0.0194 0.0947*** 
Hotel restaurant -0.00262 -0.0518 
Media communication 0.181*** -0.153*** 
Banking and finance 0.397*** -0.140*** 
Real estate -0.127*** 0.104** 
Law, economy  -0.0259 0.0893*** 
Renting -0.152*** 0.153*** 
Education -0.0240 0.0191 
Health sector -0.0660*** 0.0948*** 
Culture and Recreation -0.0837** 0.131*** 
Unemploy. bef.  (100 
days)   

-0.00558*** 0.00205** 
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Average labour income154 
bef. 

-0.00835* 0.0176*** 

Average capital Income155 
bef. 

0.0114** -0.00130 

Openness index -0.0272** 0.0287** 
Neuroticism index 0.0120 -0.00304 
Extraversion  index -0.0669*** 0.0966*** 
Agreeableness  index 0.0387** -0.0251* 
Consciousness index -0.0155 0.0265** 
   
Observations 8,952 8,952 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden and 
the Survey questionnaire. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
154 In 100 000 SEK unit 
155 In 100 000 SEK unit 
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Table AG14: Creativity Index, OLS  
Marginal effects Estimated at sample means.   

 
 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES All Men Women 
    
Male -0.000670   
Foreign born 0.136*** 0.143*** 0.117** 
Low educated -0.178*** -0.207*** -0.147*** 
High educated 0.111*** 0.0757*** 0.138*** 
Post graduate 0.129* 0.0178 0.426** 
Married 0.0185 0.0649 -0.0396 
Divorced 0.121*** 0.207*** 0.0259 
Widow 0.00256 0.0785 -0.0781 
High life-as-a whole 
satisfaction 

0.0830*** 0.0982*** 0.0697** 

Current Stayers 0.0864*** 0.0547* 0.135*** 
Previous stayers 0.0442** 0.0576** 0.0249 
Self-employed 0.128*** 0.0854*** 0.257*** 
Disposable Income -0.00133 -0.00221 -0.000873 
Poor health 0.0343 0.00608 0.0678 
Poor health spouse 0.00176 0.00240 -0.0133 
Strong Social link 0.0518*** 0.0401* 0.0703** 
Mother early death 0.560** 0.730** 0.113 
Father  early death 0.0919 0.172** 0.0173 
Småland Regions -0.0431 -0.0634 -0.0265 
Scania Regions -0.0336 -0.0537 -0.0196 
Northern Regions -0.0300 -0.0713 0.0117 
West Regions -0.0597** -0.0796** -0.0409 
Middle Regions -0.0389 -0.0598 -0.0193 
Cohort 1942-1945 -0.000952 0.00863 -0.0119 
Cohort 1946-1949 0.0653*** 0.100*** 0.0227 
    
Constant 2.120*** 2.102*** 2.157*** 
    
Observations 10,583 5,956 4,627 
R-squared 0.065 0.083 0.063 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden and 
the Survey questionnaire. 
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Appendix AH: Life Satisfaction 
 
 
Figure AH1: Current life satisfaction, by gender 
 

 
 
 
Figure AH2: Current life satisfaction, by labour market status 
 

 
 
Source: Own calculations based on the Survey questionnaire. 
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Figure AH3: Life satisfaction, life-as-a-whole by gender 
 

 
 
Figure AH4: Life satisfaction, life as a whole by labour market status 
 

 
 
Source: Own calculations based on the Survey questionnaire. 
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Figure AH5: Current (upper panel) and Life-as-a-whole satisfaction (lower panel) by 
age, Stayers, Previous Stayers and Leavers 
 

 

 
 
Source: Own calculations based on the survey questionnaire 
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Table AH1: Current life satisfaction, OLS. all sample 
 
