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a b s t r a c t 

We show that, after the revelation of financial fraud in a major pension fund manager, 

two-thirds of affected investors fail to divest. Inert investors are on average younger, of 

lower SES and more influenced by default options. The majority of those who divest move 

their money to the only state-run option on the fund menu. The revelation of fraud also 

induces a small movement of investors from non-fraudulent private investment funds to 

the state alternative. We further show that most fraud victims end up in underperforming 

high-fee funds through their prior affiliation with a subscription-based financial advisor. 

Our analysis is based on the remarkable events surrounding the expulsion of Allra from 

the Swedish Premium Pension, and administrative, individual-level data on mutual fund 

choices and background characteristics. Our results illustrate that fraudulent fund man- 

agers may exploit widespread consumer biases in choice-oriented pension plans, and that 

information interventions by the government are important but far from fully effective in 

nudging victimized investors to take the right action. Pension plans may be characterized 

by investor inertia even under extreme circumstances such as fraud. 
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1. Introduction 

The reported volume of financial fraud against individuals has increased in recent years ( Engels et al., 2020 ). 1 There are

many forms of individual financial fraud, such as consumer products fraud, prize and lottery frauds, charity frauds, and 

relationship frauds, but particularly on the rise is consumer investment fraud ( DeLiema, 2018; Brenner et al., 2020 ). 2 In this

paper, we study investment fraud in a novel setting — retirement savings — where the potential individual and societal 
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1 Beals et al. (2015) categorize fraud into two levels based on the target of the fraud: fraud against an organizationa and fraud against an individual. 
2 Consumer investment fraud refers to a situation where individuals feel that they have been financially taken advantage of, including being sold un- 

suitable products, being a victim of misrepresentation of information (e.g., hidden fees), and experiencing misuse of money by third parties (e.g., financial 

misconduct by an investment advisor) ( Brenner et al., 2020 ). 
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welfare consequences of fraudulent activities are large. The increase in funded pensions and various policy measures that 

seek to incentivize people to save more, such as tax relief and auto-enrollment, implies that an increasing share of the

population will have more retirement savings to manage ( Anderson and Robinson, 2018; Van Rooij et al., 2012 ). As a result,

people may either be tempted by improbable investment returns promised by unscrupulous advisors or err in their risk 

assessment ( DeLiema et al., 2020b ). Fraudsters may be particularly drawn to this market because many retirement savers 

suffer from various behavioral biases, such as inattention, status quo bias, and procrastination, which may make them more 

susceptible to fraud ( Cronqvist and Thaler, 2004; Chetty et al., 2014; Dahlquist et al., 2017; Madrian and Shea, 2001; Agnew

et al., 2003 ). 

In this paper, we study the Swedish Premium Pension’s (PP) biggest scandal — the so-called Allra affair, or the “Allra 

scandal.”3 Allra was a financial advisor and fund provider that operated in the PP system between 2008 and 2017. Before 

it was expelled, Allra was the largest dedicated pension provider in the PP, managing SEK 19 billion ( ≈ USD 2.1 billion)

worth of pension investments for 120,0 0 0 people. Allra branded itself as a trustworthy and sophisticated pension provider 

and recruited famous and credible people as board members to strengthen its public image. In reality, however, Allra’s 

funds performed poorly compared to similar funds in the PP, despite the high fees charged. Allra was also criticized for its

notorious use of aggressive telemarketing campaigns to sway potential customers. 

The core of the fraud accusations, which were revealed in early 2017, was that Allra had started a Dubai subsidiary with

the sole purpose of transferring investors’ money to the company’s owners. The allegations against Allra received significant 

media attention, and the Allra investors received no fewer than four letters from the Swedish Pensions Agency (SPA) with 

information on the nature of the alleged fraud and the various measures taken by the SPA in response to the accusations.

The fraud allegations held up in the ensuing trial – four Allra officials were sentenced to between four and six years in

prison for bribery and infidelity to the principal. 

The remarkable events surrounding Allra allow us to answer a set of policy-relevant questions in regards to fraud vic- 

timization and reaction to revealed fraud. To this end, we leverage unique administrative data on daily fund changes in the

PP along with a rich set of background characteristics for all Allra investors and a benchmarking sample of active non-Allra

PP investors. 4 Access to reliable and comprehensive data has been a major limiting factor in the literature on investment 

fraud ( DeLiema, 2018 ). Actors in the private sector, where most financial frauds occur, are generally reluctant to disclose

information on their customers, and many frauds remain undetected. 5 

Our first aim is to characterize the people who invested in Allra’s funds and document the process in which they were

“nudged in”. The most distinct feature of Allra investors compared to other retirement investors is the inclination to sub- 

scribe to financial advice. More than half of Allra’s customers were either automatically transferred to Allra’s funds through 

their affiliation with Allra’s advisory firm, or in conjunction with the purchase of Prognosia, a competing advisor and subse- 

quent fund provider that Allra bought. 6 Many of these “passive” entrants were likely unaware that they were at all invested 

in Allra. Relatedly, we also find that a disproportionate share of investors who defaulted when joining the PP system became

customers of Allra. 7 Furthermore, we find small socioeconomic differences between Allra and non-Allra investors. Allra in- 

vestors also had similar portfolio returns prior to investing in Allra’s poor-performing funds. These results show that broad 

layers of the population may be targets of and also susceptible to aggressive marketing campaigns of unscrupulous pension 

actors. The results are also in line with previous studies on fraud victimization showing that the variation in victim profiles

is large ( DeLiema et al., 2020a ). 8 

Our second aim is to study the impact of the fraud allegations on investor activity. We find that 35 percent of the start-

of-the-year investors opted to divest from Allra within five months of the first media report on Allra’s alleged fraud. The

observed outflow from Allra reflects a sevenfold increase in the exit rate compared to the exit rate in the five months prior

to the fraud revelation. Similar pre-trends in trading activity among Allra investors and our control group of active non-Allra 

investors provide strong evidence in favor of a causal interpretation of this effect. The majority who divested from Allra 

moved their money to the state-run default fund, AP7 Såfa, which the letters highlighted as a good investment alternative. 

That almost two-thirds of the affected investors failed to divest from Allra strikes us as a low response rate. Most in-

vestors should have known about their exposure to Allra and the seriousness of the fraud allegations due to the information
3 The Premium Pension is a mandatory, fully-funded pension component of the public pension system to which all Swedes contribute 2.5 percent of 

their earnings. 
4 The benchmarking group consists of non-Allra investors who have made at least one active fund choice. We refer to this group as the non-Allra group 

or the control group . 
5 Most studies in the investment fraud literature therefore have to rely on self-reported fraud incidence or aggregated data ( Brenner et al., 2020; Engels 

et al., 2020 ). Two exceptions are Letzler et al. (2017) who use the customer database of a fraudulent telemarketing firm in the U.S, and DeLiema (2018) who 

analyze differences in 53 fraud and financial exploitation cases presented to the Los Angeles County Elder Abuse Forensic Center. 
6 Allra was part of a general emergence of mass-market advisory firms in the PP. Coordinated trades were banned in 2011 and many advisors, including 

Allra, formed their own funds to which they steered their subscribers. See Section 2.1 for more details. 
7 Several papers have examined the characteristics of individuals who opted out of the default when the PP was launched in 20 0 0 ( Cronqvist and 

