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M O T I V A T I O N

Retirement is no longer the end of labor market participation. Instead, it has evolved into a
distinct career trajectory, characterized by delayed labor market exit, diversified pathways,
and individualized patterns (Cahill & Quinn, 2020; Henkens & van Solinge, 2021).

32%
US employment, ages 65–69

52%
South Korea, ages 65–69 (2024)

↑
rising even in generous welfare 

states
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who will continue to work after retirement?



Men Women exit earlier, carrying more unpaid care under a
traditional division of labour (Schmitz et al., 2023).

The healthy Good health is the basic prerequisite for staying in the labour
market (Haapanen et al., 2023).

The highly educated Education brings better jobs, autonomy and stronger motivation
to extend working life (Dingemans et al., 2016).
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The limitation This is built almost entirely on North American and European welfare states.

Institutions matter Welfare institutions affect labor force participation (Platts & Glaser, 2025).
Drivers of post-retirement work vary by institutional context (Henkens & van Solinge, 2021).

P R E V I O U S R E S E A R C H



R E S E A R C H  Q U E S T I O N S
Two questions

RQ1 Heterogeneity

Do the associations of health, education 
and gender with post-retirement work
differ across 34 countries?

RQ2 Explanation

If so, can differences in welfare regimes 
account for that variation?
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C O N C E P T U A L  F R A M E
Four welfare regimes
The classification framework is based on Esping-Andersen’s classic typology, supplemented by East
Asian (Holliday, 2000) and post-socialist regimes (Fenger, 2007).

To ensure the validity and feasibility of the statistical analysis, we use the extent to which old-age
income security allows people to live without working as the core criterion.

13
countries

Mature European

4
countries
Liberal

13
countries

CEE post-socialist

4
countries

Emerging
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Mature European   13 countries · N = 19,812

Austria 10.6% Belgium 8.6% Denmark 4.3%

Finland 6.3% France 4.4% Germany 11.0%

Greece 9.3% Italy 10.3% Luxembourg 5.2%

Netherlands 6.5% Portugal 13.8% Spain 11.3%

Sweden 11.1%

Why grouped together

Nordic (Social Democratic), 
Continental European (Conservative) 
and Southern European countries

They show consistently high pension 
replacement rates and low old-age 
poverty (OECD, 2022).
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Liberal   4 countries · N = 11,356

Israel

Switzerland

United Kingdom

United States

Why grouped together

This category adopts Esping-Andersen’s liberal regime,
in which older adults rely more on market-based
pensions and private savings.

Who Works Past Retirement?  7 / 19



CEE post-socialist   13 countries · N = 18,996
Central and Eastern European post-socialist

Bulgaria Croatia Cyprus

Czechia Estonia Hungary

Latvia Lithuania Malta

Poland Romania Slovak 
Rep.

Why grouped together

This category adopts Fenger’s
framework. Transition reforms
and partial privatization led to
low stability of old-age security
systems.
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Slovenia



Emerging 4 countries · N = 52,974

China

Korea

India

Mexico

Why grouped together

China & South Korea: East Asian Productivist regime
(Holliday, 2000). Mexico: Latin American Liberal regime
(Barrientos, 2004). India: Informal Security regime (Wood &
Gough, 2006).

Common features: limited pension coverage and heavy
reliance on family transfers (Ladusingh & Maharana, 2018).

South Korea: immature pension system and high old-age
poverty 40% (OECD, 2025).
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D A T A  &  M E T H O D S

Harmonised data, definition, meta-analysis

Harmonized data Gateway to Global Aging Data — 7 sister surveys (HRS, SHARE, 
ELSA, MHAS, KLoSA, CHARLS, LASI), since 2018.

Sample 103,048 retirees aged ≤ 80, from an initial 200,060 respondents 
across 34 countries.

Definition Retired = receives a public pension or is past the statutory age. 
Post-retirement work = retired + any paid work.

Analysis Random-effects meta-analysis(forest plot) + meta-regression

bivariate models   →  multivariate (net) models   →   meta-regression on welfare regime
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R E S U L T S  ·  D E S C R I P T I V E

High levels of post-retirement work 
are observed almost exclusively in 
Emerging welfare regime.

Low levels of post-retirement work 
are concentrated in CEE Post-socialist
welfare regime.
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High (> 30.5%) ← Mean (19.9%) → Low (< 9.3%)

How do the proportions of post-retirement work differ across 34 countries?