 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES All Men Women 
    
Male     -0.201***   
Foreign born -0.0519 -0.195 0.0855 
Low educated 0.0558 0.0633 0.0928 
High educated 0.0144 -0.0336 0.0769 
Post graduate 0.307** 0.351** -0.0325 
Married 0.423*** 0.575*** 0.231 
Divorced -0.0564 -0.0168 -0.155 
Widow 0.145 0.122 0.0538 
Current Stayers -0.133** -0.0685 -0.237*** 
Previous stayers -0.195*** -0.164** -0.235** 
Self-employed 0.106 0.161* -0.132 
Disposable Income156 0.0176*** 0.0161*** 0.0224*** 
Poor health -2.228*** -2.261*** -2.186*** 
Poor health spouse -0.644*** -0.493*** -0.799*** 
Strong Social link 0.0938* 0.113 0.0579 
Mother early death -0.426 0.164 -1.445*** 
Father  early death -0.583 -0.295 -0.827 
Småland Regions 0.0430 0.0850 0.0322 
Scania Regions -0.0641 0.108 -0.226* 
Northern Regions -0.0967 0.0127 -0.176 
West Regions 0.0127 0.150 -0.113 
Middle Regions -0.169** -0.101 -0.217* 
Openness -0.0330 0.0986 -0.170** 
Neuroticism -0.667*** -0.669*** -0.677*** 
Extraversion 0.480*** 0.514*** 0.445*** 
Agreeableness 0.00819 -0.0661 0.109 
Consciousness 0.312*** 0.323*** 0.295*** 
Cohort 1942-1945 0.0524 0.0848 0.0343 
Cohort 1946-1949 0.0717 0.0691 0.0933 
    
Constant 6.457*** 5.747*** 6.941*** 
    
Observations 9,044 5,215 3,829 
R-squared 0.351 0.349 0.365 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
  
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden and 
the Survey questionnaire. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
156 In 100 000 SEK unit 
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Table AH2: Life-as-a-whole satisfaction, all sample and by gender, OLS. 
 
    
VARIABLES All Men Women 
    
Male - 0.129***   
Foreign born   0.0992 0.132 0.0212 
Low educated 0.0944 0.0816 0.154* 
High educated -0.0242 -0.0495 0.0199 
Post graduate 0.373*** 0.362** 0.311 
Married 0.426*** 0.468*** 0.362*** 
Divorced -0.0326 -0.0220 -0.0932 
Widow 0.182 0.0493 0.180 
Current Stayers -0.147*** -0.144* -0.144* 
Previous stayers -0.124** -0.119* -0.127 
Self-employed 0.129** 0.136* 0.0710 
Disposable Income157 0.00951** 0.0137*** 0.00195 
Poor health -1.372*** -1.216*** -1.479*** 
Poor health spouse -0.459*** -0.249* -0.664*** 
Strong Social link 0.0893* 0.0643 0.108 
Mother early death -0.661 0.136 -2.101** 
Father  early death -0.294 0.202 -0.891*** 
Småland Regions 0.0544 0.0151 0.102 
Scania Regions 0.0109 0.109 -0.0911 
Northern Regions -0.154* -0.110 -0.175 
West Regions 0.0398 0.0331 0.0464 
Middle Regions -0.0651 -0.0523 -0.0761 
Openness -0.0753 0.0188 -0.168** 
Neuroticism -0.737*** -0.701*** -0.781*** 
Extraversion 0.426*** 0.485*** 0.347*** 
Agreeableness 0.120* 0.150* 0.111 
Consciousness 0.335*** 0.345*** 0.329*** 
Cohort 1942-1945 -0.0389 0.0050 -0.0655 
Cohort 1946-1949 -0.109* -0.131 -0.0572 
    
Constant 6.646*** 5.730*** 7.460*** 
    
Observations 9,122 5,253 3,869 
R-squared 0.330 0.317 0.355 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
 

Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden and 
the Survey questionnaire. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

                                                 
157 In 100 000 SEK unit 
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Table AH3: Current life satisfaction. OLS.  
Restricted sample:  Leavers and Previous Stayers controlling for actual age of exit and previous 
stayers 

 
 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES All Men Women 
    
Male -0.231***   
Foreign born -0.0251 -0.189 0.120 
Low educated 0.0404 0.0370 0.0785 
High educated 0.00418 -0.0566 0.0736 
Post graduate 0.462** 0.469** 0.0158 
Married 0.437*** 0.576*** 0.275* 
Divorced -0.0539 -0.0371 -0.134 
Widow 0.157 0.117 0.0925 
Actual age of exit 0.0284*** 0.0389*** 0.0212* 
Previous Stayers -0.271*** -0.292*** -0.287*** 
Self-employed 0.0638 0.161 -0.277 
Disposable Income 0.0187*** 0.0207*** 0.0179** 
Poor health -2.141*** -2.165*** -2.126*** 
Poor health spouse -0.642*** -0.535*** -0.765*** 
Strong Social link 0.0819 0.113 0.0282 
Mother early death -0.567 0.0657 -1.398*** 
Father  early death -0.679* -0.333 -0.864 
Småland Regions 0.0322 0.0649 0.0288 
Scania Regions -0.0794 0.133 -0.273** 
Northern Regions -0.129 -0.00483 -0.211 
West Regions 0.0177 0.181 -0.123 
Middle Regions -0.170* -0.0773 -0.242* 
Openness -0.0152 0.167 -0.179* 
Neuroticism -0.653*** -0.677*** -0.654*** 
Extraversion 0.493*** 0.535*** 0.451*** 
Agreeableness -0.0128 -0.119 0.106 
Consciousness 0.329*** 0.310*** 0.337*** 
Cohort 1942-1945 0.0548 0.110 0.0200 
Cohort 1946-1949 0.113 0.138 0.109 
    
Constant 4.570*** 3.252*** 5.444*** 
    
Observations 6,084 3,296 2,788 
R-squared 0.354 0.355 0.367 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
 

Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden and 
the Survey questionnaire. 
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APPENDIX AI: Health outcome 
 

Table AI1: Leavers and Previous Stayers self-reported health-status at the time of exit 
(complete withdrawal) and now.  
Transition matrix. Questions AB19 and B36. in per cent. 

 
 At the 

Time of 
Exit 

     

 Excellent Very Good Good Bad Very Bad All 
Now       
Excellent 56,8 4,4 1,7 3,7 0,4 12,1 
Very Good 26,1 60,2 6,8 5,9 6,4 25,4 
Good 14,0 32,7 83,1 42,0 47,5 50,2 
Bad  2,9 2,5 7,8 44,6 29,6 10,9 
Very Bad 0,2 0,2 0,6 3,7 16,1 1,2 
Total 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 
 
 
Figure in bold in the diagonal indicates no change in Self-reported status between the time of exit and 
now. 
Figure in italics indicates a deterioration of Health over time 
Source: Own calculations, based on the Survey questionnaire. 
 
 

Table AI2: Previous Stayers self-reported health-status at the time of exit (complete 
withdrawal) and now.  
 Transition matrix, Questions AB19 and B36. in per cent. 

 
 At the 

Time of 
Exit 

     

 Excellent Very Good Good Bad Very Bad All 
Now       
Excellent 64,7 4,7 1,9 4,4 1,9 14,3 
Very Good 

22,3 64,9 4,9 4,6 8,3 26,4 
Good 8,7 27,9 85,1 38,6 43,4 48,4 
Bad  3,5 2,5 7,2 45,7 12,1 9,3 
Very Bad 0,7 0,1 0,8 6,6 34,3 1,6 
Total 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 
 
 
Figure in bold in the diagonal indicates no change in Self-reported status between the time of exit and 
now. 
Figure in italics indicates a deterioration of Health over time 
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Table AI3: All Leavers self-reported health-status at the time of exit (complete withdrawal) 
and now.  
Transition matrix, Questions AB19 and B36. in per cent. 

 
 At the 

Time of 
Exit 

     

 Excellent Very Good Good Bad Very Bad All 
Now       
Excellent 52,6 4,3 1,7 3,5 0,2 11,1 
Very Good 

27,9 57,9 7,8 6,4 6,1 25,0 
Good 16,9 34,9 82,0 43,3 49,0 51,1 
Bad  2,6 2,5 8,2 44,0 33,2 11,8 
Very Bad 0,0 0,3 0,4 2,8 11,5 1,1 
Total 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 
 
 
Figure in bold in the diagonal indicates no change in Self-reported status between the time of exit and 
now. 
Figure in italics indicates a deterioration of Health over time 
Source: Own calculations, based the Survey questionnaire. 
 
 
 

Table AI4: Early Leavers (before 64 years old) self-reported health status at the time of exit 
(complete withdrawal) and now.  
Transition matrix, Questions AB19 and B36. in per cent. 

 
 At the 

Time of 
Exit 

     

 Excellent Very Good Good Bad Very Bad All 
Now       
Excellent 45,3 3,4 2,6 4,7 0,2 10,4 
Very Good 

30,0 52,4 9,4 8,0 4,3 23,8 
Good 21,9 41,2 79,2 43,1 47,3 51,0 
Bad  2,8 2,7 8,2 42,1 38,5 13,5 
Very Bad 0,0 0,4 0,7 2,1 9,7 1,2 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
 
 
Figure in bold in the diagonal indicates no change in Self-reported status between the time of exit and 
now. 
Figure in italics indicates a deterioration of Health over time 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on the Survey questionnaire. 
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Table AI5: Current Stayers self-reported health status at 64 years old and now.  
Transition matrix, Questions AB19 and A36. in per cent. 

 
 At the 

age 64 
     

 Excellent Very Good Good Bad Very Bad All 
Now       
Excellent 76,3 2,7 2,6 4,0 3,3 23,3 
Very Good 

18,6 74,8 6,2 4,6 6,5 34,1 
Good 4,9 21,1 86,1 43,3 9,5 38,0 
Bad  0,2 0,6 4,2 46,8 12,8 3,4 
Very Bad 0,1 0,7 0,9 1,3 67,9 1,1 
Total 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 
 
 
Figure in bold in the diagonal indicates no change in Self-reported status between the time of exit and 
now. 
Figure in italics indicates a deterioration of Health over time 
Source: Own calculations, based on the Survey questionnaire. 
 
 

Table AI6: Leavers and Previous Stayers self-reported physical conditions at 64 years old and 
now 
Transition matrix (Questions AB85 and AB86158 ). Stair test. Restricted sample, in per cent 

 
 When you were 64 years old     

 Before first floor At first floor At second floor At third floor At fourth floor at fifth floor 
Now       

Before first floor 62,0 11,2 5,5 1,3 0,5 0,7 
At first floor 23,5 64,2 18,5 6,2 2,1 1,4 

At second floor 9,7 5,6 59,7 18,4 14,5 3,9 
At third floor 4,9 12,2 12,1 68,6 39,1 15,3 
At fourth floor 0,0 1,1 1,8 2,3 41,6 9,8 
at fifth floor 0,0 5,6 2,5 3,3 2,2 68,9 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
 
 
Figure in bold in the diagonal indicate no change in physical condition over time 
Figure in italics indicate a deterioration of Health over time 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on the Survey questionnaire. 
 
 
 

                                                 
158 AB 85: Imagine that you are going to walk up the steps of a five-storey building. You walk briskly. At what 
floor would you need to stop and catch your breath before you walk on. 
AB 86: What would the answer be to the same question when you were 64 years old? 
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Table AI7: Previous Stayers self-reported physical conditions at 64 years old and now 
Transitions matrix (Questions AB85 and AB86159 ), in per cent 

 When you were 64 years old      

 Before first floor At first floor At second floor At third floor At fourth floor at fifth floor Total 

Now 79,5 18,4 3,8 0,9 0,1 1,1 3,1 
Before first floor 16,6 67,9 18,8 6,1 2,5 1,7 6,8 

At first floor 3,2 4,3 62,5 14,7 11,6 4,4 12,3 
At second floor 0,7 5,1 9,4 74,8 45,1 13,6 28,6 
At third floor 0,0 0,3 2,0 0,9 39,2 10,3 11,8 
At fourth floor 0,0 3,9 3,5 2,7 1,5 68,9 37,4 
at fifth floor 0,0 18,4 3,8 0,9 0,1 1,1 3,1 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
 
 
 
Figure in bold in the diagonal indicate no change in physical condition over time 
Figure in italics indicate a deterioration of Health over time 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics 
Sweden and the Survey questionnaire. 
 
 

Table AI8: Current Stayers self-reported physical conditions at 64 years old and now 
Transitions matrix (Questions AB85 and AB86160 ), in per cent 
 
 

 When you were 64 years old   

 Befor
e first 
floor 

At 
first 
floor 

At 
second 
floor 

At 
third 
floor 

At 
fourth 
floor 

Now      

Before first floor 
56,7 8,5 6,3 1,2 0,6 

At first floor 
25,6 62,3 18,6 6,4 1,9 

At second floor 
11,6 6,3 57,9 20,0 15,8 

At third floor 
6,1 15,2 13,4 66,1 36,3 

At fourth floor 
0,0 1,5 1,8 2,7 42,9 

at fifth floor 
0,0 6,2 2,0 3,6 2,5 

Total 
100 100 100 100 100 

 
 
Figure in bold in the diagonal indicate no change in physical condition over time 
Figure in italics indicate a deterioration of Health over time 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics 
Sweden and the Survey questionnaire.  
 

                                                 
159 AB 85: Imagine that you are going to walk up the steps of a five-storey building. You walk briskly. At what 
floor would you need to stop and catch your breath before you walk on. 
AB 86: What would the answer be to the same question when you were 64 years old? 
160 AB 85: Imagine that you are going to walk up the steps of a five-storey building. You walk briskly. At what 
floor would you need to stop and catch your breath before you walk on. 
AB 86: What would the answer be to the same question when you were 64 years old? 
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Table AI9: Health deterioration. Logit.  
Marginal effects estimated at sample means. Only early Leavers and Previous Stayers (Current 
stayers are not included). Health deterioration is equal to 1 if AB19-B36<0. 

 
 
 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES All Male Female 
    
Male -0.0229*   
Foreign born 0.00875 0.0414 -0.0236 
Low education -0.00343 -0.00197 -0.00398 
College, University 0.0242* 0.0178 0.0363* 
Post Graduate 0.0331 0.0552 -0.0202 
Married 0.0374* 0.0195 0.0580 
Divorced 0.111*** 0.0750* 0.151** 
Widow 0.0552 0.0556 0.0730 
Previous Stayers -

0.0466*** 
-0.0371*** -0.0547*** 

Cohort 1942-1945 0.0173 0.0140 0.0218 
Cohort 1946-1949 0.00808 0.0135 0.00608 
Self-employed bef. -0.0103 -0.000316 -0.0434 
Worked Public Sect.  0.00585 -0.0181 0.0216 
Småland 0.0293 0.0193 0.0341 
Scania -0.000870 -0.0139 0.00664 
North 0.0361 0.0399 0.0301 
West 0.0142 0.0120 0.0110 
Middle 0.0424** 0.0362 0.0443 
Average labour 
income161  

-
0.0199*** 

-0.0125** -0.0316*** 

Average capital 
Income162 

0.00196 0.00251 -0.00745 

    
Predicted prob 0.1213 0.095 0.1496 
Pseudo R2 0.034 0.026 0.0269 
    
Observations 8,105 4,284 3,821 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden and 
the Survey questionnaire. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
161 In 100 000 SEK unit 
162 In 100 000 SEK unit 
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Table AI10: Health deterioration. Logit. Actual age of exit instead of Previous Stayers 
dummies.  
Marginal effects estimated at sample means. Only early Leavers and Previous Stayers (Current 
stayers are not included). Health deterioration is equal to 1 if AB19-B36<0.  

 
 
 
 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES All Male Female 
    
Male -0.0266**   
Foreign born 0.00218 0.0370 -0.0319 
Low education -0.00519 -0.00306 -0.00597 
College, University 0.0276* 0.0208 0.0383* 
Post Graduate 0.0378 0.0684 -0.0273 
Married 0.0344* 0.0231 0.0478 
Divorced 0.0979*** 0.0657* 0.131** 
Widow 0.0487 0.0544 0.0595 
Actual age of Exit -

0.00850*** 
-0.00697*** -0.0102*** 

Cohort 1942-1945 0.0171 0.0133 0.0220 
Cohort 1946-1949 0.00198 0.0125 -0.00515 
Self-employed bef. -0.00792 -0.000989 -0.0333 
Worked Public Sect.  0.00455 -0.0197 0.0208 
Småland 0.0310 0.0227 0.0355 
Scania 0.00116 -0.0135 0.0120 
North 0.0279 0.0375 0.0184 
West 0.0159 0.0144 0.0126 
Middle 0.0403** 0.0346 0.0434 
Average labour 
income163  

-0.0175*** -0.0123** -0.0248** 

Average capital 
Income164 

0.000855 0.00146 -0.00644 

    
Predicted prob 0.1213 0.0945 0.1484 
Pseudo R2 0.0389 0.0327 0.0354 
    
Observations 8,105 4,284 3,821 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden and 
the Survey questionnaire. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

                                                 
163 In 100 000 SEK unit 
164 In 100 000 SEK unit 
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Table AI11: Health deterioration. Logit. Actual age of exit, Previous Stayers dummies and 
control for poor working conditions. 
Marginal effects estimated at sample means. Only early Leavers and Previous Stayers (Current 
stayers are not included). Health deterioration is equal to 1 if AB19-B36<0.  
 
 
 
 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES All Male Female 
    
Male -0.0258**   
Foreign born -0.00125 0.0315 -0.0331 
Low education -0.00830 -0.0120 -0.00575 
College, University 0.0295** 0.0184 0.0412* 
Post Graduate 0.0589 0.0862 -0.00940 
Married 0.0355* 0.0193 0.0515 
Divorced 0.0974*** 0.0643* 0.132** 
Widow 0.0488 0.0378 0.0645 
Poor working cond. bef. 0.0688*** 0.0852*** 0.0534*** 
Previous Stayers -0.0328*** -0.0247* -0.0395** 
Actual age of Exit -0.00693*** -0.00520*** -0.00872*** 
Cohort 1942-1945 0.0128 0.0118 0.0172 
Cohort 1946-1949 -0.00255 0.00906 -0.00945 
Self-employed bef. -0.00503 0.000405 -0.0294 
Worked Public Sect.  -0.00164 -0.0216 0.0153 
Småland 0.0292 0.0241 0.0322 
Scania 0.00184 -0.00854 0.0102 
North 0.0273 0.0370 0.0172 
West 0.0141 0.0178 0.00837 
Middle 0.0380* 0.0375 0.0391 
Average labour income165  -0.0166*** -0.0102* -0.0244** 
Average capital 
Income166 

0.000759 0.00108 -0.00638 

    
Predicted Probability 0,1169 0,0869 0,1457 
Peudo R2 0,0542 0,0638 0,0436 
    
Observations 8,105 4,284 3,821 

 
*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 

 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden and 
the Survey questionnaire. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
165 In 100 000 SEK unit 
166 In 100 000 SEK unit 
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Table AI12: Deterioration of physical conditions. Logit.  
Marginal effects estimated at sample means. Only early Leavers and Previous Stayers (Current 
stayers and not included). Health deterioration is equal to 1 if AB86>AB85 (see the survey 
Stair test167 ) 

 
 
 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES All Male Female 
    
Male -

0.0671*** 
  

Foreign born 0.0473 0.0563 0.0330 
Low education -0.0373* -0.0394 -0.0315 
College, University -0.0225 -0.0179 -0.0312 
Post Graduate -0.0594 -0.0718 -0.0206 
Married 0.0107 0.0744** -0.0791* 
Divorced 0.0590 0.188*** -0.0644 
Widow 0.0917** 0.0983 0.0170 
Previous Stayers -0.00130 -0.00767 0.00595 
Cohort 1942-1945 -0.145*** -0.120*** -0.172*** 
Cohort 1946-1949 -0.309*** -0.252*** -0.363*** 
Self-employed bef. 0.0398 0.0359 0.0742 
Worked Public Sect.  0.0199 0.0276 0.0154 
Småland -0.00952 -0.00129 -0.0143 
Scania -0.00412 0.0106 -0.0210 
North 0.00965 -0.0130 0.0368 
West 0.0353 0.00121 0.0717* 
Middle 0.0123 -0.0402 0.0679* 
Average labour 
income168  

-0.0151** -0.0137* -0.0170 

Average capital 
Income169 

-0.00617 -0.0196* 0.0123 

    
Predicted prob 0.3059 0.2607 0.3481 
Pseudo R2 0.0831 0.0712 0.0940 
    
Observations 7,953 4,216 3,737 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden and 
the Survey questionnaire. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
167 AB 85: Imagine that you are going to walk up the steps of a five-storey building. You walk briskly. At what 
floor would you need to stop and catch your breath before you walk on. 
AB 86: What would the answer be to the same question when you were 64 years old? 
168 In 100 000 SEK unit 
169 In 100 000 SEK unit 
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Table AI13: Deterioration of physical conditions. Logit. Actual age of exit instead of Previous 
Stayers dummies. 
Marginal effect estimated at sample means. Sample restricted to Leavers and Older Stayers 
(Current stayers and not included). Health deterioration is equal to 1 if AB86>AB85 (see the 
survey Stair test170 ).  

 
 
 
 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES All Male Female 
    
Male -

0.0679*** 
  

Foreign born 0.0483 0.0575 0.0342 
Low education -0.0367* -0.0388 -0.0311 
College, University -0.0236 -0.0195 -0.0317 
Post Graduate -0.0629 -0.0755 -0.0220 
Married 0.0115 0.0738* -0.0773* 
Divorced 0.0600 0.187*** -0.0627 
Widow 0.0917** 0.0976 0.0182 
Actual age of Exit 0.00222 0.00230 0.00214 
Cohort 1942-1945 -0.145*** -0.119*** -0.173*** 
Cohort 1946-1949 -0.308*** -0.251*** -0.361*** 
Self-employed bef. 0.0353 0.0303 0.0710 
Worked Public Sect.  0.0200 0.0285 0.0153 
Småland -0.0104 -0.00396 -0.0146 
Scania -0.00451 0.00936 -0.0216 
North 0.0112 -0.0123 0.0382 
West 0.0353 0.000735 0.0717* 
Middle 0.0127 -0.0406 0.0684* 
Average labour 
income171  

-0.0155** -0.0135* -0.0180 

Average capital 
Income172 

-0.00593 -0.0198* 0.0125 

    
Predicted prob 0.3059 0.2606 0.3481 
Pseudo R2 0.0833 0.0714 0.0941 
    
Observations 7,953 4,216 3,737 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden and 
the Survey questionnaire. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
170 AB 85: Imagine that you are going to walk up the steps of a five-storey building. You walk briskly. At what 
floor would you need to stop and catch your breath before you walk on. 
AB 86: What would the answer be to the same question when you were 64 years old? 
171 In 100 000 SEK unit 
172 In 100 000 SEK unit 
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Table AI14: Deterioration of physical conditions. Logit. Actual age of exit and Previous Stayers 
dummies.  
Marginal effect estimated at sample means. Sample restricted to Leavers and Older Stayers 
(Current stayers and not included). Health deterioration is equal to 1 if AB86>AB85 (see the 
survey Stair test173 ).  

 
 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES All Male Female 
    
Male -

0.0672*** 
  

Foreign born 0.0487 0.0579 0.0340 
Low education -0.0367* -0.0387 -0.0311 
College, University -0.0235 -0.0193 -0.0317 
Post Graduate -0.0621 -0.0749 -0.0225 
Married 0.0113 0.0729* -0.0773* 
Divorced 0.0604 0.189*** -0.0628 
Widow 0.0920** 0.0975 0.0180 
Previous Stayers -0.00705 -0.0152 0.00168 
Actual age of Exit 0.00251 0.00307 0.00208 
Cohort 1941-1945 -0.145*** -0.120*** -0.173*** 
Cohort 1946-1949 -0.308*** -0.251*** -0.361*** 
Self-employed bef. 0.0366 0.0330 0.0707 
Worked Public Sect.  0.0201 0.0283 0.0153 
Småland -0.0102 -0.00316 -0.0146 
Scania -0.00454 0.00994 -0.0215 
North 0.0113 -0.0119 0.0382 
West 0.0351 0.000561 0.0717* 
Middle 0.0129 -0.0399 0.0684* 
Average labour 
income174  

-0.0154** -0.0135* -0.0180 

Average capital 
Income175 

-0.00592 -0.0199* 0.0125 

    
Predicted prob 0.3059 0.2605 0.3480 
Pseudo R2 0.0833 0.0716 0.0941 
    
Observations 7,953 4,216 3,737 
 

*, ** and *** statistically significant at 10 per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent level 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LISA Register Data (i.e. the LISA database) from Statistics Sweden and 
the Survey questionnaire. 

 

                                                 
173 AB 85: Imagine that you are going to walk up the steps of a five-storey building. You walk briskly. At what 
floor would you need to stop and catch your breath before you walk on. 
AB 86: What would the answer be to the same question when you were 64 years old? 
174 In 100 000 SEK unit 
175 In 100 000 SEK unit 
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