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Work is one major developmental context in adulthood, as most adults spend considerable time at work.
Retirement causes extensive changes in social contexts, daily routines, and individuals’ identity. Little is
known about how work characteristics are associated with personality trajectories, especially during the
retirement transition. In the present study, we examined associations between changes in Big Five
personality traits during the retirement transition and work environment characteristics (autonomy, skill
discretion, and demands) as well as work effort. Based on three-wave longitudinal data from the Midlife
in the United States study, we identified n = 286 adults (50–77 years, M = 57.83, SD = 5.00;
51% women), who retired during the study period, and a control group who did not retire (n = 260, 50–
71 years,M = 54.28, SD = 3.82; 54% women). We analyzed data using latent change score models. The
measurement model for conscientiousness was not time-invariant, therefore mean differences could not
be analyzed. Significant mean-level decreases were found for neuroticism in both groups and for
openness in retirees. There were only few significant associations between preretirement work char-
acteristics and personality change: In retirees, higher preretirement skill discretion was associated with
greater neuroticism decline and higher autonomy with less openness decline. In nonretirees, higher
autonomy was associated with greater decline in extraversion. These findings suggest that work
characteristics are not a major influence on personality trait changes during the retirement transition.
Possible explanations and research desiderata concerning personality development in the context of
retirement are discussed.

Public Significance Statement
In the present study, retirement had no significant long-term impact on mean-level personality changes.
Retirees showed declines in neuroticism and openness and nonretirees showed decline in neuroticism,
while extraversion and agreeableness remained stable in both groups. Preretirement work characteristics
and subjective work effort were hardly associated with personality changes. Future studies should focus
on sources of interindividual differences in personality change trajectories and in the subjective
experience of the retirement transition.
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A growing body of research provides evidence for personality
trait change across the entire lifespan (Bleidorn et al., 2022; Graham
et al., 2020; Seifert et al., 2024). This research is mostly focused on
the five factor model of personality, including the dimensions of
neuroticism (emotional stability), extraversion, openness to experi-
ence, agreeableness, and conscientiousness (McCrae & Costa, 2008).

Understanding the sources of personality changes can improve
models of personality development. Personality traits are related to
important life outcomes in multiple domains, including work,
interpersonal relationships, and health (e.g., Soto, 2021). Research
on personality change is scarce in midlife and early old adulthood.
Studying personality development during the retirement transition
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can offer insights on successful aging, since personality guides
adaptational and health behaviors and is related to well-being,
mental, and physical health (Infurna et al., 2020; Lachman, 2015;
Pocnet et al., 2021).With the growing number of retirees in developed
countries and the prolonged retirement phase due to increasing life
expectancy (Walker, 2010), studying this life phase is crucial to
enhance health and well-being in midlife and old adulthood.
Oneway to better understand personality development is to explore

contextual influences. This article focuses on work as a key devel-
opmental context in adulthood. Some studies suggest reciprocal links
between personality changes and work characteristics (e.g., Li et al.,
2014; Wille et al., 2014; Wu, 2016). Work environments may shape
personality development by creating demands and affordances that
trigger personality trait-related behaviors, as well as changes in at-
titudes, priorities, and values. This may ultimately lead to personality
trait changes (Dawis & Lofquist, 1984; Tett & Burnett, 2003; Woods
et al., 2019). While research on personality changes during retirement
is growing, findings of the few longitudinal studies remain hetero-
geneous. Preretirement work characteristics likely influence person-
ality changes with retirement by affecting the direction and magnitude
of changes in daily life after retirement (Henning et al., 2024). Job
characteristics such as skill discretion, autonomy, and demands provide
a context for developing competencies and resources for retirement
adaptation, potentially leading to differential personality trajectories
(Wang et al., 2011). Past research already showed associations of
preretirement work characteristics with health and well-being in
retirement (van den Bogaard et al., 2016; Wang, 2007).
The present study contributes to existing research in two ways.

First, we examine potential sources of differential personality tra-
jectories across the retirement transition, rather than just mean-level
changes. Second, we focus on subjective work characteristics as
predictors of personality changes, connecting research on work-
personality associations with retirement-related personality changes.
While studies on the role of work characteristics for workers’ per-
sonality focus on continuous effects of work environments, this study
on the role of preretirement work characteristics on retirees’ per-
sonality is focused on the effects of the loss of work environments.
We focus on subjective perceptions, as individuals may experience
identical work situations differently depending on past experiences
and psychological characteristics (Judge et al., 2000; Schmitz et al.,
2019). For example, role status alone is less informative for per-
sonality changes than one’s investment in and identification with that
role (Hudson & Roberts, 2016; Hudson et al., 2012; Lodi-Smith &
Roberts, 2007; Roberts et al., 2005). Furthermore, Schmitz et al.
(2019) showed that subjective evaluations of work environments are
associated more strongly with personal resources, psychological, and
personality factors, while objective measures showed stronger
associations with sociodemographic factors. Past research has
also highlighted the relevance of subjective work characteristics
for retirement-related decisions and experiences (e.g., Hudomiet
et al., 2021; Sonnega et al., 2018). To our knowledge, the present
study is among the first to examine the role of subjective preretirement
work characteristics for personality trait changes in association with
retirement using longitudinal data from a population-based sample.
With this approach, we aim to understand the sources of personality
development in the transition from midlife to early old age and to
help reconcile mixed findings by identifying potential moderators of
individual differences in personality change.

Personality Trait Changes in Midlife and Early
Old Adulthood

Mean-level changes in personality traits are pronounced in young
and old adulthood, but moderate changes can also be found in middle
to early old adulthood. Across midlife and early old adulthood
neuroticism, extraversion and openness tend to decrease or remain
stable, while agreeableness and conscientiousness mostly increase or
remain stable (e.g., Bleidorn et al., 2022; Graham et al., 2020; Roberts
et al., 2006; Seifert et al., 2024; Stahlhofen et al., 2024). Of course,
these trajectories represent average change patterns. Many studies
documented significant variability in personality trait changes across
the lifespan (Graham et al., 2020; Schwaba & Bleidorn, 2018),
highlighting the importance of investigating contextual factors in
personality development.

Age-related changes in life circumstances and (normative) life
events, like retirement, divorce or unemployment, that necessitate
adaptive processes may drive personality trait changes (Bleidorn
et al., 2018; Dugan et al., 2024; Specht et al., 2011). There is more
research on normative life events in younger adulthood, resulting in
limited data on how life events affect personality development in
middle and early old adulthood. This results in a deficient foun-
dation for evaluating theories of personality development in older
age ranges (Schwaba & Bleidorn, 2019).

Personality Development in the Context of Work
and Retirement

In middle to old adulthood, retirement represents an impactful
normative life event. Personality traits influence retirement experiences
through emotional evaluations, motivational processes, and coping
strategies (McCrae & Costa, 2008). Conversely, retirement can trigger
and accelerate personality development, as individuals establish new
structures and navigate substantial life changes, including loss of work
roles and resources, development of new routines, changes in social
contacts, and redefinition of identity and goals (Wang & Shi, 2014).
Such changes trigger adaptational processes to maintain and enhance
well-being and health and adjust to life without work (Henning et al.,
2016), including distancing from work, taking on new roles, dealing
with new and unclear expectations, and navigating challenges and
possibilities of the new life phase (Wang & Shi, 2014).

Several theories offer explanations how retirement may shape
personality development in adulthood. Changes in personality traits
can arise from changes in daily thoughts, feelings, and behavior. The
Triggering situation, Expectancy, States/State expression, Reaction
framework describes how repeated short-term processes can lead to
long-term changes (Wrzus & Roberts, 2017). Daily situations or
events can trigger trait relevant expectancies and/or states (thoughts,
feelings, and behaviors) leading to internal and external reactions. If
these states and reactions conflict with existing personality traits and
are experienced repeatedly, they can alter self-views and personality
via reflective and associative learning processes. For instance, a
diligent worker who enjoys relaxed retirement activities and re-
ceives social rewards for flexible, nonperfectionist behaviors, may
experience decreased conscientiousness.

The social investment principle (Roberts et al., 2005) implies that
Triggering situation, Expectancy, States/State expression, Reaction
components are related to people’s social roles, which are linked to
certain expectations and self-views that guide behavior. Age-graded
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normative changes and life events alter roles and demands, poten-
tially changing personality traits, especially if someone is highly
invested in a role. Studies confirm greater personality changes with
higher investment (Hudson & Roberts, 2016; Hudson et al., 2012;
Lodi-Smith & Roberts, 2007). Work contexts often imply clear
behavioral expectations, for example, to be reliable, friendly, ambi-
tious. Therefore, retirement may particularly affect traits most relevant
for these expectations, for example, conscientiousness or agreeable-
ness (Asselmann & Specht, 2021; Lodi-Smith & Roberts, 2007; Nye
& Roberts, 2019).
Marsh et al. (2013) introduced the “La dolce vita” effect regarding

personality changes during the retirement transition contrasting the
maturation principle at the beginning of working life. While work
demands and expectations increase conscientiousness and extraver-
sion and decrease neuroticism (Roberts & Wood, 2006), retirement’s
reduced pressure and relaxation of demands and expectations may
lead to behavioral and personality “relaxation,” characterized by
increases in agreeableness and decreases in neuroticism, extraversion,
openness, and conscientiousness (Marsh et al., 2013).
Retirement lacks clear behavioral and role expectations, which

can result in uncertainty in the adaptation process (Freund et al.,
2009; Schwaba & Bleidorn, 2019). The paradoxical theory of
personality coherence (Caspi & Moffitt, 1993) states that in new
situations without knowledge of adequate behavior, people rely on
environmental information to guide their actions. In environments
with clear information on and high pressure to show specific behavior,
behavioral adaptations are most likely, which in turn facilitate per-
sonality trait change. Without such pressure, people will probably act
consistent with their personality, promoting trait continuity. During
the retirement transition, three scenarios may occur: First, environ-
mental cues and presses may guide behavior while accommodating to
this new life phase and lead to mean-level personality trait changes if
many people experience similar presses and adaptational processes.
Second, the experience of different presses and adaptational processes
could result in high interindividual differences in change. Third, the
retirement transition may enhance personality trait continuity, if
people do not experience such environmental presses (Schwaba &
Bleidorn, 2019).
People adapt differently to retirement, as evidenced by interin-

dividual differences in well-being trajectories (Henning et al., 2016,
2024; Wang, 2007; Weber & Hülür, 2021). This likely extends to
personality changes with retirement, but interindividual differences
and contributing factors remain understudied. Research has shown
that preretirement work characteristics, such as job stress, physical
demands, and job satisfaction, are related to retirement outcomes,
including health and well-being. For instance, van den Bogaard et al.
(2016) found health improvements after retirement only in adults
with high job stress. Also, adults with low job satisfaction and
physically demanding and stressful jobs experienced increases in
well-being (Wang, 2007). Consequently, the work context may
impact personality development during retirement. Henning et al.
(2024) found that job type (blue-collar vs. white-collar) was unrelated
to personality trait development during the retirement transition. It is
necessary to further explore preretirement work contexts and to
consider a diverse range of work-related variables.
Theories on personality development at work, like the theory of

work adjustment (Dawis & Lofquist, 1984), trait activation theory
(Tett & Burnett, 2003), and the Demands-Affordances TrAnsactional
model (Woods et al., 2019), all state that personality traits can be

shaped by work-related demands and affordances by activating
specific trait-related behaviors. Through continuing adjustment to
achieve correspondence with the work environment, motivated for
example, by personal goals or rewards, new behaviors can be
reinforced, potentially changing attitudes, priorities, values, and
ultimately personality traits. Thus, work environments may shape
personality development before retirement, thereby influencing the
personal conditions of entering the retirement phase.

Following the resource-based dynamic model of retirement
adjustment (Wang et al., 2011), various resources (e.g., physical,
cognitive, motivational, financial, social, and emotional) may
affect developmental trajectories across the retirement process. In
this study, we focus on three central work environment characteristics
well studied in industrial, work, and organizational psychology—skill
discretion, autonomy, and demands—because they may influence the
direction and magnitude of changes in daily life after retirement and
are associated with competencies and resources for coping with
retirement transitions.

Integrating theories of work-related and retirement-related per-
sonality development could offer new insights into potential sources
of differential developmental trajectories. Research on associations
of work characteristics with personality changes is scarce, and there
is even less research focusing on midlife. Work environments create
different demands and affordances for trait-related behaviors, atti-
tudes and values, and influence work role investment (Schaufeli,
2016; Tabak et al., 2021; Woods et al., 2019). Work characteristics
determine the quality and quantity of behavioral presses in the
preretirement phase and thus the magnitude and direction of changes
that retirement brings about for daily life, thereby creating a frame
for the extent of potential personality changes. For example, if
individuals had very stressful jobs, retirement would be associated
with a less stressful daily life resulting in a positive change (van den
Bogaard et al., 2016; Wang, 2007; Wang et al., 2011). Thus, the
level of demands at work before retirement could, for example, have
differential effects on neuroticism trajectories across the retirement
transition. While higher work stress and demands are linked to
increases in neuroticism in working adults (Wu, 2016), higher
preretirement work stress may be associated with stronger decreases
in retirement after leaving the straining work environment. High
work investment may strengthen associations between preretirement
work characteristics and personality changes across the retirement
transition because behavior, attitudes, values, and identity are more
strongly defined by work-related situations and processes (Lodi-
Smith & Roberts, 2007).

Past Findings on Personality Trait Changes Associated
With Retirement

There is a small but growing body of research examining Big Five
trait development longitudinally across the retirement transition.
Findings are heterogeneous, likely due to differing methodological
approaches. Table 1 summarizes characteristics of eight published
studies on personality change with retirement. Studies typically
examined all of the Big Five traits, with the exception of Mroczek
and Spiro (2003), who only examined neuroticism and extraversion,
and Henning et al. (2024), who could not examine agreeableness
trajectories due to a lack of measurement invariance across retirees
and nonretirees.
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Three studies found no significant changes in neuroticism across
the retirement transition (Asselmann & Specht, 2021; Löckenhoff
et al., 2009; Specht et al., 2011), whereas five studies reported
significant declines (Dugan et al., 2024; Hansson et al., 2020;
Henning et al., 2024; Mroczek & Spiro, 2003; Schwaba & Bleidorn,
2019). Only Dugan et al. (2024) found an effect of retirement on
change in neuroticism; Henning et al. (2024), Mroczek and Spiro
(2003), and Schwaba and Bleidorn (2019) found no differences in
change between retirees and nonretirees.
For extraversion, most studies reported stability (Asselmann &

Specht, 2021; Hansson et al., 2020; Henning et al., 2024; Mroczek &
Spiro, 2003; Schwaba & Bleidorn, 2019; Specht et al., 2011). Only
Dugan et al. (2024) found decreases in extraversion after retirement,
and Löckenhoff et al. (2009) found decreases in the activity facet of
extraversion in retirees compared to nonretirees.
Most studies found no significant changes in openness (Asselmann

& Specht, 2021; Dugan et al., 2024; Hansson et al., 2020; Löckenhoff
et al., 2009; Specht et al., 2011). Henning et al. (2024) reported similar
declines in retirees and nonretirees. Schwaba and Bleidorn (2019)
found decreases in openness shortly before retirement, a small
increase in the month after and then gradual decreases over 5 years,
while nonretirees showed declines over the whole study period.
Regarding agreeableness, Asselmann and Specht (2021), Hansson

et al. (2020), and Specht et al. (2011) found no significant changes.
Dugan et al. (2024) and Löckenhoff et al. (2009) reported retirement-
related increases in agreeableness (and the compliance facet). Schwaba
and Bleidorn (2019) documented stability in agreeableness shortly
before retirement, increases shortly afterward and declines over the
following 5 years, while nonretirees showed continuous mean-level
stability.
For conscientiousness, Dugan et al. (2024), Hansson et al. (2020),

Henning et al. (2024), and Schwaba and Bleidorn (2019) found no
significant changes across the retirement transition. Specht et al. (2011)
and Asselmann and Specht (2021) reported short-term and long-term
decreases in conscientiousness after retiring, and Löckenhoff et al.
(2009) found a decrease in the self-discipline facet.
Taken together, previous research shows mixed evidence for

mean-level personality changes with retirement. In addition, several
studies reported significant individual differences in changes for all
traits, suggesting high variability in change patterns (Dugan et al.,
2024; Henning et al., 2024; Mroczek & Spiro, 2003; Schwaba &
Bleidorn, 2019).

Past Findings on Personality Trait Changes Associated
With Work Characteristics

Past research has found differential associations of the key work
characteristics skill discretion, autonomy, and demands as well as
work effort with personality trait levels and changes. Since there is
not much research on the exact constructs examined in the present
study, studies that examined other related constructs that hint at
relevant associations are also reported. Jobs with high skill dis-
cretion may require high skill levels or expertise, learning new
things, and dealing with diverse, subjectively interesting topics. As
such, corresponding jobs are more complex and stimulating (Oltmanns
et al., 2017; Staudinger et al., 2016). Previous research has documented
that work complexity and innovation were positively related to

openness levels and changes (Kohn & Schooler, 1978, 1982; Nieß
&Zacher, 2015). While in past studies openness remained stable or
decreased during the retirement transition, higher skill discretion
may promote stability or smaller declines, as these jobs foster
engagement with new, complex, and challenging activities, and
this tendency might translate to the postretirement phase. On the
other hand, openness could decrease more strongly for people with
high skill discretion jobs, if related demands cease and the individual
reduces engagement in complex tasks and activities. Furthermore,
Stahlhofen et al. (2024) found an association between the related
construct of higher job innovation (variety in work activities) and
smaller decreases in neuroticism over time in middle-aged adults.
Because higher job innovation was related to lower levels of neu-
roticism at baseline, it was argued that people with high job inno-
vation had less potential for normative decreases in neuroticism.

In previous studies, job autonomy has also been referred to as self-
determination, self-direction, decision latitude, decision authority or
job control. Higher job autonomy has been associated with higher
levels of and increases in agentic positive emotionality (consisting of
achievement and social potency, reflected in ambition, enjoyment of
overcoming challenges, being forceful, and decisive), which overlaps
with facets of conscientiousness and extraversion (Le et al., 2014;
Roberts et al., 2003), and with increases in openness (Nieß& Zacher,
2015). Kohn and Schooler (1978, 1982) also reported associations
between level of and change in self-direction with level of and change
in ideational flexibility (openness). Similarly, higher job control
predicted increases in openness and decreases in agreeableness and
increases in job control predicted increases in openness, consci-
entiousness, and agreeableness (Wu, 2016). Contrarily, Holman
and Hughes (2021), Stahlhofen et al. (2024), and Sutin and Costa
(2010) did not find significant associations of autonomy with
personality trait changes. Based on these findings, it is possible that
if people held highly autonomous jobs, leaving their work roles
may make them less extraverted. On the other hand, they could
continue to take on roles that foster extraversion. As with skill
discretion, higher job autonomy may support stability or smaller
declines in openness because high autonomy jobs often entail
complex tasks and cognitive stimulation, and people may continue
to create such environments and engage in cognitively stimulating
activities in retirement. On the other hand, without job environ-
ments and demands that foster higher autonomy, openness could
decrease more strongly in retirement. In addition, high autonomy
jobs often involve greater responsibility and tough decisions. As
agreeableness may be more important and rewarded more often in
retirement (Schwaba & Bleidorn, 2019), higher job autonomy may
be related to increases in agreeableness after retirement. For many
people, retirement reduces the pressure to be conscientious, which
could result in declines of conscientiousness (Asselmann & Specht,
2021; Löckenhoff et al., 2009; Schwaba & Bleidorn, 2019; Specht
et al., 2011). This decline may be more pronounced among in-
dividuals with higher job autonomy, given its positive association
with levels of and changes in conscientiousness.

Job demands are closely linked to job stress, which has been found
to predict increases in neuroticism and decreases in extraversion and
conscientiousness (Wu, 2016). Work stress also correlates with in-
creases in negative emotionality. Conversely, increases in consci-
entiousness associated with the transition into leadership roles were
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mediated by increasing job demands (Li et al., 2021). Furthermore,
higher psychological work demands were related to increases in
extraversion (Sutin & Costa, 2010). Holman and Hughes (2021)
reported associations of higher work demands with increases in
openness, agreeableness, and extraversion, whereas Stahlhofen et al.
(2024) found no associations between a global measure of job stress
and personality trait changes. Leaving a high-demand, high-stress
work context could be experienced as a relief and result in greater
decreases in neuroticism. Findings on associations of job demands
and changes in extraversion are mixed. On the one hand, if work
demands resulted in individuals being less sociable and active,
leaving the work context may result in a reversal of this trend. On the
other hand, if work demands required individuals to become more
extraverted, a lack of those demands could result in decreases of
extraversion in retirement. Similarly for conscientiousness, if high job
stress and pressure lead to decreasing conscientiousness, higher job
demands could be related to stability or less decline in conscien-
tiousness in retirement. Then again, if higher job demands, for
example, associated with leadership roles, fostered higher consci-
entiousness, a loss of those demands could result in stronger decreases
in conscientiousness in retirement.
In addition, based on the social investment principle (Roberts

et al., 2005), the investment in work roles may be a driver of
personality trait changes associated with work characteristics. Lodi-
Smith and Roberts (2007), Hudson et al. (2012), and Hudson and
Roberts (2016) found positive associations of social investment at
work with levels of and changes in agreeableness, conscientiousness,
and emotional stability. In retirement, higher investment in work roles
may lead to greater changes in everyday life as individuals shift their
focus from work tasks to other life domains and seek new sources of
meaning. In contrast, a person with low work investment may have
already invested more time and found meaning in other life domains
prior to retirement.

The Present Study

This study adds to existing research by examining sources of
individual differences in personality development across the retire-
ment transition inmidlife to early old adulthood. The role of subjective
work characteristics and work effort in personality development has
not yet been explored in the context of losing the work environment.
We analyze longitudinal data from the Midlife in the United States
(MIDUS) study, focusing on three central work environment
characteristics: skill discretion, autonomy, and work demands.
Furthermore, we include subjective work effort to examine if invest-
ment in work roles influences personality development during the
retirement transition as proposed by the social investment principle
(Hudson&Roberts, 2016; Hudson et al., 2012; Lodi-Smith &Roberts,
2007; Roberts et al., 2005). In addition, we analyze if work effort
moderates the relationship between preretirement work characteristics
and personality changes. We include a nonretired control group in our
analyses to differentiate retirement-related personality trait changes
from age-graded normative changes (Henning et al., 2024; Schwaba &
Bleidorn, 2019).
This exploratory study aims to examine the research questions

whether Big Five personality traits change in association with
retirement and if work characteristics and work effort influence these
trends. Because past research has resulted in heterogeneous findings,
we did not derive specific hypotheses regarding change patterns

of Big Five traits across the retirement transition in association with
specific work-related factors.

Method

Transparency and Openness

We used deidentified publicly available data from the MIDUS
study. Detailed information about study procedures, samples, ma-
terials, and data can be found at www.midus.wisc.edu. The study
design, hypotheses, and analytic plan were not preregistered. We
report how we determined our sample size, any data exclusions, all
manipulations, and all study measures in this study. Since our project
titled “Are Work Characteristics Related to Personality Development
During the Retirement Transition?” conducted at the Department of
Developmental and Educational Psychology, University of Bonn,
Germany, is based on secondary data analysis, the present study is
exempt from institutional review board approval. Analyses were
performed with R Version 4.4.1 (R Core Team, 2024). Latent change
score models were estimated with lavaan 0.6–18 (Rosseel, 2012).
R-code and outputs are openly accessible at https://osf.io/8hyd6/
(Schimanski et al., 2025).

Participants and Procedure

We used data from the large-scale national probability sample of
community-dwelling adults from the MIDUS study. MIDUS com-
prises three waves of data (M1: 1995–1996, M2: 2004–2006, M3:
2013–2014). In our analyses, we included data from participants who
fully retired (self-report only “retired” and not “working,” “self-em-
ployed,” “unemployed,” “laid-off,” or “maternity/sick leave”) between
the first and second or the second and third waves and provided
personality data at the last wave before (hereinafter referred to as T1)
and the first wave after retirement (hereinafter referred to as T2), as well
as data on work variables at T1. Participants had to be at least 50 years
old at T1 to be included in our analyses. This criterion was chosen to
create a more homogeneous group of middle-aged adults in the second
half of working life, because the reasons for and consequences of
retiring at a younger age differ substantially from retiring closer to or at
the statutory retirement age. In addition, we identified a control group
of adults aged 50+ who did not retire. The control group included all
participants who were working at two consecutive waves (T1 and T2;
self-report only “working” and/or “self-employed” and not “retired,”
“unemployed,” “laid-off,” or “maternity/sick leave”), provided per-
sonality data at both waves and data on work variables at the first of
these two waves. For participants who provided data at all three waves,
M1 and M2 data were chosen, because the mean age was closer to the
mean age of the retiree sample. It was not possible to use propensity
score matching to create a control group due to small resulting sample
sizes and a loss of power for the planned analyses. The retiree sample
included n = 286 adults aged 50–77 years at T1 (M = 57.83, SD =
5.00; 51% women; 94% White, 3% Black/African American, 2%
other). The control group consisted of n= 260 adults aged 50–71 years
at T1 (M = 54.28, SD = 3.82; 54% women; 92% White, 4% Black/
African American, 1% Asian or Pacific Islander, 2% multiracial, 1%
other). Analyzed variables included personality at both waves as well
as work and control variables at T1. Demographics were obtained via
phone interviews. Personality measures as well as work variables were
assessed via self-administered questionnaires.
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Measures

Personality

The Big Five personality traits were measured with the Midlife
Development Inventory (Lachman & Weaver, 1997). Participants
rated 25 adjectives on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (a lot) to
4 (not at all). Items were recoded so that higher values represent
higher personality trait levels. Neuroticism was assessed with four
items (moody, worrying, nervous, and calm [reverse scored]),
extraversion with five items (outgoing, friendly, lively, active, and
talkative), openness to experience with seven items (creative,
imaginative, intelligent, curious, broad-minded, sophisticated, and
adventurous), agreeableness with five items (helpful, warm, caring,
softhearted, and sympathetic), and conscientiousness with four
items (organized, responsible, hardworking, and careless [reverse
scored]).

Work Characteristics

Measures of perceived work environment included skill discre-
tion, decision authority (referred to as autonomy), and work de-
mands (Bosma et al., 1997; Karasek & Theorell, 1990; Karasek
et al., 1981; Schwartz et al., 1988). Participants answered all items
on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (all of the time) to 5 (never). Scale
scores were constructed by calculating the sum of the (reverse
scored) items so that higher scores represent higher manifestations
of work characteristics. Skill discretion was assessed with three
items about learning new things at work, high skill level, or expertise
and dealing with various subjectively interesting things (α = .68).
Decision authority (autonomy) wasmeasured with six items regarding
initiative, work methods, task selection, work in general, work
environment, and time control (α= .85).Work demandswere assessed
with five items about work intensity, amount and combination of
demands, available time and interruptions (α = .74). In addition, a
single-item measure of participants’ subjective work effort on a scale
from 0 (no thought or effort) to 10 (very much thought and effort) was
included in the analyses. This was the only available item in MIDUS
measuring work effort.

Control Variables

Control variables included sex, education, income, age, and
health status because they are associated with levels and changes in
personality traits and work characteristics (e.g., Harvey et al., 2017;
Jaconelli et al., 2013; Kajonius & Johnson, 2018; Mac Giolla &
Kajonius, 2019; Murray & Booth, 2015; Sutin et al., 2009; Woods
et al., 2013). Participants’ sex was coded as 0=male and 1= female.
Participants reported their age at T1 in years, their highest level of
education on a scale from 1 (no school/some grade school) to 12
(doctoral-level degree) and their last calendar year wages in cate-
gories. Because categories differed in the first and second MIDUS
wave, we used adjusted categories ranging from 1 (less than $0/loss)
to 23 ($200,000 or more). Health status was operationalized as the
number of chronic conditions out of 29 possible (including e.g.,
depression, diabetes, migraine, and stroke) that the participants had
experienced or been treated for in the past 12 months.

Statistical Analysis

Latent change score models were used to analyze changes in
personality traits during the retirement transition and associations
with work characteristics. Models were estimated with robust full
information maximum likelihood estimation. We report robust fit
indices. Statistical significance is evaluated at p < .05.

First, we established separate measurement models for the five
personality traits at T1 and T2 in the whole sample (n= 546). Model
fit was evaluated based on comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler,
1990), root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA; Steiger,
1990), and standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR; Kline,
2016). Adequate model fit was indicated by CFI values ≥ .90 and
RMSEA and SRMR values < .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). To achieve
adequate model fit for extraversion, openness, and agreeableness, it
was necessary to allow a residual correlation between the items
“lively” and “active,” “imaginative” and “creative,” and “softhearted”
and “sympathetic,” respectively. In an earlier analysis of personality
data in MIDUS, Zimprich et al. (2012) identified these residual
correlations. Furthermore, RMSEA indicated inadequate model fit for
conscientiousness and the scale was not invariant so that the item
“hardworking” was excluded from analyses. In addition, the item
“talkative” was excluded from the extraversion scale to establish
strong measurement invariance (see section “Tests of Measurement
Invariance”). Model fit indices and internal consistency coefficients at
T1 and T2 are presented in Table 2.

Second, we tested measurement invariance across groups as well
as longitudinal measurement invariance separately in both groups
across the two measurement waves (Widaman et al., 2010). Strong
measurement invariance is a prerequisite for comparing factor
means of the same construct between groups or longitudinally in the
same group. We first tested configural invariance, that is, the same
pattern of factor loadings in both groups/over time, then weak
invariance, that is, invariant factor loadings in both groups/over
time, and finally strong invariance, that is, invariant factor loadings
and intercepts in both groups/over time. Residual correlations of the
same item were allowed across time. Significant differences in
model fit regarding weak invariance were represented by changes in
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Table 2
Model Fit Indices and Internal Consistency Coefficients

Personality trait CFI RMSEA SRMR ω

T1
Neuroticism 0.996 .043 .013 .69
Extraversion 1.000 .000 .001 .64
Openness 0.962 .070 .035 .72
Agreeableness 1.000 .000 .012 .68
Conscientiousness 1.000 .000 .000 .47

T2
Neuroticism 0.990 .063 .020 .66
Extraversion 1.000 .000 .005 .65
Openness 0.974 .061 .029 .75
Agreeableness 0.999 .021 .014 .70
Conscientiousness 1.000 .000 .000 .42

Note. N = 546, Extraversion without “talkative,” conscientiousness
without “hardworking.” T1 = measurement 1; T2 = measurement 2;
CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root-mean-square error of
approximation; SRMR = standardized root-mean-square residual.
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CFI≥ .010 accompanied by changes in RMSEA of≥ .015 or SRMR
≥ .030 and regarding strong invariance by changes in CFI ≥ .010
accompanied by changes in RMSEA of ≥ .015 or SRMR ≥ .010
(Chen, 2007).
Third, we fitted multigroup latent change score models for each

personality trait (Kievit et al., 2018; McArdle, 2009). We tested
models including work characteristics, work effort, and control
variables to examine our research question. Skill discretion, autonomy,
work demands, and work effort were examined as predictors of
personality trait changes. Furthermore, work effort was examined as a
moderator of associations between work characteristics and trait
changes. For this purpose, interaction terms of work environment
characteristics withwork effort were included in themodels. A graphic
representation of the models is provided in Figure 1. Differences in
change scores and associations between variables between retirees and
nonretirees were evaluated based on the estimates’ 95% confidence
intervals. To facilitate interpretations of findings, work-related and
control variables were centered at the means of the entire sample
(retirees and nonretirees). Descriptive statistics and correlations
between study variables at baseline are shown in Table 3.

Results

Tests of Measurement Invariance

Model fit indices from tests of measurement invariance across
groups (retirees vs. nonretirees) at T1 can be found in the Supplemental
Table S1. The gradual constraints did not lead to meaningful
deteriorations in model fit, so that strong measurement invariance
could be assumed for all personality traits, except for extraversion

and conscientiousness. The items “talkative” and “hardworking”
were excluded to achieve strong measurement invariance. The
extraversion scale with and without the item “talkative” (r = .94–.97
for retirees and nonretirees at T1 and T2) and the conscientiousness
scalewith andwithout the item “hardworking” (r= .96–.97 for retirees
and nonretirees at T1 and T2) were highly correlated, so that it can be
assumed that the item exclusions had only minor impact on the
meaning of the scales. Fit indices from tests of longitudinal mea-
surement invariance for retirees and nonretirees can also be found in
the Supplemental Tables S2 and S3. For the subsequent analyses,
latent change score models with factor loadings and intercepts con-
strained to be equal over time and across groups were used for
neuroticism, extraversion, openness, and agreeableness. For the
conscientiousness model without the item “hardworking,” only
weak longitudinal measurement invariance held for retirees and
nonretirees. Because invariance of factor intercepts is necessary for
the comparison of means over time (e.g., for establishing a latent
change score), change in conscientiousness was examined with a
regression model with two factors for T1 and T2 with constrained
factor loadings. The latent variable for T2 was regressed on the
latent variable for T1.

Latent Change Score Models of Personality Traits

Latent change score models for neuroticism, extraversion, open-
ness, and agreeableness and the regression model for conscien-
tiousness showed good fit (see Table 4). T1 level variances as well as
change score intercepts and variances are presented in Table 5. There
were significant interindividual differences in T1 levels for all five
personality traits. In both groups, neuroticism decreased significantly,
whereas extraversion and agreeableness remained stable. Openness
declined significantly only in retirees and remained stable in non-
retirees. Overlapping confidence intervals indicated that there were no
significant differences between retirees and nonretirees with regard to
average personality change. Change varied significantly across in-
dividuals in all four traits. Associations between baseline personality
trait levels and work characteristics are reported in the Supplemental
Tables S4 and S5. Retirees and nonretirees did not differ significantly
in these associations.

Latent change score and regression models with work char-
acteristics, work effort, and control variables showed adequate fit,
except for openness, where CFI was slightly below the threshold for
acceptable fit (see Table 4). Regression coefficients of latent per-
sonality change scores on work-related variables for both groups are
presented in Table 6. In retirees, higher skill discretion was associated
with greater decline in neuroticism and higher autonomy was asso-
ciated with less decline in openness. In nonretirees, higher autonomy
was associated with greater decline in extraversion and higher T1
conscientiousness. Work effort was positively related to T1 consci-
entiousness and demands to T2 conscientiousness. There were no
significant differences between retirees and nonretirees.

Coefficients for regressions on interactions of work effort with
work characteristics can be found in the Supplemental Table S6.
There were no significant associations, except for a positive asso-
ciation of T1 conscientiousness with the interaction of skill dis-
cretion and work effort (b = 0.036, p= .015, 95% CI [0.007, 0.066],
β = 0.445) in nonretirees. On average, there was no significant
association between skill discretion and T1 conscientiousness, but
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Figure 1
Latent Change Score Model for PT

Note. Latent change score models for the PT with factor loadings and
intercepts constrained to be equal over time. Residual correlations of the
same items at T1 and T2 were allowed. W = work variables; C = control
variables; PT = personality trait; T1 =measurement 1; T2 =measurement 2.
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for people with higher work effort, there was a positive association,
and for people with lower work effort, a negative association.
Regression coefficients of latent change scores of personality traits

on control variables for both groups are presented in Table 7. In
retirees, women showed very small increases in extraversion and
agreeableness compared to very small decreases in men.Women were
more conscientious at T1. Higher income was related to higher T1
conscientiousness and to greater increases in extraversion. In non-
retirees, women showed greater increases in agreeableness and were
more conscientious at T1 and T2. Higher education was associated
with greater decline in neuroticism. More chronic conditions were
related to lower conscientiousness at T1 and T2. Again, there were no
significant differences between retirees and nonretirees.

Follow-Up Analysis

To analyze if retirement length was associated with personality
trait changes, latent change score and regression models with work
characteristics, work effort and control variables additionally including

retirement length (0–10 years,M= 3.91, SD= 2.59) were examined in
the retiree sample. Retirement length was not significantly related to
level of or change in any of the five personality traits.

Discussion

The present study contributes to emerging research onmidlife and
early old adulthood personality development in association with
retirement by connecting research on work-personality associations
with retirement-related personality changes. It extends past research
by examining subjective work characteristics and work effort as
potential sources of individual differences in personality change,
rather than just analyzing mean-level changes, to help reconcile
mixed findings of past research. We analyzed two waves of lon-
gitudinal data from MIDUS to compare personality trajectories and
associations with work-related variables in retirees (N = 286) and
nonretirees (N = 260).

Mean-Level Personality Trait Changes Across the
Retirement Transition

Both groups showed significant mean-level decreases in neu-
roticism, whereas extraversion and agreeableness remained stable.
Openness declined significantly in retirees and remained stable in
nonretirees. Personality changes did not differ significantly between
retirees and nonretirees, indicating that changes were not retirement-
related. Change in conscientiousness could not be examined due to
the lack of strong measurement invariance. Significant interindi-
vidual differences in change were observed for all four traits in
both groups. Thus, the observed personality trajectories reflect age-
graded normative changes with high variability in change patterns.
These results correspond to past findings on personality trajectories
in midlife and early old adulthood and they are overall consistent
with most findings on mean-level personality changes across the
retirement transition.

One possible explanation for the lack of associations between
retirement and mean-level changes in personality is based on the set-
point theory (Ormel et al., 2017). According to this theory, per-
sonality trait levels oscillate around a person-specific baseline level,
with life events causing rather short-term changes that diminish over

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
t
is
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le

is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al

us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al

us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

A
ll
ri
gh
ts
,
in
cl
ud
in
g
fo
r
te
xt

an
d
da
ta

m
in
in
g,

A
I
tr
ai
ni
ng
,
an
d
si
m
ila
r
te
ch
no
lo
gi
es
,
ar
e
re
se
rv
ed
.

Table 4
Model Fit Indices of Latent Change Score and Regression Models

Personality trait CFI RMSEA SRMR

Latent change score/regression models
Neuroticism 0.980 .048 .051
Extraversion 0.964 .069 .064
Openness 0.923 .074 .072
Agreeableness 0.987 .034 .049
Conscientiousness 1.000 .000 .035

Models with work-related and control variables
Neuroticism 0.952 .040 .040
Extraversion 0.939 .047 .045
Openness 0.879 .061 .059
Agreeableness 0.963 .034 .043
Conscientiousness 0.966 .031 .038

Note. N = 546, extraversion without “talkative,” conscientiousness
without “hardworking.” CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root-
mean-square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root-mean-
square residual.

Table 5
T1 Level Variances and Change Score Intercepts and Variances of Latent Change Score Models of Personality Traits

Personality trait

T1 level variance Change score intercept Change score variance

σ2 SE p 95% CI Estimate SE p 95% CI σ2 SE p 95% CI

Retirees
Neuroticism 0.171 0.027 <.001 [0.118, 0.225] −0.074 0.022 .001 [−0.116, −0.031] 0.066 0.012 <.001 [0.041, 0.090]
Extraversion 0.369 0.050 <.001 [0.272, 0.467] 0.006 0.033 .844 [−0.058, 0.071] 0.128 0.028 <.001 [0.073, 0.183]
Openness 0.245 0.041 <.001 [0.165, 0.326] −0.125 0.027 <.001 [−0.178, −0.072] 0.102 0.020 <.001 [0.062, 0.142]
Agreeableness 0.105 0.015 <.001 [0.076, 0.135] −0.027 0.019 .153 [−0.064, 0.010] 0.048 0.011 <.001 [0.026, 0.071]
Conscientiousness 0.263 0.058 <.001 [0.150, 0.377]

Nonretirees
Neuroticism 0.151 0.026 <.001 [0.099, 0.202] −0.085 0.024 <.001 [−0.132, −0.038] 0.081 0.018 <.001 [0.046, 0.116]
Extraversion 0.411 0.050 <.001 [0.314, 0.508] 0.014 0.033 .668 [−0.050, 0.078] 0.107 0.030 <.001 [0.048, 0.166]
Openness 0.287 0.050 <.001 [0.188, 0.385] −0.042 0.025 .087 [−0.091, 0.006] 0.066 0.017 <.001 [0.033, 0.099]
Agreeableness 0.122 0.018 <.001 [0.087, 0.158] 0.011 0.019 .558 [−0.026, 0.048] 0.053 0.010 <.001 [0.035, 0.072]
Conscientiousness 0.282 0.064 <.001 [0.157, 0.407]

Note. Retirees N = 286, nonretirees N = 260, extraversion without “talkative,” conscientiousness without “hardworking.” T1 = measurement 1; SE =
standard error; CI = confidence interval.
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time. Schwaba and Bleidorn (2019) found short-term increases in
agreeableness and openness in the first month after retirement,
followed by long-term decreases. It is possible that after an ori-
entation and adaptation phase, the effects of retirement level off, and
people return to their baseline trait levels. Still, one has to keep in
mind that we examined mean-level trait changes. Individuals differ
in their change patterns and some people may experience lasting
personality changes in the transition to retirement.
The present study did not find the “La dolce vita” effect, which is

characterized by increases in agreeableness and decreases in neu-
roticism, extraversion, openness, and conscientiousness (Marsh
et al., 2013). To further examine this effect, it is essential to analyze
presses, demands, expectations, and changes therein before and after
retirement. This would also generate insights for the evaluation of
the paradoxical theory of personality coherence (Caspi & Moffitt,
1993). Following this perspective, participants’ different presses
and adaptation processes may not have been captured by mean-level
changes. Alternatively, participants may not have experienced strong
environmental presses, which would have strengthened personality
trait continuity. Continuity could also have been strengthened by
postretirement adjustment behaviors in line with identity continuity
theory (Atchley, 1971). Retirees may have sought out and created
environments with similar characteristics to their former job
environment.
The present findings suggest that, on average, retirement had no

long-term effects on personality development. However, there were
significant individual differences in change for neuroticism, extra-
version, openness, and agreeableness among retirees and nonretirees,
highlighting the need to explore potential sources of these individual
personality change patterns.

Association of Work Characteristics With Personality
Trait Changes

This study examined the link between work-related factors (skill
discretion, autonomy, work demands, and subjective work effort)
and personality changes during the retirement transition. Only very
few significant associations were found. In retirees, higher auton-
omy was related to less decline in openness and higher skill dis-
cretion was related to stronger decreases in neuroticism. Kohn and
Schooler (1978, 1982), Nieß and Zacher (2015), Sutin and Costa
(2010), and Wu (2016) found associations between autonomy and
increases in openness in working adults. Despite normative mean-
level decreases in openness in middle to old adulthood (e.g., Graham
et al., 2020; Roberts et al., 2006; Seifert et al., 2024), people with
higher work autonomy, who are used to handle more complex tasks
and responsibilities, may continue engaging with complex and
stimulating tasks in retirement, thereby strengthening their open-
ness. Skill discretion has not yet been associated with changes in
neuroticism. However, having worked in jobs with high skill dis-
cretion may facilitate adaptation processes during the retirement
transition, enhancing the normative mean-level decrease in neurot-
icism. Such jobs involve complex tasks requiring high skill level and
learning, which could serve as resources for managing uncertainty
and changing circumstances as well as structuring everyday life in
retirement.
In nonretirees, higher autonomywas associatedwith greater declines

in extraversion, which is in contrast to past findings of associations
of higher autonomy with increases in extraversion (Le et al., 2014;

Roberts et al., 2003; Sutin & Costa, 2010). The present nonretiree
sample was in their 50 s and later stages of working life, suggesting that
work characteristics and personality traits may have been shaped by
selection and socialization effects before the study period (Hartung
et al., 2024; Stahlhofen et al., 2024). For example, more extraverted
people could have selected or been selected for jobs with higher
autonomy (e.g., supervisor positions). Socialization effects could also
have enhanced extraversion in people with higher autonomy, because
their responsibilities may have required frequent interactions with
others. Accordingly, in the present nonretiree sample, autonomy and
extraversion were positively related at baseline. Those individuals with
higher work autonomy were also more extraverted and had thus more
potential for declines than individuals with lower autonomy.
Furthermore, baseline conscientiousness was related to higher
autonomy and work effort, and higher conscientiousness at
follow-up was related to higher work demands. These results are
in line with past findings (Hudson & Roberts, 2016; Lin et al.,
2015; Sutin & Costa, 2010; Wu, 2016). In terms of selection
effects, highly conscientious people, who are diligent, respon-
sible, organized, and ambitious, may pursue high-profile jobs
with higher autonomy and demands, or they may be hired or
promoted into those jobs. In terms of socialization effects, those
jobs may promote increases in conscientiousness to fulfill respective
requirements. The associations of work-related variables with per-
sonality trait changes did not differ significantly between retirees and
nonretirees.

Work effort did not significantly moderate the association of work
characteristics with personality trait changes. The only significant
association was found for baseline conscientiousness in nonretirees.
On average, there was no significant association between skill
discretion and baseline conscientiousness. However, for people with
higher work effort, the association was positive, while for those with
lower work effort, it was negative. This unexpected finding suggests
future research is needed to explore the moderating role of work
effort for associations of work characteristics with personality levels
and changes.

The social investment principle (Roberts et al., 2005) was not
supported by the present findings on work effort, or its interactions
withwork characteristics and personality changes. Unlike other studies,
in this study, work effort was assessed using only a single item. Past
studies assessed workplace social investment more comprehensively,
usingmultiple scales representing domains like job involvement, social
and emotional investment, organizational citizenship behavior or
counterproductive work behaviors (Hudson & Roberts, 2016; Hudson
et al., 2012; Lodi-Smith & Roberts, 2007).

Asselmann and Specht (2021) concluded that objective work
characteristics such as employment status (full-time vs. part-time)
do not significantly affect personality trait changes during the retire-
ment transition. Similarly, Henning et al. (2024) found no associations
of job type (blue- vs. white-collar) with personality changes across the
retirement transition. The present study adds findings on subjective
work characteristics and work effort, which were also largely unrelated
to personality trait changes.

Retirement is experienced differently by individuals due to their
pre- and postretirement circumstances and resources to manage the
transition (Wang & Shi, 2014; Wang et al., 2011). Interestingly,
research indicates that the effects of subjectively positive events
diminish more rapidly and strongly than those of subjectively
negative events (Sheldon et al., 2013). Therefore, the subjective
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experience of the retirement transition may be a better predictor for
personality changes (Dugan et al., 2024; Lodi-Smith & Roberts,
2007; Schwaba & Bleidorn, 2019). Future research should explore
subjective characteristics of retirement experiences, including
valence, impact, predictability, challenge, emotional significance,
change in worldviews, social status changes, external control, and
extraordinariness (Luhmann et al., 2021).

Strength, Limitations, and Future Directions

The present study has several strengths. We used data from a
diverse, community-based sample of people who retired between
measurements and compared retirees with nonretirees to differen-
tiate retirement effects from normative personality changes. We are,
to the best of our knowledge, among the first to examine subjective
characteristics of the preretirement work context concerning
changes in Big Five personality traits during the retirement tran-
sition. Furthermore, we tested for measurement invariance before
analyzing personality changes and included relevant control vari-
ables in our analyses.
On the other hand, several limitations should be considered. In the

present study, two waves of data 9 years apart were analyzed, pre-
venting the detection of nuanced or short-term changes. Furthermore,
it is not possible to differentiate between anticipation effects (changes
in thoughts, behavior, activities or work schedules in preparation for
retirement leading to personality changes) and socialization effects
(personality changes following retirement caused by changing envi-
ronmental influences; Asselmann & Specht, 2021). Future studies
should assess personality more often at shorter intervals before and
after retiring to examine short-term and long-term effects and identify
potential changes before retirement.
The control group was not far from retirement, suggesting that

change processes may already have started in their minds, feelings,
and actions (Henning et al., 2024). Also, it was not feasible to match
the control group, and there were significant baseline differences
between retirees and nonretirees regarding autonomy, skill discretion,
work effort, age, income, and health. We controlled for main effects of
age, sex, education, income, and health but the sample size was too
small for differentiated moderation analyses. Future studies should
explore the quantity and quality of social roles individuals hold before
and after retirement and their associations with personality traits and
retirement outcomes (Löckenhoff et al., 2009). In addition, research
should investigate how changes in roles and expectations are asso-
ciated with fluctuations in momentary thoughts, feelings, and beha-
viors and the potentially resulting short- and long-term personality
changes (Asselmann & Specht, 2021; Schwaba & Bleidorn, 2019).
The Big Five personality traits and work-related variables were

assessed using only a few items. Reliability was acceptable to good,
except for conscientiousness. Also, the conscientiousness measure
was not invariant over time for retirees, suggesting that its meaning
changed for individuals who retired during the study period. Future
studies should measure personality and work characteristics more
comprehensively. That would also allow facet-level analyses of
personality changes. Certain personality facets, such as self-disci-
pline (conscientiousness), may be more relevant in the work context
and thus subject to larger changes during the retirement transition
(Löckenhoff et al., 2009).
Regarding the heterogeneity of past and present findings, it must

be considered that personality changes across the retirement

transition and the impact of the work environment may vary by
decade, nation, and culture, depending on for example, social and
legal systems, societal attitudes toward retirement and work, and
expectations for older adults (Schwaba & Bleidorn, 2019; Serrat et
al., 2018). The present findings are based on data collected in a U.S.
sample between 1995 and 2014. Even within this period, attitudes
and expectations could have changed, leading to differing retirement
experiences and behavioral presses. In addition, the findings may
not generalize to countries with different living standards and levels
of social security.

Conclusions

The present study examined associations of preretirement work
characteristics with personality trait changes across the retirement
transition by comparing retirees and nonretirees from the MIDUS
study. We found significant mean-level decreases in neuroticism and
openness, reflecting age-graded normative changes, and only very
few significant associations of work-related variables with personality
trait changes. These associations did not differ significantly between
retirees and nonretirees. Thus, in this sample, work characteristics,
subjective work effort and retirement had minimal long-term
impact on personality development in late midlife to early old
adulthood. Future studies should focus on different sources of
interindividual differences in personality change trajectories and
the subjective experience of the retirement transition. Furthermore,
anticipation and adaptational processes should be examined with a
better temporal resolution.
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