Thaler, 2004; Lindqvist and Vestman, 2018; Anderson and Robinson, 2018 ). Cronqvist et al. (2018) conclude that the effects of nudging in this case were 

surprisingly persistent and seem to last nearly two decades. 
8 Some studies have shown that fraud victims are predominantly male and married with relatively high incomes. They also tend to be more frequent 

traders and materialistic compared to other adults ( DeLiema et al., 2020b ), but exhibit less self-control ( Van Wilsem, 2013 ). Several studies also show that 

financial knowledge may improve individuals’ attentiveness and likelihood of falling prey to fraudulent activities ( Andreou and Philip, 2018; Engels et al., 

2020; Anderson, 2016 ), while age seems to have the opposite effect ( DeLiema, 2018; Pak and Shadel, 2011 ). 
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letters from the SPA. For example, in one of the letters sent out to Allra’s investors on March 20 (see Fig. A2 ), the SPA

wrote that: “In the case of Allra, there exist arrangements that we cannot interpret in any other way that the intention is

to use the funds to enrich the owners of the company instead of the pension investors.”9 There was also substantial money

at stake; the average capital stock among the affected investors was SEK 160,0 0 0 ( ≈ USD 17,500). Finally, the remaining

investors who were transferred to Ålandsbanken continued to invest in underperforming,“lousy” funds and to pay high fees 

compared to other PP investors in similar funds. 10 

Thus, while it was an apparently poor but not demonstrably wrong choice to invest in Allra before the fraud allegations,

we believe that remaining invested in Allra after the fraud allegations became public, and not responding to the letters, 

demonstrate that fairly ordinary individuals are prone to make simple and highly consequential financial mistakes. Previous 

empirical studies on this topic tend to either rely on relatively obscure mistakes ( Bhargava et al., 2017; Choi et al., 2011 ), or

samples of people with questionable judgement ( Letzler et al., 2017 ). We view the low response rate as a reflection of the

low activity levels and inertia that characterize the investors of many pension plans, the PP included. 11 The circumstances 

around Allra illustrate that pension plans may be characterized by investor inertia even under extreme circumstances such 

as fraud. 

The observed investor reaction to the accusations against Allra adds to a growing literature that examines the effects 

of information interventions on individual behavior and how these effects vary across different groups of the population. 

This literature has considered a wide range of outcomes, including benefit take-up ( Engström et al., 2019; Bettinger et al.,

2012; Guthmuller et al., 2014; Bhargava and Manoli, 2015; Zantomio, 2015; Matikka and Paukkeri, 2016 ), choice of pension

fund managers ( Hastings et al., 2011 ) and electricity suppliers ( Hortaçsu et al., 2017 ), and retirement behavior ( Liebman

and Luttmer, 2015; Finseraas et al., 2017 ). While the evidence on the effectiveness of such interventions is mixed, we find

that the exit rate from Allra clearly gained momentum after the first information letter was sent out, indicating that the

response would have been much smaller without the information interventions. 12 Moreover, the strong income gradient 

in exit probability is in line with a growing literature showing that interventions mainly benefit individuals with higher 

socioeconomic status ( Beshears et al., 2015; Letzler et al., 2017; Hortaçsu et al., 2017; Hastings et al., 2011; Bhargava and

Manoli, 2015 ). 13 

We further find that investors who defaulted when joining the PP system were less likely to make an active choice dur-

ing the fraud publicity period. Given our previous finding that initial defaulters were also more likely to end up in Allra,

we conclude that generally inert retirement savers may be more susceptible to aggressive marketing and more easily con- 

vinced that advisors can deliver superior performance, yet less inclined to follow soft nudges, like information interventions, 

intended to help them. 

The Allra scandal illustrates that fraudulent fund managers may exploit widespread consumer biases, such as inertia, in 

choice-oriented pension plans, and that information interventions by the government are important but far from fully ef- 

fective in nudging victimized investors to take the right action. To prevent future scams in funded pension systems, plan 

administrators must use an understanding of typical investor behavior and responsible investment management to set re- 

quirements for participating plans and design the choice architecture for investors. 

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Sections 2 and 3 provide an institutional background to the PP sys-

tem and Allra, respectively. Section 4 describes the data. In Section 5 , we discuss the results with respect to the selection

process into Allra, and in 6 , we present the results on individual investment responses to the fraud allegations. Section 7 dis-

cusses policy implications and concludes. 

2. The premium pension 

Over the last decades, there has been an international paradigm shift from defined benefit pension plans to defined con- 

tribution plans as a way to improve financial sustainability given the challenges triggered by population aging. The shift to 

defined contribution is foremost seen in occupational, employer-based pensions, such as in Canada, Denmark, the Nether- 

lands, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, and the United States. However, several countries, including Sweden, Italy, Latvia, 

Poland, and Norway, have also reformed their public pension system to defined contribution plans. 14 Because defined con- 
9 The letters also stated that opting out can be done easily online at no cost, thereby significantly reducing the transaction costs associated with opting 

out. Acts of commission, such as opting out, often come with significant transaction costs ( Choi et al., 2003 ). 
10 More information can be found here: https://www.di.se/nyheter/alandsbanken- vinnare- pa- usel- fondforvaltning/ . 
11 Inertia is used to describe the tendency to remain inactive, even in the presence of good reasons to become active ( Madrian and Shea, 2001; Van Putten 

et al., 2013 ). In a related study, Dahlquist and Martinez (2015) find that PP investors do not seem to react to past fund performance, increasing the the risk 

of being caught in poorly performing funds. 
12 Although, for timing reasons, we cannot completely disentangle the effects of the media coverage vis-à-vis the letters, our results suggest that the 

media coverage had a marginal impact on investment behavior compared to the letters. Our paper is therefore also related to the empirical literature on 

the effects of media on individual behavior such as voting ( Gerber et al., 2009; Garz, 2018 ), household debt ( Baker and George, 2010 ) and stock market 

participation ( Hirshleifer et al., 2009; Engelberg and Parsons, 2011; Choi et al., 2005 ). 
13 Beshears et al. (2015) show that 401(k) defaults in US pension plans are particularly influential for low-income individuals. Similarly, 

Hortaçsu et al. (2017) show that people in lower SES neighborhoods are less likely to switch away from incumbent electricity suppliers to cheaper en- 

trants offering nearly identical products. 
14 See OECD (2019) for a review. 
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tribution plans place the demographic and financial risk on individuals, such plans typically contain elements of individual 

choice, including how to invest the money. 

In 1998, Sweden passed legislation that transformed its public pension system from a defined benefit plan to a predom- 

inantly defined contribution plan. One part of the new system was the Premium Pension (PP) — a defined contribution plan 

where pension investors and pensioners themselves choose the funds in which to invest their pension contributions. The 

purpose of the PP was to allow participants to take account of the higher returns available in the capital markets as well as

to tailor part of their pension to their risk preferences ( Sundén, 2006 ). Individuals are therefore free to invest their money in

any of the funds available on the PP platform. Individuals contribute 2.5 percent of their earnings and other taxable benefits

to the PP. If no choice is made, contributions are invested in the state-run default fund, AP7 Såfa. The public pension system

has another earnings-related component — the Income Pension (IP). Individuals contribute 16.5 percent of their earnings to 

the IP. These contributions are indexed to the average wage growth (a so-called notional defined contribution system). There 

is an upper income ceiling for pension entitlement corresponding to a monthly salary of approximately SEK 37,0 0 0 ( ≈ USD

4,070) (2016). 15 

In order to participate on the PP system’s fund platform, the fund must be registered with Finansinspektionen, the 

Swedish financial supervisory authority, and meet the requirements of the UCITS Directive (2009/65/EC). The fund com- 

pany must also sign a contract with the SPA specifying reporting requirements and the fee structure ( Sundén, 2006 ). The

SPA can suspend trading or deregister a fund if the fund provider breaches the contract. In case a fund provider is deregis-

tered, the SPA decides on the liquidation procedure which the fund provider is obliged to follow. The formal responsibility 

of the financial supervision of the registered funds does not lie with the SPA, however, but with the financial supervisory

authority of the respective country in which the fund company is operating. 16 

The number of participating funds increased from approximately 450 to 800 since the first investment selections were 

made in 20 0 0. 17 The SPA keeps track of all individual accounts and executes desired portfolio investments. Individuals are

allowed to change funds on a daily basis, and may invest in up to five funds at a time. 

When individuals were first deciding on their funds in the PP in 20 0 0, the government launched a large campaign urging

citizens to decline the default fund and instead form their own portfolio. As a result, more than two-thirds of the labor force

decided to manage their own portfolio. Since then, however, the share of active investors among new entrants has declined, 

reaching 7 percent in 2005, 1.5 percent in 2011, and 0.5 percent in 2016 ( Premiepensionsutredningen, 2016 ). 18 

Because such a large share were nudged to choose their own portfolio at the launch of the system, having a personalized

portfolio is quite common. In 2017, approximately half of investors had a personalized portfolio, which made up 70 percent 

of the total capital stock in the PP. In fact, 97 percent of those who chose their own portolio back in 20 0 0 still manage their

own portfolio. The majority of these investors are, however, rather passive. Less than 10 percent of those who chose their

own portfolio in 20 0 0 make a trade in an average year ( Cronqvist et al., 2018 ). 

2.1. Dubious fund providers 

Despite the fact that new entrants have become increasingly less likely to make an active choice when entering the 

system, the total number of fund changes increased from around half a million in 2004 to more than 4.5 million in 2010.

This pattern is attributed to the emergence of retirement advisors working aggressively with telemarketing to target very 

broad layers of the population ( Anderson and Robinson, 2018 ). These financial advisors would offer a non-individualized 

service, characterized by little investor contact, which induced a high degree of coordination among their customers’ fund 

changes. 

Due to increasing numbers of complaints against advisors and their sales methods, mass changes on behalf of individual 

accounts were banned in 2011. As a result, the number of fund changes fell instantly by 75%. Many of the larger advisor

firms responded by forming their own funds to which they would steer their customers ( Anderson and Robinson, 2018 ).

The funds started by these mass-market advisors had almost 60 0,0 0 0 customers in 2014 (about 10% of the total number

of PP investors) and charged, on average, much higher fees than other funds ( Pensionsmyndigheten, 2012 ). Allra, the fund

provider of interest in this study, was one of the largest of these firms, managing the capital of more than 150,0 0 0 investors

in 2014. 

The SPA continued to receive a significant amount of customer complaints directed at these fund providers (and others) 

in the years after coordinated trading was banned. The complaints ranged from receiving pre-filled application forms for 
15 The public pension system also comprises a basic pension component called the Minimum Guarantee. See Hagen (2017) for further details on the 

Swedish pension system. 
16 More information can be found here: https://www.pensionsmyndigheten.se/om-pensionsmyndigheten/for-fondbolag/application-to-enter-into-a- 

fund-agreement . 
17 In 2019, the number of funds decreased to fewer than 500 as a result of stricter entry and operating requirements for fund providers. Holdings in 

funds that were no longer in the system were transferred to the default fund, AP7 Såfa. 
18 One obvious reason for this sharp decline is that the composition of the new entrants to the labor force (typically young people far from retire- 

ment or immigrants) is very different from those who entered the pension system in 20 0 0. However, other factors are also likely at play, including the 

government ceasing its advertisement for do-it-yourself portfolio management, perceived lack of ability and limited financial experience ( Engström and 

Westerberg, 2003 ), the relative success of the default fund compared to the average portfolio, and the relatively low management fees in the default fund. 
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fund changes, unfounded invoices, “hacking” of electronic identification to change funds, aggressive telemarketing to false 

claims that the firm operates on behalf of the SPA ( Pensionsmyndigheten, 2017 ). 

Since 2016, the SPA has deregistered six fund providers from the PP platform because of suspected misconduct or fraud. 

In June 2016, the SPA deregistered Falcon Funds from the PP platform after claims from investors that they were misled

to change funds; more than 22,0 0 0 retirement investors were affected. Six months later, and only a few months before the

fraud allegations against Allra, the SPA announced that Falcon Funds had only paid back half of the pension capital that they

managed, amounting to a potential loss of more than SEK 50,0 0 0 ( ≈ USD 5,50 0) per investor. 19 In December 2016, the SPA

expelled a company called GFG because their funds were deemed to be “inappropriate.” Three months later, in the midst of 

the Allra scandal, GFG investors were informed that half of their money was still missing. 20 In April 2018, another company,

Solidar, managing pension capital for 67,0 0 0 individuals, was deregistered after reports of dubious transactions and conflicts 

of interest. 21 

We have chosen to limit our study to Allra because we believe that the events surrounding the Allra fraud revelation

offer the best context for studying the effect of fraud on investment behavior. Allra is the most well-known case of alleged

fraud; media coverage was extensive and the SPA sent multiple information letters to the affected investors. In addition, 

while the SPA successfully deregistered the other firms only within a couple of months after the respective deregistration 

announcement, the SPA repeatedly failed to take control of Allra’s assets. As a result, Allra investors were most likely more

aware of the ongoing events, and also had more time to react, compared to investors in the other fraudulent funds. In

addition, because of its sheer size and infamous marketing strategies, Allra offers a unique case to study selection patterns 

into fraudulent fund managers. 

3. Allra 

In this section, we describe the history of the fund provider Allra. Section 3.1 focuses on the formation and growth phase

of Allra while Section 3.2 describes the series of events surrounding the revelation of Allra’s questionable practices in early 

2017. Fig. 1 shows the number of PP investors with holdings in any of Allra’s funds during the time Allra’s funds were

registered on the PP platform. 

3.1. Establishment and growth 

Allra is a Swedish fund provider that operated within the Premium Pension (PP) between 2008 and 2017. The initial

business idea of Allra (or Svensk Fondservice, as Allra was then called) was to offer financial advice to PP investors. Prior

to the ban on coordinated trades in late 2011, Svensk Fondservice was one of the largest mass-market advisors in the PP.

As mentioned in the previous section, many of the larger advisor firms, including Svensk Fondservice, responded to the ban 

by forming their own funds to which they would steer their customers ( Anderson and Robinson, 2018 ). Svensk Fondservice

managed to steer more than 55,0 0 0 pre-existing customers to their own funds that were launched in September 2011,

represented in Fig. 1 by the large spike in September 2011. 

After launching their own funds, Svensk Fondservice continued to attract a significant number of investors through ag- 

gressive telemarketing campaigns, which were criticized by the Swedish Consumer Agency and the SPA. Despite these crit- 

icisms, Svensk Fondservice continued as a fund provider in the PP but changed its name to Allra in late 2013. The second

spike in October 2013 in Fig. 1 represents the inflow of investors from another fund provider called Prognosia that was

bought by Allra. 22 

Fig. 1 shows a trend shift in 2014 to a positive net outflow rate, which coincides with Allra’s cessation of telephone sales.

New legislation required companies selling advice or fund management services within the PP to get written confirmation 

from their customers. 23 The new rules were in response to numerous complaints from individual investors directed at sev- 

eral fund providers (including Allra and Prognosia), and the issuing of an injunction against Allra by the Swedish Consumer 

Agency. 24 Although the new rules prevented advisory firms and fund providers from entering fund management agreements 

with individual investors by phone, the SPA continued to receive numerous complaints from individual investors directed at 

Allra. Allra was, for example, accused of sending out pre-filled application forms, conducting misleading marketing, carrying 

out incorrect invoicing, and issuing false statements purporting to act on behalf of the SPA ( Pensionsmyndigheten, 2017 ). In

early 2017, at the time of the fraud revelation, Allra was one of the largest fund providers in the PP, managing the pensions

of more than 120,0 0 0 individuals with investments of SEK 19 billion ( ≈ USD 2.1 billion). 
19 https://www.pensionsmyndigheten.se/nyheter- och- press/pressrum/lagre- varde- pa- premiepensionen- nar- falcon- funds- avslutas- fran- spararnas- fondkonton 
20 2017-03-10: https://www.pensionsmyndigheten.se/nyheter- och- press/nyheter- fondtorg/fondhandelsebrev . 
21 The two remaining deregistered fund providers are Advisor (December 2017) and Fondeum (December 2016). 
22 Some Prognosia investors were – for reasons unknown to the authors – transferred to Allra somewhat later, causing the sudden jump in May 2015. 
23 https://www.realtid.se/allra- slutar- salja- premiepension- telefon . 
24 https://www.aftonbladet.se/minekonomi/a/zL6n54/ko- ingriper- mot- pensionsradgivare . 
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3.2. Fraud allegations and the legal process 

On January 30, 2017, one of the leading Swedish newspapers published a series of articles featuring allegations of ques- 

tionable practices by Allra. 25 The newspaper first pointed out that Allra’s funds had been performing poorly, despite the 

high fees charged, the marketing campaigns that advertised high returns, and celebrity board members. The impact of these 

media reports was amplified by parallel reports of the expensive lifestyles of Allra’s owners and managers. 26 

The newspaper also revealed Allra’s dubious connections to another securities company, Oak Capital, and Allra’s own- 

ership of a Dubai-based company, Allra Capital Markets Ltd. Specifically, Allra was accused of having paid an excessive 

commission to Oak Capital using pension investors’ money in 2012. Out of Allra’s total investment of SEK 430 million ( ≈
USD 47 million), the commission amounted to SEK 170 million ( ≈ USD 19 million). Oak Capital had then used the profit

from this commission to make a substantial investment in another company owned by Allra’s owners. Allra’s owners were 

alleged to have illegally transferred money back to themselves in a way that disadvantaged individual investors. In January 

2019, the SPA filed a case in the District Court demanding SEK 210 million ( ≈ USD 23 million) in damages from four Allra

managers. The action for damage centers on Allra’s connections to Oak Capital. 

Fig. 1. Number of Premium Pension investors with holdings in Allra’s funds. Note: This figure shows the number of Premium Pension investors with

holdings in any of Allra’s funds. The vertical lines indicate customer flows related to the introduction of Allra’s funds on the PP platform (September 2011),

the purchase of competing fund provider Prognosia (October 2013) and the revelation of fraud (January 2017). See Fig. 4 for a more detailed description of

customer flows and events during the post-fraud period. 

Allra consistently denied these accusations, and criticized the media and the SPA for biased and erroneous reporting. Allra 

argues that the allegedly illegal securities transactions complied with “best execution” practices and “industry standards.”27 

However, in June 2021, the four accused Allra officials were sentenced to between four and six years in prison for bribery

and infidelity to the principal by the Swedish Court of Appeal. The crimes are considered serious in all cases. In addition

to imprisonment, the Court of Appeal sentenced damages of SEK 170 million plus interest which now amounts to just over

SEK 130 million. 28 

On February 14, 2017, the SPA announced that it had halted all purchases of Allra’s four funds on the PP platform. In

a letter sent out to all Allra investors on February 20, the SPA explained why it had stopped all purchases of Allra funds,
25 https://www.svd.se/sparare- bortdribblade- i- det- kandistata-pensionsbolaget . 
26 See for example, http://www.expressen.se/dinapengar/pension/de-lever-liv-i-lyx--pa-dina-pensionspengar/ . The independent blog https://www. 

smaspararguiden.se/historien- om- allra/ also posted a number of investigative reports of Allra that received much attention. 
27 Shortly after the first fraud allegations, Allra set up a dedicated homepage — http://allrainifran.se — to “provide their view on the media scrutiny that 

the company was subject to.” Around 30 blog posts were published in the spring of 2017. 
28 The Stockholm District Court first dismissed all charges against these managers. The prosecutors then appealed the verdict with sup- 

port from the SPA to the Court of Appeal, which, as noted, overruled the verdict of the District Court : https://www.dn.se/debatt/ 

orimligt- att- spara- i- fonder- om- allra- domen- star- fast/ . A review permit on behalf of the convicted Allra managers to the Supreme Court was rejected 

in December 2021. 
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and how investors could switch funds if they wished to. 29 The SPA explained that it had reason to believe that Allra had

broken the agreement to manage the pension investors’ money in a “careful and professional” way. At this point, the most 

well-known board members of Allra had resigned. 30 

Approximately one month later, the SPA took a further step and announced that Allra’s funds would be deregistered from 

the PP platform. This meant that people were not even permitted to move their holdings out of Allra to other funds. Instead,

in a letter dated March 20 31 , the SPA informed Allra investors that: 

“ ... [O]ur investigation of Allra has shown the company’s funds are not suitable for the Premium Pension. In the case 

of Allra, there exist arrangements that we cannot interpret in any other way that the intention is to use the funds to

enrich the owners of the company instead of the pension investors. We have also accessed information about Allra 

that resulted in us filing a police report.... [Y]our Allra holdings will be sold off and transferred to the state-run default

option AP7 Såfa.... [A]t this point, we do not know how much time this process will take since it depends on how

Allra chooses to act.”

In conjunction with the deregistration, the SPA reported the top five managers at Allra, including the two main owners, 

to the police for bribery and disloyalty to the principals. 

However, Allra refused to liquidate their funds and filed an appeal on the deregistration decision to the Administrative 

Court of Appeal, which, only a week later, ruled in favor of Allra. This meant that the SPA had to repeal the deregistration,

and that the money that had been locked in and was about to be transferred to the default fund was again in the hands of

the investors (pending a trial). The Allra investors were informed of the situation in a letter from the SPA dated April 4: 32 

“In the previous letter, we wrote that we would transfer your holdings to the state-run default option AP7 Såfa and

that you do not have to do anything. After the temporary suspension ordered by the Court of Appeal, this is no longer

possible — at least not for now.... [I]f you wish to switch funds, you will have to do so yourself.”

The story took a new turn in early May when Allra announced that Ålandsbanken, an existing fund provider in the PP,

would take over Allra’s funds. On May 24, the SPA sent out a new letter to the remaining Allra investors explaining that

the money would soon be transferred to Ålandsbanken. 33 The invested money was ultimately transferred to Ålandsbanken, 

meaning that the financial losses ultimately suffered by Allra investors were mainly indirect in terms of poor net returns 

(see Sections 3.3 and 5.1 ). However, passive Allra investors continued to pay a high price for not opting out; Ålandsbanken’s

funds have been described as “lousy” with low returns and significantly higher fees compared to other similar PP funds. 34 

3.3. Allra’s funds 

Allra managed four different funds with different risk profiles. The names of the funds alluded to familiarity and respon- 

sibility: Allra Strategy “Lagom” (moderate), “Försiktig” (careful), “Ränta” (interest), and “Modig” (brave). Another important 

trademark for Allra was to recruit famous and credible people as board members, including a former minister of Justice. On

their homepage, Allra explained how they would guide savers to a better pension. For example, Allra Modig would “beat 

the index” and “maximize returns” through “active management” and “financial leverage techniques.” The fund was also 

marketed as a “good pension fund” and a “long-term winner” with “proper returns.”35 Allra did not specify, however, which 

index their funds should be benchmarked against. 

In contrast to what was marketed, Allra’s funds performed poorly. Table 1 shows the yearly returns and management fees

for each of Allra’s four funds and relevant (groups of) benchmark funds between 2012 and 2016. Each of Allra’s funds had

generally lower returns and higher management fees compared to other funds in the respective fund category. 36 Table A1 in

the Appendix shows that differences in returns cannot be attributed to different risk levels as Allra’s risk-adjusted returns 

are also much lower than those of the benchmark funds. In many cases, the Sharpe Ratios of Allra’s funds are only half the

size of the corresponding Sharpe ratios of the benchmark funds. 

Table 1 also reports the yearly returns for the default fund, AP7 Såfa, and an index that reflects the average return on all

available funds in the PP. Both AP7 Såfa and Allra Modig are global equity funds with similar risk levels. Notably, the average

return on AP7 Såfa was twice that of Allra Modig during the period 2012–2016, despite AP7 Såfa charging a much lower

fee than Allra Modig. 37 We analyze the implications of the poor performance of Allra’s funds for individual-level portfolio 

returns in Section 5.1 (see Fig. 2 ). 
29 An English version of the letter is shown in Fig. A1 . The original letters can be found here: https://www.pensionsmyndigheten.se/nyheter- och- press/ 

nyheter-fondtorg/fondhandelsebrev . 
30 https://www.svd.se/just- nu- aven- thomas- bodstrom- lamnar- allra/om/allra . 
31 The English version of the letter is shown in Fig. A2 . 
32 The English version of the letter shown in Fig. A3 . 
33 The English version of the letter shown is shown in Fig. A4 . 
34 https://www.di.se/nyheter/alandsbanken- vinnare- pa- usel- fondforvaltning/ . 
35 https://www.svd.se/sparare- bortdribblade- i- det- kandistata-pensionsbolaget . 
36 The calculations are based on the information provided in Table A1 in the Appendix. Allra Försiktig is classified as a Mixed fund, Allra Lagom and Allra 

Modig as Global funds, and Allra Ränta as a Bond fund. 
37 The AP7 Såfa fund portfolio is a blend of the AP7 Equity Fund and AP7 Fixed Income Fund, which are reported separately in Table A1 . 
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Table 1 

Fees and performance of Allra’s four funds and relevant benchmark 

funds. 

Modig Ränta Lagom Försiktig 

Return (%) Allra 8.80 0.67 8.20 3.80 

Benchmark 13.26 4.19 13.26 7.35 

AP7 Såfa 19.94 19.94 19.94 19.94 

PP Index 14.24 14.24 14.24 14.24 

Fee (%) Allra 2.73 1.71 2.71 2.42 

Benchmark 1.64 0.91 1.64 1.77 

Note : This table reports the average return and average gross fee of 

Allra’s funds, relevant benchmark funds, the default fund (AP7 Såfa) and 

the average fund (PP index) between 2012 and 2016. “Benchmark” in- 

cludes all funds on the PP platform that are classified in the same cate- 

gory as the respective Allra fund. Allra Försiktig is classified as a Mixed 

fund , Allra Lagom and Allra Modig as Global funds , and Allra Ränta as 

a Bond fund . The calculations are based on the information provided in 

Table A1 . 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. Data 

We use administrative data provided by the SPA to study Allra during its growth phase and the subsequent fraud public-

ity period. Our sample of interest consists of the entire population of 197,114 retirement investors in Sweden who at some

point in time invested in any of Allra’s four funds. Of these, 122,116 remained customers of Allra at the time of the fraud

revelation on January 30, 2017. 

For each individual, we observe their initial fund choices and all their fund changes on a daily basis until January 2018.

We also have annual information on individuals’ pension rights — a function of individuals’ pensionable income that we use 

as a proxy for income — and pension capital. The data also contain information on individuals’ age, gender, marital status, 

and municipality of residence. 

In addition to the Allra sample, we have the corresponding information for a random sample of five percent of the

remaining population of Swedish retirement investors (356,705 individuals), i.e., those who never had holdings in Allra. 

Information on the non-Allra group is useful for three reasons. First, it allows us to evaluate whether the Allra group is

different from the rest of the population and, if so, in what way. Second, we can compare investment patterns before the

fraud revelation to ensure that the media reports of the Allra scandal were exogenous to Allra investors. Finally, we can

analyze whether the fraud revelation had any effects on the investment behavior of individuals who were not directly 

exposed to Allra. 

We make three restrictions to the non-Allra sample. First, we restrict the non-Allra sample to investors who made at least

one active fund choice between entering the system and 2016. This restriction makes the two groups more comparable since 

all Allra investors at some point chose Allra and thereby made at least one portfolio change. 38 Second, we exclude investors

who had stopped paying pension contributions (i.e. had retired) before Allra was formed in 2008. We also exclude investors 

of the other five deregistered fund providers from the non-Allra group (see Section 2.1 ). This leaves us with 172,856 “active”

non-Allra investors. 

We generate two outcome variables of interest that relate to investor activity in the PP system. The first variable mea-

sures portfolio activity, including all fund changes made by an individual investor. The second variable, which is only relevant 

for the Allra group, captures any fund change that implies that the individual divested from Allra. 39 

As explained in Section 3.1 , Allra started out as one of a number of mass-market advisory firms in the PP. Because

we do not have data on which retirement investors are clients of which advisory firms, we identify retirement investors 

who are clients of such advisory firms by assessing the number of coordinated trades. We adopt a similar methodology as

Dahlquist et al. (2017) . Specifically, an investor is classified as advisor-led if the following two conditions hold. First, the

investor has made exactly the same fund change (same fund(s) origin and destination on the same date) as 200 or more

other individuals on at least one occasion. 40 Second, at least one fifth of the investor’s fund changes are classified as advisor-

led according to the first condition. Using this approach, we classify 12 percent of the PP investors as advisor-led, which is

in line with Dahlquist et al. (2017) . 

Columns 1 and 2 of Table 2 report descriptive statistics for the Allra sample and the (active) non-Allra sample, respec-

tively. We will discuss these statistics in the next Section 5 . 
38 Cronqvist et al. (2018) call the PP investors who elect to form their own portfolio “Do-It-Yourselfers”. 
39 For a small fraction of investors who left and then re-entered Allra, we consider the dates of the first entry and last exit, respectively. We do not 

distinguish investors by the share of pension capital invested in Allra. The reason is that the vast majority move all of their pension capital to Allra upon 

entry. In early 2017, the remaining Allra investors had, on average, invested 99 percent of their capital in Allra’s funds. 
40 We choose a break-point of 200 identical trades because it yields a similar share of coordinated investors as in Dahlquist et al. (2017) . This break-point 

also corresponds to the 50th percentile of coordination size, which is used by Anderson and Robinson (2018) . 
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Table 2 

Descriptive statistics. 

Allra Non-Allra 

Demographics 

Age 46.58 53.10 

(10.40) (13.22) 

Pension claim (yes/no) 0.05 0.28 

(0.22) (0.45) 

Female 0.49 0.49 

(0.50) (0.50) 

Married 0.42 0.54 

(0.49) (0.50) 

Rural 0.30 0.22 

(0.46) (0.41) 

Pension capital 

PP rights 7,386 6,637 

(2,525) (3,402) 

PP capital 163,198 181,199 

(69,687) (105,182) 

IP capital 1,230,162 1,017,449 

(697,482) (856,972) 

Fund choice history 

Default fund at entry 0.45 0.24 

(0.50) (0.43) 

Entered in 2000 0.75 0.84 

(0.43) (0.37) 

Nr of fund changes 11.21 6.99 

(11.05) (14.19) 

Advisor-led 0.64 0.17 

(0.48) (0.38) 

Nr of advisor-led fund changes 4.67 1.24 

(6.48) (4.17) 

Nr of own fund changes 6.53 5.74 

(7.33) (12.63) 

Observations 197,113 172,856 

Note: This table reports summary statistics for PP investors who invested in 

Allra at some point in time (Column 1), and PP investors who never invested in 

Allra and made at least one active fund choice (Column 2). Standard deviations 

are in parentheses. The Demographics and Pension capital variables are measured 

in the year 2016. The pension wealth and pension rights variables are expressed 

in Swedish Krona (1 SEK ≈ 0.11 USD). The number of own choices is the num- 

ber of own (non-coordinated) fund switches between entering the system and 

2016. IP = Income Pension, PP = Premium Pension. The variables are defined in 

Section 5 . 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. Selection into Allra 

5.1. Who invested in Allra? 

Columns 1 and 2 of Table 2 report descriptive statistics for the Allra sample and (active) non-Allra sample, respectively. 

The variables are categorized as Demographics, Pension Capital , or Fund Choice History . The Demographics and Pension Capital 

information are from 2016, i.e., one year before the fraud publicity period. 41 

From Demographics , we first note that Allra investors are on average seven years younger than the general population 

of active retirement investors. There is also less variation in the age distribution of the Allra population. In addition, five

percent of the Allra investors had started to withdraw their public pension in 2016 compared to 28 percent in the non-

Allra sample. Both groups have an equal gender balance, but a larger share of the non-Allra sample is married. Moreover,

one-third of Allra investors live in thinly populated municipalities compared to around one-fifth in the non-Allra sample. 42 

Turning to Pension capital , we report summary statistics for earned PP rights in 2016 as well as accumulated pension

capital in the PP and the IP, respectively. 43 Notably, Allra investors have on average smaller capital stocks in the PP than non-

Allra investors. In 2016, the average capital stock among the Allra population was SEK 163,0 0 0 ( ≈ USD 17,90 0), compared to
41 We also report coefficient estimates from a set of linear regressions in Table A2 . The dependent variable is a dummy for having invested in Allra, and 

we sequentially add different sets of independent variables. The estimates are overall in line with the descriptive statistics. 
42 We rely on Statistics Sweden’s classification of municipalities into three categories based on the degree of urbanisation: Cities; towns and suburbs; and 

rural areas. 
43 For investors who had started to withdraw their pension by 2016, pension capital and pension rights refer to the year prior to the pension withdrawal 

was initiated. 
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SEK 182,0 0 0 (USD 20,0 0 0) in the non-Allra sample. In contrast, Allra investors have on average larger larger capital stocks

in the IP, and they also earn more (represented by higher pension rights). These findings suggest that Allra investors have

had similar or even higher income levels but worse portfolio a returns compared to other active pension investors. 44 

An important follow-up question is whether Allra investors’ low PP capital is the result of having invested in Allra’s 

underperforming funds, or whether these investors already had bad fund returns prior to joining Allra. Utilizing the panel 

structure of our pension data, the left panel of Fig. 2 plots yearly estimates of the percent difference in the money-weighted

rate of return of individual fund portfolios between the Allra sample (i.e., future Allra investors) and non-Allra investors for 

the period 20 0 0–2017. We do this separately for Allra investors vs. active non-Allra investors and Allra investors vs. non-Allra

investors who always remained in the default fund. 

Fig. 2. Difference in portfolio return between prospective Allra investors and non-Allra investors. Note: This figure plots yearly estimates of the percent

difference in the money-weighted rate of return between the Allra sample and the non-Allra sample. Specifically, we plot coefficient estimates of β from the

following equation, estimated separately for each year t between 20 0 0 and 2017: y i = α + βAl l ra i + X i � + u i where y i is the portfolio return of individual i

in year t , and X i is a vector of control variables including gender, age and choosing the default fund when entering the system. The solid and dashed lines

compare Allra investors to active non-Allra investors and default fund investors, respectively. The Allra sample consists of all PP investors who invested in

Allra’s funds at some point between 2011 and 2016. The vertical line in 2011 indicates the establishment of Allra’s funds. 

The estimates reveal a stark trend shift in 2011 when Allra created their own funds. After a decade of relatively similar

returns, Allra investors started to perform increasingly worse. The difference is particularly pronounced compared to default 

investors, amounting to more than 4 percentage points in 2016. 45 Several years of relatively low returns eroded the PP 

capital of Allra’s clients. Fig. A5 shows that the conditional difference in PP capital fell by 15 percentage points between

2011 and 2016. Meanwhile, there is no trend shift neither with respect to IP capital nor pension rights. 

In sum, while Allra investors differ from other active investors along some demographic dimensions, such as age and 

location, they are on average not economically more disadvantaged than other PP investors. They also had similar portfolio 

returns prior to joining Allra. To better understand the mechanisms as to why these investors ended up in Allra and then

failed to realize that they were being misled and potentially exposed to fraud, we next compare the fund choice history of

Allra and non-Allra investors with a particular focus on the role of mass-market advisors. 

5.2. Fund choice history and the role of mass-market advisors 

From Fund Choice History in Table 2 , we see that Allra investors were more likely than other investors to stay with the

default option when entering the system (45 percent vs. 23 percent). Among Allra investors who entered at the launch of

the system in 20 0 0, the default rate is about 35 percent, which is identical to the overall default rate in that year. Thus,
44 Recall from Section 2 that IP rights are indexed to the average wage growth in the Swedish economy while the accumulation of capital in the PP 

depends on the individual’s portfolio returns. 
45 The default fund started to outperform the average private fund on the PP platform from 2012 and onwards ( www.ap7.se ). 
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Fig. 3. Share of advisor-led investors and difference in fund changes between prospective Allra investors and non-Allra investors. Note: This figure shows 

the cumulative share of advisor-led investors over time in the Allra sample and the non-Allra sample (right y-axis). It also plots yearly estimates of the 

difference in the number of fund changes (left y-axis) between the two samples. Specifically, we plot coefficient estimates of β from the following equation, 

estimated separately for each year t between 20 0 0 and 2016: y i,t = α + βAl l ra i + X i � + u i,t where y i,t is the number of fund changes of individual i in year 

t and X i is a vector of control variables including gender and age. The vertical line in 2011 indicates the establishment of Allra’s funds. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

judging from their early involvement in the PP, Allra investors seem — if anything — less active than the average retirement 

investor. 

Over time, however, Allra investors seem to have become more active in terms of fund changes. Between entering the 

PP and 2016, Allra investors made on average 11 portfolio changes, compared to fewer than 7 changes among other (active)

investors. However, the number of fund changes is not necessarily a good proxy of true investor activity for investors who

paid mass-market advisors to manage their fund portfolio. 

As explained in Section 3.1 , Allra started out as a mass-market advisor and subsequently steered many of their existing

customers to their own funds. We therefore expect a disproportionately large share of Allra investors to be categorized as 

advisor-led. 

Mass-market advisors started to attract investors in 2005, and the trend accelerated in the years leading up to the ban

on coordinated trades in late 2011, as shown in Fig. 3 , which plots the cumulative share of advisor-led investors over time in

the Allra and non-Allra sample, respectively (on the right y-axis). By 2016, 64 percent of the Allra investors are classified as

having been advisor-led at some point in time compared to 17 percent in the non-Allra sample (also reported in Table 2 ). 46 

When subtracting the advisor-led trades from the number of trades to derive the number of investors’ own trades, Allra and

non-Allra investors become more similar. Specifically, the average number of fund changes by the investor is 6.5 in the Allra

sample and 5.8 in the non-Allra sample. 47 

Fig. 3 plots the difference in the number of fund changes between Allra and non-Allra investors for each year between

20 0 0 and 2016. Notably, Allra investors continued to make fewer fund changes in the years following the launch of the

PP in 20 0 0. The reversal of this pattern in 2005 coincides with the growth of mass-market advisors. The “excess” activity

rate among Allra investors almost perfectly aligns with the “excess” mass of investors using such advisors. After the ban on 

coordinated trades, the difference in the number of fund changes between Allra and non-Allra investors drops back to close 

to zero again. 48 In addition, an event study analysis of the effect of subscribing to a mass-market advisor shows that after

subscribing, investors become less active in terms of making their own fund changes (see Fig. A7 ). 
46 Although coordinated trades were formally banned in 2011, we run our algorithm of coordinated trades on trades in the years after 2011. We do so 

to capture mass movements of pension investors originating from, for example, fund take-overs and targeted marketing campaigns. The increase between 

2014 and 2015 is caused by Allra’s acquisition of Prognosia. 
47 Although classifying investors as advisor-led seems to work well, the number of advisor-led trades is likely under-estimated at the individual level. The 

reason is that not all fund changes made by the advisor will fulfill the cut-off criteria of 200 identical trades. Consequently, the number of the investor’s 

own fund changes in the Allra sample is most likely an upper bound. 
48 Fig. A6 plots the share of Allra investors and non-Allra investors, respectively, who experience at least one change in their fund portfolio in a given 

year. As expected, the share of “active” investors peaks for both groups in 2011 (the ban on mass changes came into effect in December 2011). After 2011, 
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Thus, the inclination to subscribe to financial advice is the most distinct feature of Allra investors compared to other 

active retirement investors. Many of the advisor-led investors were likely not even aware that they were at all invested 

in Allra. In fact, more than half of Allra’s customers were either automatically transferred to Allra’s funds through their 

affiliation with Allra’s advisory firm, or in conjunction with the purchase of Prognosia. In a related paper, Anderson and

Robinson (2018) find that the likelihood of working with a mass-market advisor in the PP is higher among individuals

with mistaken beliefs about their financial literacy and individuals who think that returns are more important than fees 

in forecasting a fund’s future performance. 49 Such individuals may be more susceptible to aggressive marketing and more 

easily convinced that advisors can deliver superior performance. 

Meanwhile, there is reason to believe that the “active” entrants, i.e., those who chose Allra on an individual basis, were 

likewise inattentive to Allra’s high fees and poor fund performance. As shown by Table A3 , active entrants are less well off

in terms of pension capital and pension rights, and less likely to make an active choice when entering the PP. Note also that

a large share — close to 40% — of these investors were advisor-led at some point, which is a significantly higher share than

the share in the general population of active retirement investors. Many of these likely invested in Allra after having been

approached by Allra’s telemarketers. 

6. Response to fraud allegations 

Fig. 4 shows the number of people invested in any of Allra’s funds during the fraud publicity period, i.e., between Febru-

ary and June 2017. The termination of Allra’s funds and the corresponding transfer of assets to Ålandsbanken was completed

by August 30, 2017; note that the graph shows inflows until June 15, 2017. The horizontal line in March coincides with the

SPA’s decision to deregister Allra from the platform, after which no investor could enter or exit any of Allra’s funds until the

court reversed the deregistration a few weeks later. Approximately one-third of the start-of-the-year investors opted out of 

Allra before their money was transferred to Ålandsbanken. 50 

Fig. 4. Number of people invested in Allra’s funds after the fraud revelation (Jan 2017–June 2017). Note : The vertical lines indicate key events and the dates

on which the SPA sent letters to Allra investors. The announcements and information mailings operated with some delay. In practice, the last purchases of

Allra’s funds were registered on February 15. No sales were registered between March 24 and April 5 due to the deregistration announced on March 20.

The sharp drop in mid-June indicates the termination of Allra’s funds. 
there is a clear drop in the share of active investors, and the two lines start to converge. The increasing share of advisor-led investors after the ban in 2011 

that is seen in Fig. 3 is caused by Prognosia clients who were moved to Allra in a coordinated fashion and who were not classified as advisor-led before. 
49 Anderson and Robinson (2018) also find that these correlations are more pronounced for more widespread coordination, indicating that the larger 

advisor firms (such as Allra) used more aggressive marketing investment advice. 
50 There were 122,116 investors in Allra on February 1, 2017, of whom 42,290 divested from Allra on their own initiative. 
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Fig. 5. Average trading probability by month among Allra and (active) non-Allra investors, respectively. Note: The vertical line in February 2017 indicates 

the first month of the fraud publicity period. The non-Allra group consists of PP investors who never had holdings in Allra and made at least one active 

fund choice. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.1. Were the fraud accusations anticipated? 

Although Fig. 4 indicates a causal effect of the media reports of alleged fraud or the SPA letters on exit rates, the timing

of events may have been coincidental. For example, the revelation of fraud at Allra may have coincided with some other

shock to the PP system as a whole, such as a political decision or a general loss of trust in the pension system. Another

possibility is that investors had started to sell off their Allra holdings before the media reports because they were already 

aware of Allra’s misconduct, or at least of Allra’s poor returns and high fees. 51 

We do two things to address the issue of confounding factors. First, we compare the fund choices of pension investors

in Allra to active investors who had never had any funds in Allra, both before and after the first media reports. Fig. 5 plots

the monthly trading probability for the Allra and non-Allra samples before and after the fraud revelation. Both samples’ pre- 

revelation average probabilities of making an active choice follow similar trends. Thus, there is no evidence that the Allra 

investors had started to sell off their holdings in Allra prior to the first media reports. 52 Second, Fig. A8 plots an index of

search intensity on Google for the keyword “Allra,” together with the number of exits from Allra, at the daily level between

September 2016 and July 2017. The search activity for Allra was low prior to the first media reports in late January 2017,

after which there was a dramatic increase in both search intensity and exits from Allra. 

Despite considerable media coverage, the news had no substantial impact on the value of the Allra funds, as shown in

Fig. A9 in the Appendix. Hence, the observed outflow from Allra is unlikely to be driven by fund performance during that

time. Rather, investors may have decided to divest from Allra when they read or saw the media reports on Allra’s question-

able management and poor historical performance. Investors may also have wished to avoid the risks associated with having 

funds operated by a company under criminal investigation ( Cronqvist et al., 2018 ). The media reports on possible fraud were

credible, and Allra investors were informed by the SPA that they would have to sell off their Allra funds themselves (except

in the period during the failed attempt to deregister Allra from the platform). 
51 The difficulty in distinguishing causality from correlation is a general challenge when examining the consequences of financial fraud on economic be- 

havior. There may be factors that are correlated with both households’ equity holdings and the timing of fraud revelation. Giannetti and Wang (2016) exploit 

state-level exogenous variation in fraud revelation due to the sudden demise of a large auditing firm in the U.S. They find that households decreased their 

holdings of fraudulent firms and nonfraudulent firms in response to the revelation of fraud. Gurun et al. (2017) use the collapse of the large-scale Ponzi 

scheme arranged by Bernard Madoff, and find that residents of communities that were more exposed to fraud withdrew assets from financial advisers 

and increased deposits at banks. Sane (2019) applies a difference-in-differences approach and compares the response of investors with various degrees of 

exposure to a large accounting scandal in the Indian stock market. 
52 Close to 75,0 0 0 Allra investors had divested from Allra before the first media reports on January 30, 2017). As shown in Fig. 5 , we find no evidence 

that these investors divested from Allra because they anticipated the fraud allegations. Rather, these “early exits” represent a natural turnover of active 

pension investors. Table A4 reveals that early quitters tend to have higher incomes and larger pension capital, and that they are in general more active in 

managing their fund portfolio and less likely to be advisor-led. 
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Table 3 

Effects of the fraud revelation on investors’ trading. 

Pre-post DiD 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Exit Choice AP7 Choice AP7 

b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se 

Post fraud news 0.284 ∗∗ 0.263 ∗∗ 0.222 ∗∗ 0.009 ∗∗ 0.002 ∗∗

(0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) 

Allra investors 0.046 ∗∗ 0.019 ∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) 

Post fraud news × Allra 0.254 ∗∗ 0.220 ∗∗

(0.002) (0.001) 

Sample Allra Allra Allra All All 

Depend Mean 0.043 0.075 0.014 0.057 0.007 

Observations 255,126 255,126 255,126 600,442 600,442 

Individuals 127,563 127,563 127,563 300,221 300,221 

Note: This table reports the results from estimating the pre-post Eq. (1) and the 

difference-in-differences Eq. (2) . The outcome variable is equal to one if the individual 

exited Allra (Column 1), made an active choice (Columns 2 and 4), or chose the default 

fund (Columns 3 and 5) in a given time period. There are two time periods; five months 

before the fraud revelation (September 2016 to January 2017) and five months thereafter 

(February 2017 to June 2017). Additional controls include the demographic and pension 

capital variables listed in Table 2 . The pre-post analysis (Columns 1–3) includes all indi- 

viduals who were clients of Allra in September 2016. The difference-in-differences esti- 

mates also include individuals in the control group, i.e., non-Allra investors who made at 

least one active choice. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Significance level: ∗p 

< 0.05 and ∗∗ p < 0.01. Estimated using OLS with robust standard errors. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It is also important to keep in mind that the government had never reimbursed any investors for losses due to fraud in

the pension system. Only a few months before the Allra fraud publicity period, the SPA had deregistered the fund companies

Falcon Funds and GFG from the PP platform due to suspected misconduct, and substantial amounts of money were still 

missing (see Section 2.1 ). 

6.2. Effects of alleged fraud on investor activity 

To estimate the effect of the fraud revelation on investment behavior, we track the portfolio choices of Allra and non-Allra

investors in a time window of ten months around the fraud revelation. We split the ten-month window into two periods

of equal length, where September 2016 to January 2017 make up the “pre” period and February to June 2017 make up the

“post” period. 53 The Allra sample is limited to PP investors who had money invested in any of Allra’s funds at the onset of

September 2016 (127,563 individuals). 

We first use a simple pre-post methodology for Allra investors only, estimating the following equation: 

y i,t = α + βP ost t + X i � + u i,t (1) 

where y i,t is equal to 1 if individual i divests from Allra in period t and 0 otherwise, Post t takes on a value of 1 after the fraud

revelation, and X i is a vector of time-invariant individual characteristics. To control for differences between investors that 

may correlate with the response to the fraud revelation, we include a number of time-invariant characteristics measured 

as of 2016. These characteristics include the demographic and pension capital variables listed in Table 2 . All models are

estimated using OLS with robust standard errors. 54 

The results for divesting from Allra – Exit – are shown in Column 1 of Table 3 . In Columns 2 and 3, the dependent

variable has been replaced with a binary indicator for making an active fund choice in period t . The point estimate in

Column 1 represents an increase in the probability of exiting Allra of 28 percentage points. With a pre-fraud average exit 

rate of 4 percent, the point estimate of 28.4 percentage points represents a sevenfold increase in the probability of exiting

Allra. Column 2 shows that the probability of making an active choice increased by approximately 26 percentage points. 

Given a pre-fraud average of 8 percent, this corresponds to a threefold increase in the trading probability. The coefficients 

in Columns 1 and 2 imply that most fund changes that were made after the fraud revelation represent investors leaving

Allra. In the five-month period before the fraud revelation, around 50 percent of fund changes represent exits compared to 

99 percent after the fraud revelation. 
53 We aggregate the monthly data in this way to yield easy-to-interpret coefficients and to account for serially correlated outcomes ( Akerlof, 1991 ). An 

alternative strategy would be to use data at monthly frequency and cluster standard errors at the individual level. Reassuringly, the results are robust to 

either strategy. 
54 Our results are overall robust to using either Probit or Logit regression. 
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We complement the pre-post analysis and the graphical analysis in Fig. 5 by estimating the following difference-in- 

differences equation: 

y i,t,g = α + δ(Al l ra g × P ost t ) + φAl l ra g + βP ost t + X i,g � + u i,t,g (2)

where y i,t,g is equal to 1 if individual i belonging to group g makes an active choice in period t . Al l ra g is a dummy variable

that equals one if individual i had money invested in Allra in September 2016 and zero otherwise. Investors who exited

Allra before September 2016 are excluded and the control group is as before — non-Allra investors with at least one active

fund change. The coefficient of interest, δ, is the difference-in-differences estimator, which captures the effect of the fraud 

revelation on investment behavior in the Allra sample. 

Column 4 of Table 3 presents estimation results from the difference-in-differences specification where the dependent 

variable is a dummy for making an active choice in month t . The coefficient of the interaction term is highly significant and

consistent with the pre-post estimate in Column 2 and Fig. 5 . 55 

6.3. Choice of outflow fund 

We now know that 35 percent of the start-of-the-year investors sold off their holdings in Allra within five months of the

first media report or the first information letter, and that this corresponds to a sevenfold increase in the exit probability.

An interesting follow-up question is: which funds did the Allra investors switch to? Here, we focus on the likelihood of

choosing the default fund (as opposed to any other fund). The state-run default fund is a natural choice for two reasons.

First, in the letter sent out in mid-February, the SPA highlighted the default fund as a good alternative for individuals who

were not interested in actively managing their portfolio. The SPA also stressed that the default fund has an age-adjusted 

risk profile and that the fees are low. 56 Second, if the fraud revelation negatively impacted peoples’ trust in the system, the

default fund may be perceived as a safe and nonfraudulent option. 

The outcome variable in Columns 3 and 5 of Table 3 is equal to one if the individual invested in the default fund in

a given time period conditional on not having money in the default fund in the preceding time period. Column 3 reports

estimates from the pre-post Eq. (1) , while Column 5 shows difference-in-differences estimates from Eq. (2) . 

From the sample means at the bottom of Table 2 , we first note that the majority of fund choices made before the fraud

revelation relate to funds other than the default fund. In the Allra sample, the average probability of choosing the default

fund was 1 percent, compared to 7 percent for other funds. 57 Despite this, the post-fraud coefficients in the top row and the

difference-in-differences coefficients in the third row indicate that the default fund attracted the largest share of individuals 

who made an active choice following the fraud revelation. For example, the coefficient from the pre-post Eq. (1) in Column 3

reflects an increase in the probability of choosing the default fund of 22.2 percentage points, which accounts for more than

80 percent of the total effect seen in Column 2. In fact, two-thirds of the start-of-the-year investors who actively exited

Allra chose the default fund before the money was automatically transferred to Ålandsbanken. 

The loss-of-trust interpretation of this result is, we believe, supported by Böhnke et al. (2019) who find that less risk-

tolerant PP investors are, in general, more likely to invest in the default fund. Böhnke et al. (2019) argue that there is a

potentially problematic mismatch between individuals risk preferences and their actual investment because the default fund 

is, in fact, one of the most risky funds on the choice menu. An alternative explanation for the popularity of the default fund

could be that rather than losing faith in the system, