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Table l 

TRENDS IN GROUP UNENPLOYMENT RATES 
RELATIVE TO HALES 35-44, 1963-1981 

Panel A 

Group (1) (2) (1) (2) 

Hen 16-19 .152* .085"< Women 16-19 .132 .135* 

20-24 .044 .051* 20-24 .025 .045 

25-34 .005 -.000 25-34 -.069 -.054* 

35-44 35-44 -.094 -.014 

45-54 -.040* .008* 45-54 -.041* .011 

55-64 -.052 .023* 55-64 .019 .012 

65-74 -.057* -.0l3 65-74 -.098 -.033 

TRENDS IN GROUP UNEHPLOYHENT RATES, 1963-1981 
Panel B 

Group (1) (2) (1) (2) 

Hen 16-19 .192* .274* Women 16-19 .232"< .366* 

20-24 .082* .075* 20-24 .090* .063* 

25-34 .015 .018 25-34 -.010 -.054 

35-44 35-44 -.023* -.024* 

45-54 -.015* -.0l3"< 45-54 -.017* -.0157'< 

55-64 -.011 .067* 55-64 .046* .053* 

65-74 -.266* -.247 65-74 -.060 -.123 

* Coefficient significantly different from zero at a .05 level of significance, 
one tail t.est. 

Col. (1) (' icient of the time trend term from the regression (ug/Um35-44) 

Col (2) coefficient of the time trend term from the regression (ug/Um35_44) 

where 

Ug = group unemployment rate 

t = time trend, equals l in 1963 

Lg/L = proportion of the labor force belonging to group g. 



J.Cl.U.l..t:: Lo 

TRE1~S OVER TIME IN THE SWEDISH LABOR MARKET 

Mining and Manufacturing 
a Completed b Percent of the c Percent of Un-d 

Recession Year 
Year Layoff Quit New Hire Duration Unemployed 16- ~mployment Due to l=recession year 

Rate Rate Rate per Spell 24 years old Job Undertaken 
16-24 25-54 55-64 Completed 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

1966 3.7 5.9 10.8 34.2 O 

1967 7.1 9.1 7.5 35.1 l 

1968 5.9 11.2 14.8 33.6 l 

1969 .24 2.94 3.78 4.8 7.0 30.5 32.9 O 

1970 .24 2.92 3.47 5.5 6.5 13.4 24.2 O 

1971 .36 2.09 2.29 8.5 12.3 21.1 34.9 l 

1972 .30 1.86 2.46 11.3 16.8 35.6 35.6 l 

1973 .22 1.94 2.67 10.6 16.5 24.6 35.4 O 

1974 .16 2.20 2.97 8.1 9.7 26.1 37.2 O 

1975 . 15 1.95 2.19 8.7 10.9 13.7 38.6 .26 O 

1976 .12 1.80 1.87 10.2 11.8 30.0 39.1 .27 l 

1977 .15 1.51 1.30 9.7 15.3 20.0 40.5 .31 l 

1978 .16 1.29 1.44 8.9 13.7 23.5 40.3 .31 l 

1979 .17 1.72 2.16 9.9 12.2 32.5 39.5 .34 O 

1980 .ll 1.88 2.12 9.8 12.2 35.0 42.0 .35 O 

~onthly rates per 100 workers, Swedish mining and manufacturing. Unpublished data from National Statistical 
Board of Sweden (SCB) were provided by Bertil Holmiund. 

bA. Bjorklund, Studies in the Dynamics of Unemployment, 2:30. 

cLabor Force Surveys (AKU), annual averages, unemployed youths 16-24 years of age as percent of all unemployed 
16-74 years of age. 

d Labor Force Surveys (AKU), annual averages. 
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f) (, 1 () i nj i v i c: u 1::: r c n c i n c i fl d '.; e f r c [:1 l if t o 7 r:, • 

rouc;h ly eGO fl r c s p n r: e n t s h i' r ro (j p d t c r c: f l '.: c t c h a n c <~ s i n t h e 

Swe d i s t, CH) P U l,,'! t i c n • I n c r fl] .:; i c n ,H] L- b o r f () r c '::: S t t u s, p e r s o n l 

characteristics and ich r • .:1C'lteci (ta is iJv["il·::;ble for each survey 

v..eek. In addition, retraspective information is prcvided on the 

individual's activities fer the c21endar year Drecee~ing the 

intervievJ. Thus, it is pcssiblc to calculate the nu~ber of weeks 

each individual spent ernpl,Jyed, ur:dq.llcyed and out of the 1 abor 

force in a fifty-t~c week period. 

An indivicluc:l's unelT:Dloym'211t rate during el pericd is defined 

a s t h e r a t i o o f \.~ e e k s u fl e rr D 1 c y C ei t (; vi e c k s i n t h e 1 a b el r f c r c e : 

(1) 
U. 

l 

A simple avcrage of the individual unemployment rates measures 

the group rate if each persen spends the same number of weeks in 

the labor force. Pecause labor force partici~ation does varv, a 

weighted averaqe is nec(::ssarYt the ~eicht beinq the number ef 

v..eeks spent in the 1 .C'.,. f) n r f', n r c f~__. h , h Y t h f' " t h ., - - _., Ii' '.' , indiviciual. The 

group rate is definerl as: 
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L H
li 

W 
ui 

(2) i I~ 
\,,1 W

li i ui N - l u = W -
E IV

li 
L Wli L u 

\,,1 l 
i 

i 

N i S t h e n u Hl b e r e f p e r s c il S U Ii e p ,) l o y te d s o fl r:: t i :'1 e d u r i n g t h e 

period, and L is the nu~ber in the labar force 50~e time durinq 

the period. N/L i s the incidence of une~Dloy"ent er the 

probability of ever eXDeriencin~; unerrployrrent during the period. 

Wucquals the average fractian of the period SDent in unerrployment 

by the unemoloyed; W1is the average fractlen of the tirre period 

spent in the labor force by oarticipants. The reciprocal of ~l 

serves as an index of non oarticicetion. Information About the 

structure of unerrplcvment is essentic:ll to assess vJhich component 

i s p r i 11; a r i 1 Y r e s p c il S b i 1 e f o r o b 5 e r ve c' c r c u d i f f e r e n t i i:1 l s • 

Table 3 provides dec~~positions of unerrployment for 1967 and 

for 1973 by aqe, sex and education 9roUPS. In this study, the 

sample is rcstricted te resDondents ~hc are 16 to 64 years old at 

the beginning of c2ch period beino exan:ined. Full time students, 

self employed workers and farmers 21ways are excluded. We 

examine first the structure of u~employment at a point ir) time. 

Cverall, unemDloyment rat~s exhibit 2 U sh;:wcd patterr) \'1 i th 

respect to age.17 T~e decline in rates over the life cycle occurs 

primarily because incidence decreases; duration actually rises 

sharply fer older workers. Statistics from the monthly Laber 

Force Surveys show hiqher unemployrncnt rates for '8()fr.en than for 

me n. In the LLl, ho v.; e ve r , higher femc,le rates are observed on1y 
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All 
n 

By Age 
16-24 

n 
25-44 

n 
45-64 

n 

By Educ. 
Primary 

n 
Secondary a 

n 

All 
n 

By Age 
16-24 

n 
25-44 

n 
45-M 

n 

Educ. 
Primary 

n 
Secondary a 

n 

a Secondary and 

Table 3 

DECOPlPOSITION OF THE UNEfvlPLOYrJENT RATE 
HEN, LLI 1967 AND 1973 

N -
U W L u 

1967 
.020 .072 .265 

(1900) 

.026 .113 .200 
(363) 

.016 .061 .249 
(816) 

.022 .062 .342 
(721) 

.022 .082 .2M 
(1453) 

.010 .036 .27l} 
(t.J.47) 

1973 
.022 .068 .307 

(1809) 

.056 .172 .259 
(308) 

.016 .052 .291 
(877) 

.017 .038 .442 
(624) 

.024 .067 .346 
(1117) 

.019 .069 .246 
(692) 

university. 
Because of small sample sizes, preC1Slon is much lower than 
monthly Labor Force Surveys (AKU). 

l 

Wl 

1.04 

1.13 

1.02 

1.02 

1.03 

1.06 

1.06 

1.26 

1.02 

1.03 

1.04 

1.09 

in the regular 



Table 3 - continued 

HOi"IEN, Ll.I 1967 AND 1973 

U 
N 

H l 
L 

u 

Hl 

1967 
All .015 .037 .339 1.17 

n (1375) 

By Age 
16-24 .015 .0{!8 .266 1.19 

n (332) 
25-44 .016 .035 .383 1.19 

n (547) 
45-64 .013 .032 .361 1.13 

n (496) 

By Educ. 
Primary .017 .042 .3<'19 1.18 

n (953) 
Secondary 

a .009 .026 .304 1.15 
n (422) 1973 

All .030 .074 .362 1.14 
n (1576) 

By Age 
16-2 l l .052 .161 .264 1.22 

n (310) 
24- l 14 .020 .051 .351 1.13 

n (753) 
45-64 .033 .055 .553 1.09 

n (513) 

By Educ. 
Primary .033 .080 .481 1.11 

n (923) 
Secondary 

a 
.020 .064 .264 1.17 

n (653) 



1 

incr s i n ur ticn. A r r t th lLI ros 

n l 7 n 1 7 , riven rply r un nt 

rOb biliti • ue h inc w s t r i Il r i in 

yout r u n r n 01 r 15 x 

r r u 10 f i • 1 T h i f r l 

4 tf V rs f h r un pr i 1 i 

inc t i r ur t i n r f 

1 n r ur i n s 11 r r r i • i c i n 

inci ne r uth n c nsis nt h hV 

t t or ry r r in rt 11 h ish 

r • 

I fl r th s ru r 

u loV in w n u t n 11y 1t r i n t 

1960 n rly l 70s. Pri fl r r r 

l i lV to h v je Il to re tic of s t 

r i nce r u nt r ili i n t t 

t r , r f u 1 

ince r n r i c 1 n r r i 

u lov fl • r u wit r t )( r i ne , th 

u f h i s ecoun r 

r n r rtio s t Un 1 n in 1 7 

r to l 
~, 

I • uen rior tian t ut 

s i i ()n r fr n i cre i n t u rr loy r iti 

n not fr 1 n n ninq ur n. a n u r t 

Il r i n i fl t ind tri 1i ecuntri 

n r uni WE! • i s t r r 1 t ive 

uH r t n n l ( ) c vou II r t 



P (JE' 20 

i nc r ':; se ') ej (?) unenp loyrr~ nt 

ceCfC!2scd or r c fl 'i i Fl t: c; 5 t t 1 (' , to laL;or ",arket policies. 

f, l t h r:J U e, h e' u 1 t u r t; iT p 1 c y !l t i s c x r _ c t e c: t o ej '? C f (; :'l s curinq th 

1973 business uDs~inc, ~~ nate that adult r tes fell even lower 

durinq the 1975 7 rec p ssion.2? 

V I • COiJDOnents of Unerrplcyrr'::f1t Incicence 

In Sweden, unerr~loyrr:';nt incidr:nce occurs primarily in the 

context of labor force turnover, Lrcc,dly defined to include both 

intra and intcr laber for e,: mobil ity.23 lhat i s t unerrployrnent 

arises as workers seDarate fror jobs or as job seekers enter the 

1 Elbor force. Thus hC can d,<:fine incidencc, 

( 3 ) P(U) 
N 

e 
L 

e 

N 
N 

e 

L e 
L 

hhere Ne/Le equals unemplcyment incidence 

labor force i.c., not r~cent entrants; 

number of persons ever unemployed and ever 

in the ltexperiencedH 

~ and L ecual the total 

in the labor force 

respectivelyj 10 equa15 thp propcrtion ef the labor force who 

are recent entrants and U o eauals the prorortion ef unemployed 

who are entrants or reentrants.UnemDloyrrent incidence in the 

experienced labor fcrce c~n then be decomposed into 
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TABLE 4 

Panel A 

Proportion of Unemployment Due to Entry and Reentry, AKU 

Year Men Homen Men Hornen 

1975 .287 .435 1979 .242 .351 

1976 .259 .419 1980 .239 .349 

1977 .266 .388 1981 .221 .330 

1978 .226 .360 

Annual Averages from the Labor Force Surveys 

Panel B 

Components of the 1ncidence of Unernployment 

ByAge and Sex, LL1 

1967 1973 

Men 
P(U ) U l P(U ) U l 

e o o e o o 

16-24 .101 .195 .102 .148 .250 .134 

25-44 .059 .060 .026 .044 .178 .016 

45-65 .053 .178 .036 .026 .318 .048 

Total .064 .140 .044 .054 .235 .048 

n (1900) (1781) 

Homen 

16-24 .045 .250 .211 .157 .184 .162 

25-44 .030 .263 .163 • Ol~9 .158 .107 

45-64 .028 .250 .137 .025 .630 .124 

Total .033 .255 .165 .060 .280 .123 

n (1375) (1547) 

P(U) = incidence among experienced workers. See text. 
e 

U = fraction of the unemployed in the year who are recent entrants 
o 

or reentrants 

l = fraction of the labor force who are recent entrants or reentrants 
o 



Table 5 

INTER fu.'JD INTRA LABOR FORCE MOBILITY AMONG EXPERIENCED 
\\fORKERS 

Probability of: 
Unemployment 

Separation Inter Labor Job given 
Force Mobility Hobility Job Mobility 

1967 

Men 

16-24 .166 .065 .101 .222 

25-44 .103 .018 .085 .172 

45-64 .060 .012 .048 .196 

All .098 .024 .074 .190 
n (1658) 

Women 

16-24 .164 .048 .116 .114 

25-44 .073 .032 .040 .040 

45-64 .050 .025 .025 .133 

All .086 .03/+ .052 .095 

n (1072) 

1973 

Men 
16-24 .328 .177 .151 .237 

25-44 .115 .024 .091 .175 

45-64 .053 .007 .046 .250 

All .127 .042 .085 .207 

n (1676) 

Women 
16-24 .317 .209 .108 .150 

25-44 .156 .059 .097 .198 

45-64 .051 .015 .036 .167 

All .151 .072 .079 .181 

n (1347) 
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Age 

·Tenure 

O-l 
2-3 
4-5 
6-7 
8-9 

10-14 
15-19 
20-24 
25-29 
30+ 
Total 

Number of 
Observations 

Table 6 

THE PROBABILITY OF EVER BEING UNEHPLOYED 1969-74 
. BY TENURE 1968 

Hen Women 

16-24 25-44 45-64 Total 16-24 25-44 45-64 

.325 .292 .418 .329 .250 .200 .105 

.196 .143 .200 .165 .182 .129 .122 

.ll9 .067 .160 .098 .000 .167 .189 

.200 .060 .100 .093 .125 .000 .107 

.000 .075 .067 .064 .000 .125 .lll 
.093 .045 .077 .059 .026 
.000 .051 .031 .000 .095 
.000 .038 .025 .000 .056 
.143 .053 .067 .000 .000 
.000 .066 .062 .077 

.240 .125 .122 .147 .194 .121 .102 

(246) (601) (400) (1247) (265) (356) (254) 

Total 

.203 

.142 

.148 

.061 

.ll4 

.042 

.050 

.030 

.000 

.077 

.130 

(775) 
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Variable 

EXP 

TEN 

EDUC 

ULk'\! 

IMHIG 

HEALTH 

MARRY 

PART 

GOV 

UNION 

OLF 

INC 

COHP 

SPINC 

Table 7 

REGRESSION VARIABLES 

Definition 

Years of \vork 

Duration in years of job held (or last job held in 

survey week 1968 

Years of full time schooling 

Unemployment rate for labor market of current 

residence, based on 25 regions. 

l if both parents were of foreign nationality when 

respondent was born 

l if respondent reported poor health; based on a sum 

of symptoms index 

l if married or living together 

l if 34 hour workweek or less 

l if public employee 

l if union member 

l if incidence of non-participation in prior period; 

for 1967 and 1973 measured concurrently 

l if incidence of nnemployment in prior 

l if unemployment benefits \Ilere received 

Spouse's income per year in hundreds of Swedish krona 



Variable 

CONSTANT 
EXP68 

SQEXP68 

TEN68 

SQTEN68 

EDUC68 

ULAl\l68 

IMMIG68 

HEALTH68 

MARRY68 

PART67 

GOV68 

UNION68 

OLF67 

INC67 

- log 

Table 8 

THE DETERMINANTS OF THE PROBABILITY OF EVER BEING UNEMPLOYED 
1969-1974 

Panel A 
Men 

's 
(1) 

S 
(2) 

-.104 -.084 
-. 013i:~: -.004 

S 
(3) 

.067 
-. 008'~ 

(2.26) 
• 0002~'c 

(2.18) 

(4.58) (1.39) 
.0002io~ .0001"~ 

(3.64) (l. 70) 
-.028,'<::'e 

(7.24) 
-.027'1:* 

(6.67) 
.0005:'0': .000570'( 

(4.99) (4.72) 
-.019''<7: 

(3.50) 
.021":": 

(2.53) 
.043 

( . 97) 
.172~o·: 

(3.19) 
-.015 

( .58) 
.039 

( .69) 
- .121~:* 

(3.09) 
.021 

( .79) 

f3 
(4) 

.022 
-.008* 

(2.05) 
.00021: 

(2.00) 
-.021'':'': 

(4.98) 
.0004 

(3.42) "c* 
-.016"0'< 

(2.91) 
.012 

(1.41) 
.033 

( .69) 
.166":* 

(2.96) 
-.024 

( .87) 
.021 

( .34) 
-.113":* 

(2.84) 
.019 

( .67) 
.011 

( .33) 
.207"0'< 

(6.03) 

s' 
(1) 

-.086 
-.017''< 

(4.46) 
.0003'': 

(2.97) 

Panel B 
Women 

S 
(2) 

-.080 
-.0131<* 

(3.14) 
.0002'':* 

(2.18) 
-.011'': 

(l. 77) 
.0003 

(l. 34) 

S 
(3) 

-.020 
-.014'':'': 

(3.13) 
. 000270': 

(2.13) 
-.012* 

(l. 87) 
.0003 

(l. 43) 
-.007 

(l. 25) 
. 022~o': 

(2.40) 
-.056 

( .78) 
-.036 

( .79) 
.037 

(l. 21) 
-.045 

(l. 40) 
-.166,'0': 

(5.17) 
.030 

(1.07) 

S 
(4) 

-.053 

(2.59) 
.0002)'0': 

(l. 53) 
-.008 

(1.21) 
.0002 

(l. 02) 
-.007 

(l. 20) 
.022'':'': 

(2.31) 
-.065 

( . 87) 
-.048 

( . 99) 
.030 

( . 95) 
-.042 

(l. 28) 
- .171** 

(5.16 ) 
.030 

( .99) 
.Oll 

( .31) 

(4.54) 

Likelihood 507.78 505.78 437.76 418.08 282.54 280.79 256.21 245.95 

Panel C 
American Mena 

s 
(1) 

.162 
-.006'':>'< 

(2.70) 
.001* 

(1. 80) 

S 
(2) 

.172 
-.002 

( . 90) 
-.000 

( . 80) 
-.013>':* 

(4.30) 
. 0003>'0': 

(2.80) 

aData are from the Michigan Income Dynamics. See L. Leighton and J. Mineer, "Labor Turnover and Youth Unemployrnent", 
p.246. The dependent variable is the probability of ever being unemployed in 1975-76. A linear probability model 
was used. 

S=derivative at the mean for logit regressions. 
Asymptotic t values are in parentheses. 
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Table 9 

CALCULATED TEST STATISTICS 

Hypothesis, Probability of Unemployment Duration of Unemployment 

Equality of: 1967-1973 1968-1973a 1967-1973 
Men Women Men Women Men Women 

*"~"J~ -;,*1c )Hc 1dc* *)'c 
The regressions 36.26 51.44 17.02 21.67 1. 79 2.11 

"k,,{ 
Intercepts 0.16 1.56 1. 22 2.66 1.42 4.57 

All coefficients 
;0'<* ,,'~,'\"k * ,'c.*·lc J', ,'e 

36.26 20.10 13.58 21. 94 1.5Lf 2.31 

and SQEXP 
1~ '1, 

EXP 3.52 4.36 5.22 2.48 0.32 1.64 

The regressions under the alternative hypotheses appear in table 8 and 9. 

a Survey week 
'1, 
Significant at a .10 level. 

*'"J~ Significant at a .05 level. 

1o'd~ 

Significant at a .01 level. 

The hypothesis were tested using a X2 
= (-2 log A) test statistic for the logit regressions (the probability 

e 
of unemployment) and an F test statistic for the OLS regressions (the duration of unemployment). 
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Table 10 

ABSOLUTE DIFFERENCES IN SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS 
BY SEX A:::D AGE 

Panel A ---

Men Women 
1974- 1973- 1974-
1968 1967 1968 

EXP -1.27>~ -1.Lf7* - .99* 
16-24 -1.16~~ -1.13* - .67* 
25-44 -1.57>~ -1. 80* -1.38* 
45-64 .17 - .01 -1.08 

EDUC 1. 11 >'~ 1.22* .80* 
16-24 1.Lf6* 1.65* l . 18;~ 
25-44 1.15* 1.37* .78* 
45-64 .72 .65* .54>', 

PART .025* .015* .067* 
16-24 .083* .024 .042 
25-44 .019", .015 .032 -
lf5-64 .014 .014 .074* 

OLF .027-" . Ol19* .023 
16-24 .157;' .189* .108 
25-44 .025 .029* .022 
45~64 .001 .021 - .005 

* Significant at a 5 percent level or less in a two tail test. 
Sample means appear in appendix table l. 

JOB TENURE FOR WORKERS AS OF THE SURVEY WEEK 

Panel B 

By Age 
Men Women 

1968 1974 1968 

16-24 2.37 2.22 1. 91 
(2.36) (5.28) (l.77) 

25-44 7.01 7. LlO 5.52 
(6.89) (8.31) (5.78) 

45-64 16.35 16.62 9.31 
(12.83) (12.82) (8.90) 

Total 9.83 9.90 6.12 
(10.73) (11.12) (7.19) 

Number of Observations 1732 1698 1153 

Standard deviations in parentheses. 

1973-
1967 

- .31 
.54* 

- .66 
.25 

.82* 
1.14* 

.79* 

.58* 

.048>', 

.004 

.007 

.088>', 

.003 
• 113'" 

- .025 
- .026 

1974 

2.39 
(6.20) 
5.41 

(6.04) 
10.98 

(10.39) 
6.76 

(8.42) 

1374 
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Table l 

---------------------------- ------------------------------------ ---- --------- ---- --- ---- ------- -- ---- ----- -------- --------- ---

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1963 

1%4 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

197-1 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

16-19 

2.9 

3.7 

1.9 

2.7 

4.7 

5.0 

3.8 

3.4 

7.1 

1.8 

5.8 

5.2 

4.2 

4.1 

3.4 

(. " j 

8.2 

4.7 

5.1 

4.2 

4.8 

5.8 

6.5 

5 4 

5.1 

3.4 

8.7 

8.0 

8.1 

7.1 

7.0 

3.1 

3.1 

7.9 

8.3 

10.5 

20-24 

2.1 

2.1 

1.2 

2.0 

3.0 

3.0 

2.6 

2.1 

3.7 

4.2 

4.2 

2.7 

2.1 

2.2 

2.9 

4.3 

3.6 

2.3 

1.8 

2.9 

2.3 

3.5 

3.0 

3.0 

2.4 

3.3 

4.9 

4. ! 

3.9 

3.5 

3.4 

3.5 

-1.3 

3.8 

3.9 

-1.6 

25-34 

0.9 

1.3 

0.5 

0.9 

1.9 

2.3 

1.7 

1.0 

2.1 

2.0 

2.0 

1.4 

1.0 

1.0 

1.4 

1.9 

1.8 

1.5 

2.2 

2.5 

2.0 

1.3 

2.0 

2.6 

2.1 

1.9 

1.9 

2.6 

3.1 

2.6 

2.1 

1.8 

1.9 

2.0 

2.2 

2.1 

2.2 

2.5 

0.5 

0.8 

0.5 

0.7 

1.3 

1.3 

1.0 

0.7 

1.4 

1.8 

l " . , 
0.8 

0.6 

0.7 

0.9 

1.2 

0.9 

0.9 

1.3 

2.1 

1.6 

1.6 

2.2 

1.1 

1.7 

1.3 

1.1 

1.9 

1.8 

1.8 

1.5 

1.2 

1.1 

1.3 

1.4 

1.5 

1.4 

1.6 

1.0 

1.1 

0.7 

1.1 

1.2 

1.6 

1.0 

0.9 

1.5 

1.6 

1.3 

1.0 

0.6 

0.7 

0.9 

1.1 

0.9 

0.9 

1.4 

1.6 

1.1 

1.2 

1. ·1 

1.7 

1.2 

1.6 

1.0 

1.6 

1.7 

1.7 

1.3 

1.1 

l. (o 

1.2 

1.2 

1.l 

1.1 

1.3 

SS-64 

2.0 

1.1 

0.9 

1.4 

2.2 

2.6 

2.3 

1.5 

2.3 

2.1 

1.9 

1.6 

1.4 

1.1 

1.3 

1.8 

1.6 
~ ., 
L.L 

0.9 

0.9 

Q.7 

0.8 

1.7 

1.1 

1.0 

1.3 

2.4 

2.2 

2.3 

2. l 

1.4 
, . j..o 

1.6 

2.0 

:>. :> 

1.6 

1.8 

2.0 

2.2 

2_0 

2.3 

2. :; 

3.1 

4.0 

2.8 

3 .. 6 
~ ') 
j.-

2.S 

3.9 

:: _ l 

O. :, 

.... \ n v • v 

c_o 
C.i) 

O • . ~ 
O.J 

0.7 

0.3 

G.S 
.., -
" ... .J 

2.:3 

3.1 

1.6 

., , 

..... .!.. 

O •. 2 

0.0 

0.0 

O.u 

0.0 

l6 

l -
- • j 

. , 
..l .. ~t 

0.:3 

2. 'J 

2.3 

1.3 

1.3 

2. :, 

2 _ 2 

1.3 

1.3 

1.5 

1_) 
~ .. 
.:. .. .-

,. 
~ . ~ 

-. , ... ..... 

2. :. 

loS 

2.8 

2.-1 

:2 .J 

:: • ,J 

.., .., 

2.3 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ -----------
Source: "AKU års~eieltal", Ycarly av~ra?~s of la~or force particip3tio~. ~3t:~~ai 

Stat!stical Board of Swede~ (SC3) 



o 
Source: "AKU Arsmedeltal", Yearly averages of labor force participation, National 

Statistical Board of Sweden (SCB). 
_ Employed 

Employment rate -- Population 



Table l 

SANPLE MElu"JS 

Variable 1969-1974 1967 1968a 1973 1974a 

Men W omen Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women 

EXP 19.88 14.05 21.11 12.23 22.01 14.64 19.64 Il. 92 20.74 13.65 

SQEXP 561. 22 304.86 652.13 290.80 685.48 349.41 591. 63 268.48 628.55 306.87 

TEN 8.90 5.93 

SQTEN 171. 58 81.41 

EDUC 8.94 8.89 8.63 8.64 8.74 8.66 9.85 9.46 9.85 9.46 

ULA..1\J 2.18 2.15 2.19 2.15 1. 98 1. 93 

IMMIG .05 .05 .08 .08 .06 .05 .12 .12 .12 .13 

HEALTH .02 .09 .10 .13 .03 .09 .03 .09 .03 .09 

·MARRY . 71 .65 .71 .65 .72 .61 .74 .74 .73 .72 

PART .03 .38 .04 .39 .04 .37 .05 .44 .06 .43 

GOV .22 .46 .21 .43 .24 .46 

UNION .80 .61 ·79 .57 .81 .64 

OLF .11 .19 .09 .25 . Il .21 .14 .25 .13 .23 

INC .06 .04 .07 .05 .07 .08 

P(U) .147 .130 .072 .037 .030 .016 .067 .074 .023 .027 

Number of 
Observations 1247 775 1900 1375 1785 1172 1781 1547 1753 1451 

a Survey Week 



THE DETERMINANTS OF THE PROBABILITY OF UNEMPLOYMENT 

Men 

1968a 1974a 1967 

B S 6 
Variable (1) (2) (3) 

eONSTANT .090 -,037 .021 
EXP -.015"~* -. O 17'~"~ -.003"~ 

(8.23) (5.65) (1. 97) 
SQEXP .0002M , .000310', .000 

(7.29) (4.86) ( .24) 
EDDe -.Ol3M , -.0061,* -.021,1:* 

(4.77) (3 02) (5.55) 
IMHIG -.002 .001 .012 

( .090) ( .105) ( .57) 
HEALTH .055"'* .002 .040"1'0" 

(3.10) ( (2.40) 
HARRY .029'" ( . 14) .005 

(2.32) (1.40) ( .31) 
PART .033* .025''0'< .030 

(1. 87) (2.50) (1.16) 
OLF .003 .000 .112** 

( .295) ( .070) (7.04) 

- log 
likelihood 146.67 88.93 417.77 

a survey week. 
(3=derivative at mean for logit regressions 
asymptotic t values in parentheses 

* Significant at a .05 level in a one tail test. 
** Significant at a .01 level in a one tail test. 

Wo men 

1973 1968a 1974a 1967 

B B B B 
(4) (1) (2) (3) 

.002 .007 -.050 .057 
-.007"0': -.009"0 '< -.023"0" -. 004,b'~ 

(4.22) (4.24) (6.66) (2.66) 
.0001"0" . 0002*,1: .000410', · 000 lid, 

(2.68) (3.59) (5.95) (2.01) 
-.OJ8,',:I, -.0041, .001 -.004* 

(3.51) (1. 84) ( .71 ) (l. 71) 
.004 .027* -.024 .017 

( .22) (2.14) (1.37) (1.06) 
.008 .016 .021 · 03s,h', 

( .27) (1. 64) (1.32) (2.94) 
-.056"0 " .005 .016 -.003 

(4.04 ) ( .59) (1.47) ( .28) 
. 057'/'* -.033* .0311' -.038"0" 

(2.94) (1. 83) (2.82) (2.77) 
.0311' -.006 -.017 .004 

(1. 96) ( .70) (1.50) ( · 28) 

368.68 64.83 99.53 201.44 

1973 

(3 
(4) 

-.040 
-.006"01: 

(2.36) 
.000 

( .12) 
-.007*,1: 

(2.80) 
-.018 

( .80) 
.037:1, 

(1.71) 
-.057"0', 

(3.73) 
.001 

( .07) 
.048'/0" 

(3.08) 

360.84 



Table 3 

THE DETER.'1INANTS OF THE DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT 

Men 

1967 1973 

B B 
Variable (1) (2) 

CON S TAt\) T 29.38 19.13 

EXP -5.90·k -.258 
(2.11) ( .79) 

SQEXP .01V~ .004 
(l. 71) ( .54) 

EDDC -1.66)~ -.760* 
(2.25) (1.66) 

IMMIG -4.33 -.298 
(1.20) ( .08) 

HEALTH 6.22* l3~27id~ 

(2.23) (2.51) 

MARRY -.460 5.59* 
( .15) (1.88) 

PART 2.56 14.96ic 
( .58) (4.69) 

SPINC -.0l3 -.008 
( .63) ( .54) 

COMP 1. 90 .625 
( .75) ( .22) 

R2 
.l33 .278 

Absolute t values in parentheses. 
ok Significant at a . OS leveI l.n a one tail test. 
'iol: Signif ican t a t a • 01 levEol in a one tail tes t. 

Women 

1967 1973 

B fl 
(1) (2) 

46.46 21.62 

-1.00 -l. 32;\: 
(1.37) (2.30) 

.018 • 044i~ 
( .91) (1. 74) 

-3.03i< -.705 
(3.04) (1.18) 

13.36 i< 3.29 
(2.12) ( .74) 

7.10 12. 93'o~ 
(l. 45) (3.03) 

-6.37 -1.22 
( .94) ( .37) 

-6.51 1O. 28icic 
(1.07) (3.10) 

.038 .004 
(1. 64) ( .51) 

-12.55id< 4.28 
(2.41) (l. 01) 

.405 .293 



Footnotes 

1The difference is not explained by clifferences in measurement methods since 

both countries use a household survey with similar questions and definitions 

of unemploYluent. See U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, International 

Comparisons of Unemployment, Bulletin 1979, August 1978, pp. l37-146. 

Unemployment variables used in this paper are discussed in appendix A. 

2 
Stafford provides a comparison of SHedish and U.S. labor markets and labor 

market policies. In Sweden about one percent of GNP was clevotedto labor 

market policy in the mid 1960s, by 1976/77 this figure had reached about 3 

percent. For the U.S. the respective figures are 0.5 percent in the mid 

19608 and 1. 33 percent during 1975-77. See Frank Stafford, "Unemployment 

and Labor Narket Policy in SHe den and the United States," in Gunnar Eliasson, 

Bertil Holmiund and Frank Stafford, eds .• Studies in Labor Narket Bellavior, 

Conference Report (Stockholm: The Industrial Institute for Economic and 

Social Research, 1981), pp. 21-66. 

3Employment to population ratios also indicate a relatively worse youth labor 

market problem in SHeden. Employment to population ratios for Swedish youths 

16-19 decreased from the mid 1960s to the mid 1970s, rose briefly, and appear 

to be declining since 1976. Unemployment rates and employment to population 

ratios broken down by age and sex appear in appendix A, tables 1 and 2. In the 

U.S. youth employment to population ratios reveal an upHard trend af ter the 

early 1960s. See Richard B. Freeman and James L. Nedoff. "The Youth Labor Harket 

Problem in the United States: An Overvie\v," in Richard B. Freeman and David A. 

Wise, ed., The Youth Labor Narket Problem: Its Nature, Causes, and Consequences 

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1982), pp. 36-42. 



3S 

l} _ 
For a detailed desc:cipt:Lon of the evolvl'irK'nt of laboT: market progr8.ms see 

Institute of Management. Working Papar 111'1/79-17 (Berlin: Wissenschaftszentruru. 

1979); Jan Johannesson, lian the Composition of Swedish Labor I'1arket Policy," 

in G. Eliasson, B. HolmIund and F. Stafford, eds., Studies in Labor Market 

Behavior. pp. 67-96; and Anders Björklund, Jan Johannesson and Inga Persso:1.-

Tanimura, Labour Harket Policy and Labour Market Developments in Sweden duriIlg 

the 1960s and 1970s, IntE~rnational Institute of Hanagement, \'Jorking Papers 

I11'1/79-1!. (Berlin: Hissenschaftszentrum, 1979). Labor market policy is 

comprised of ,,;2asures financed by the Nation:ll Labour Nn.rket Board (l\}lS), 

inclusive of the expenditures L'ir L.1bour H:c1rket Training of the i'Tat,:ional 

Board of Education. 

5 l' ~ T tlgures are Irom ~ . Johannesson, lian the Co:nposition of S,;edish Labour 

Market Policy," in C. Eliasson, B. Holmiund and F, Stafford. eds., 

Studies in Labar }I~rket Behavior, pp. 67-96. Both 1959 and 1978 were 

recession years. 

6L ' b . l ' 'S d h f t t' t' t- th th 1 aoor mo l lty ln we en as o en mean IDlgra lon rom e nor • waere 

uncmployment rates are high to the south. The initials of the Sw'eclish 

Labour Harket Board, A;'-!S, Here interpreted by proponents of regional equali ty 

as "All Hust South\lards". 

7See Eskil 'Hadensjö, Job Creation and Job Haintenance :t.~ tbe Private Sector, 

Nationalekonomeska Instituten, Lunds Universitet, Horking Paper 1980:68 

(S,veden: University of Lund). 



8 
J. Johannesson, "On the Composition of S,'ledish Labour Harket Policy," 

36 

pp. 67-96. 

9 
The 1974 Employment Security Act ,vas preceded by a government report uhich 

describes previous regulations and practices. See SOU, Trygghet i 

Anställningen, Employment Security, The Government Report preceding the 

Employment Seucirty Act of 1974 (Stockholm: Statens Offentliga Utredningar, 

o 
1973: 7, 1973), pp. 109-116. The 1974 act is of ten called the "Aman" la,vs 

in reference to the principle investigator of the government report. For 

a discussion of the 1974 act which covers the private and public sector, 

union and non-union workers see Ministry of Labour, Labour Market Policy 

in Transition, Summary of a Report from the Expert Group for Labour Harket 

Research at the S-';vedish Ministry of Labour (Stockholm: Departmentens 

Offsetcentral, 1978). 

10A. Björklund, J. Johannesson and l. Persson-Tanimura, Labour Market.Policy, 

p. 20. 

11The AMS has been auare of possible negative effects and has initiated compulsory 

notification of vacancies introduced on a trial basis in 1976 and guidance 

groups, which provide introductory courses for new labor entrants and reentrants. 

12Anders Björklund, Studies in the Dynamics of Unemp1oyment, EF1, The Economic 

Research 1nsititute of the Stockholm School of Economics (Stockholm: EF1, 

1981), Chapter 2, p. 30. 

131n 1966 youths age 16-24 equaled 19.8 percent of the 16-74 year olds and 

in 1980 they represented 16.6 percent. The observation for the U.S. that 

the cohort effect has increased youth unemployment does not hold in Sweden, 

uhere decreasing youth cohorts are associated with higher absolute and 

relative youth unemp1oyment. 

14Nationa1 Labour Market Board, Meddelanden fr~n Utredningsenheten (Stockholm: 

AMS, 1980: 15 and 1981:5). 

15 ." kl d d' . h D . f U l t 2 19 A. BJor un, Stu les ln t e ynamlcs o nemp oymen, : . 
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16unfortunately it is not possible to directly measure the impact of the 1974 

Security of Employment Act with the LLI. Havlever , the impact of the pending 

legislatian could have begun as earlyas 1973 with the release of the government 

report which favored such a l"n>7. 

17Unemployment declines monotonically for women in 1967, however, a U shaped 

pattern is observed for women in 1966 and 1973 and in survey we eks 1968 

and 1974. 

18The underestirnation of the female rate in 1967 is particularly noticeable 

for women 16-24 years old. Lower female rates for women greater than 45 

years old is observed in the published statistics. See appendix A. 

19 Less than four percent of the men and two percent of the women had more than 

secondary schooling in 1967. 

20A Björklund, Studies in the Dynamics of Unemployment, Chapter 2, pp. 12-15. 

21 The large percent increase in female rates partly reflects the under­

estirnation of unemployment for women 16-24 years old in 1967. However these 

findings are consistent with published statistics. 

22A competing and complementary hypothesis is that the solidaristic wage policy 

became more effective from the middle of the 1960s and thereby increased 

youth wages relative to adult. Between 1965 and 1976, wages for workers 

less than eighteen years old relative to those older than eighteen rose from 

.59 to .68 for men and from .71 to .78 for women. The relative wage hypothesis, 

however, leads to same predictions not supported empirically. Although young 

wo men exhibit a smaller percentage increase in relative wages compared to 

young men, they experienced a much larger increase in relative unemployment. 

Unemployment rates of females aged 16-19 relative to those aged 35-44 rose from 



38 

2.6 to 6.4 bet'iveen 1965 and 1976. 'ivhile relative unemployment for male youths 

increased from 3.8 to 5.9. 

23 
The average annual number of temporarily unemployed was 3000 during 1975-80, 

which was 3.5 percent of total unemployment. A. Bjorklund, Studies in 

the Dynamics of Unemployment, Chapter 2, pp. 18-19. 

24 .. 
A. Bjork1und, Studies in the Dynamics of Unemp10yment, Chapter 2, p. 17, 

figure 4. 

25The probabi1ity of job mobi1ity is defined as ever separating from a job 

and not 1eaving the 1abor force in the calendar year preceeding the survey; 

the probabi1ity of inter 1abor force mobi1ity equa1s the probabi1ity of ever 

separating and reporting non-participation. Estimates of the separation 

rates are biased dowmvard because non-participants and the unemployed are 

exc1uded from the sample. Experienced workers are defined as those with at 

least a year's work experience. 

26There is little evidence that advance notice of layoffs reduces either the sub-

sequent loss in earnings or the duration of unemp10yment. For a discussion, see 

Harry J. Gilman, The Economic Costs of Worker Dis10cation: An Overview. Apaper 

prepared for the Seminar on Economic Dislocation and Public Policy, sponsored by 
the National Commission for EmploymentPolicy, Ju1y B, 1979. 

27Similar resu1ts have been observed for American men. Linda Leighton and 

Jacob Mincer, "Labor Turnover and Youth Unemployment," in Richard Freeman 

and David Wise, eds., The Youth Labor Market Problem, pp. 235-275. 

28Linda Leighton and Jacob Mincer, "Labor Turnover and Youth Unemployment," 

and Jacob Mincer and Boyan Jovanovic, "Labor Mobility and Wages" in 

Sherwin Rosen, ed., Studies in Labor Markets. (Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press, for NBER, 1981), pp. 
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29specific ski1ls are defined as those which inCl"eaSe the worker I s 

marginal productivity in the firm providing the training, whi1e complete1y 

general skil1s increase the worker's marginal productivity in all firms. 

Gary S. Becker. Huma~_Capital. 2nd ed. (New York: National Bureau fo Economic 

Research, 1975), p. 26. 

3°1 f ' , b ' 'l blI' h 1968 f 1 n·ormat~on on JO tenure ~s ava~ a e on y ~n t e survey or a 1 

respondents. In 1974 respondents with a job were asked about their unemploy-

ment experience during the 1a:st five years. Unemp10yed respondents as of 

the 1974 survey \veek were a1so included to reduce se1ection bias. Reentry 

unemp10yment is inc1uded in the measurement of unemp10yment. 

31The imp1ication of sTIlaller job investment by women is supported by evidence 

showing flatter growth of wages on the job. See Siv Gustafsson, "Ma1e-

Female Life-Time Earnings Differentials and Labor Force History," in 

G. Eliasson, B. Holmlund and F. Stafford, eds. Studies in Labor Market 

Behavior, pp. 235-268. 

32The regression models used differ from the preferred cross section equations 

in table 7 because of data limitation. Information on job tenure, public 

employment, union membership, and previous unemployment incidence is not 

available at the beginning of calendar years 1967 and 1973. The test statistic 

2 is -2 log A which has a x distribution (asymptotically) with r degrees of 
e 

freedom. The numerator of the likelihood ratio, A, equals the maximum likelihood 

function when the parameters are restricted under the nu11 hypothesis, and 

the denominator equa1s the maximum likelihood function when the parameters 

are unrestricted. Our test is constructed so that when the nu11 hypothesis 

is that the intercepts (slopes) in the two periods are equa1, the mailltailled 

hypothesis is that the slopes (intercepts) differ. 
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33 . Increaslng female labor force partid_pation and labor force attachment could 

reduce job vacancies available to youths, especially females, in the traditional 

female occupations, and thus increase their unemployment. Addition of the 

variable, female labor force participation by region had no significant effect 

on the probability of unemployment in the survey weeks for the samples of 

young female and male labor force participants. 

34 Compulsory separation of income tax returns since 1971 for married or 

cohabitating persons, combined with high marginal tax rates, have encouraged 

part time employment among married women and students. The increasing 

availability of parental and educational leaves, dating from the early 1970s, 

has created a demand for replacement workers on a part time and part period basis. 

35 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, International Comparisons of Unemployment, 

p. 139. 

36U. S• Bureau of Labor Statistics, International Comparisons, p. 138. 

37 ." A. Bjorklund, Dynamics of Unemployment. 5:21. 
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