R E S U L T S  ·  F O R E S T  P L O T
Poor health

Multivariate pooled log OR — poor health and post-retirement work
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What the forest plots show

• Direction is universal: poorer health, less 
work.

• But the emerging-regime effect (-0.27) is less 
than half that of the other three groups.
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Low education

Multivariate pooled log OR — low education and post-retirement work
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What the forest plots show

• In mature, liberal, and CEE regimes, the less 
educated are less likely to work after 
retirement.

• In the emerging welfare regime, the pattern 
reverses: low education predicts higher 
post-retirement work.
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Gender (male)

Multivariate pooled log OR — male and post-retirement work
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What the forest plots show

• A male advantage appears almost everywhere,
strongest in emerging group.

• Yet Denmark, Greece and Israel are close to
the emerging group, while China resembles
European countries.

Who Works Past Retirement?  
14 / 19

R E S U L T S  ·  F O R E S T  P L O T



R E S U L T S  ·  M E T A - R E G R E S S I O N
Does welfare regime explain the variation? 

Health Education Gender

ref. group → Mature Eur. Emerging Mature Eur. Emerging Mature Eur. Emerging

Liberal −0.395*** −0.691*** 0.136 −0.925*** 0.049 −0.587**

CEE −0.183** −0.479*** −0.190 −1.251*** −0.207 −0.842***

Emerging 0.296*** — 1.061*** — 0.635*** —

Mature European — −0.296*** — −1.061*** — −0.635***

Constant −0.562*** −0.266*** −0.442*** 0.619*** 0.552*** 1.188***

R²  (%) 96.6 96.6 77.5 77.5 36.7 36.7

Country-level log odds ratios regressed on welfare regime.  * p<0.1  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01
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Country-level log odds ratios regressed on welfare regime.  * p<0.1  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Health(ref=1) Health(ref=4) Edu(ref=1) Edu(ref=4) Gender(ref=1) Gender(ref=4)

Liberal -0.390*** -0.680*** 0.148 -0.795*** 0.045 -0.772***

(0.106) (0.102) (0.164) (0.191) (0.195) (0.246)
CEE -0.185** -0.474*** -0.189 -1.132*** -0.207 -1.024***

(0.089) (0.084) (0.130) (0.163) (0.142) (0.207)
Emerging 0.289*** 0.943*** 0.817***

(0.080) (0.153) (0.204)
Mature 

European -0.289*** -0.943*** -0.817***

(0.080) (0.153) (0.204)
_cons -0.562*** -0.273*** -0.443*** 0.500*** 0.552*** 1.369***

(0.060) (0.052) (0.083) (0.129) (0.097) (0.179)
R-squared (%) 93.31 93.31 77.19 77.19 47.23 47.23

Meta-Regression: Excluding Samples of Mexico, India and South Korea
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Country-level log odds ratios regressed on welfare regime.  * p<0.1  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01
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Meta-Regression: Excluding Samples of India, China, and South Korea

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Health(ref=1) Health(ref=4) Edu(ref=1) Edu(ref=4) Gender(ref=1) Gender(ref=4)

Liberal -0.390*** -0.683*** 0.133 -0.960*** 0.047 -0.456*

(0.106) (0.101) (0.177) (0.211) (0.203) (0.257)
CEE -0.185** -0.477*** -0.191 -1.284*** -0.207 -0.710***

(0.089) (0.083) (0.138) (0.179) (0.148) (0.216)
Emerging 0.292*** 1.094*** 0.503**

(0.079) (0.170) (0.213)
Mature 

European -0.292*** -1.094*** -0.503**

(0.079) (0.170) (0.213)
_cons -0.562*** -0.270*** -0.442*** 0.652*** 0.552*** 1.055***

(0.060) (0.051) (0.088) (0.145) (0.101) (0.187)
R-squared (%) 93.26 93.26 73.77 73.77 24.76 24.76
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Country-level log odds ratios regressed on welfare regime.  * p<0.1  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01
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Meta-Regression: Excluding Samples of Mexico, China, and South Korea

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Health(ref=1) Health(ref=4) Edu(ref=1) Edu(ref=4) Gender(ref=1) Gender(ref=4)

Liberal -0.401*** -0.732*** 0.132 -0.926*** 0.048 -0.458*

(0.097) (0.087) (0.178) (0.214) (0.203) (0.258)
CEE -0.180** -0.511*** -0.191 -1.249*** -0.207 -0.713***

(0.086) (0.075) (0.138) (0.183) (0.148) (0.218)
Emerging 0.330*** 1.058*** 0.506**

(0.072) (0.173) (0.214)
Mature 

European -0.330*** -1.058*** -0.506**

(0.072) (0.173) (0.214)
_cons -0.562*** -0.232*** -0.442*** 0.617*** 0.552*** 1.058***

(0.059) (0.041) (0.089) (0.149) (0.101) (0.189)
R-squared (%) 100.00 100.00 71.74 71.74 24.42 24.42
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Country-level log odds ratios regressed on welfare regime.  * p<0.1  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01
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Meta-Regression: Excluding Samples of Mexico, India and China

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Health(ref=1) Health(ref=4) Edu(ref=1) Edu(ref=4) Gender(ref=1) Gender(ref=4)

Liberal -0.390*** -0.686*** 0.139 -1.010*** 0.049 -0.667**

(0.106) (0.101) (0.171) (0.202) (0.208) (0.264)
CEE -0.185** -0.481*** -0.190 -1.339*** -0.207 -0.923***

(0.089) (0.083) (0.134) (0.172) (0.151) (0.222)
Emerging 0.296*** 1.149*** 0.716***

(0.079) (0.162) (0.218)
Mature 

European -0.296*** -1.149*** -0.716***

(0.079) (0.162) (0.218)
_cons -0.562*** -0.266*** -0.442*** 0.707*** 0.552*** 1.268***

(0.060) (0.050) (0.086) (0.137) (0.103) (0.192)

R-squared (%) 93.31 93.31 78.46 78.46 36.49 36.49
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D I S C U S S I O N  ·  C O N C L U S I O N S

Health decides who can work, welfare decides who can afford not to.
Whether the labour market excludes individuals with impaired health and whether institutional exit pathways are available.

Informal work, family farming, and self-employment weaken the entry barriers of the formal labour market (Giles et al., 2012).
Institutional conditions required for withdrawal, such as pension benefits, disability benefits, and health insurance, are often absent
(Mohanty et al., 2014).

Education marks position, not capacity, so its effect can flip across regimes.

Education reflects labour-market position rather than work capacity.

Where pensions are weak and informal work prevails, working on reflects necessity, not choice (Chattopadhyay et al., 2022).

Gender cuts across regime boundaries 
Welfare framework does not adequately capture how welfare states shape women’s paid work, unpaid care, and family autonomy 
(Lewis, 1992; Orloff, 1993; Sainsbury, 1999).

It operates through employment histories, care roles and marital status, below the regime level (Schmitz et al., 2023).

In well-protected welfare regimes, extended work reflects active choices of those with resources. In emerging welfare
regimes, it is a survival strategy for those with fewer resources.
More work is not always better ageing , what matters is why older adults work, and whether they can afford not to.
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C O N T R I B U T I O N S  &  L I M I T A T I O N S
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Contributions

• Beyond the Western focus   a wider range of 
welfare regimes than previous comparative 
studies.

• Harmonised data & institutional definition 
reducing long-standing measurement 
inconsistency in cross-national comparisons.

Limitations

• Emerging-group heterogeneity  within-group 
heterogeneity is high, we need more data from 
more countries.

• Cross-sectional design  estimates are 
associations, not causal effects.

• Binary work measure  obscures work type and 
hours, key to separating opportunity from 
necessity.

Implication: our findings can help develop more inclusive labour market policies for ageing
societies. They also suggest that active ageing should be understood beyond the context of
Western welfare states.



T A K E A W A Y

Die Gesundheit bestimmt die Arbeitsfähigkeit, der Wohlfahrtsstaat bestimmt
die Austrittsmöglichkeiten.
Ein schlechter Gesundheitszustand verringert die Erwerbstätigkeit nach dem Ruhestand überall. Ob 
sich ältere Menschen den Ausstieg aus dem Erwerbsleben leisten können, entscheiden jedoch die 
institutionellen Rahmenbedingungen.

Bildung spiegelt die soziale Position wider, der Wohlfahrtsstaat bestimmt
Chancen oder Notwendigkeiten. 
Wo sich der Bildungseffekt umkehrt, wird Erwerbstätigkeit nach dem Ruhestand vom Zeichen eines
Vorteils zum Ausdruck von Notwendigkeit.

Geschlecht überschreitet die Grenzen der Wohlfahrtsregime..
Geschlechterunterschiede werden vor allem durch Familien- und Sorgeinstitutionen geprägt, nicht
durch das Wohlfahrtsregime.

Thank you  ·  Questions welcome
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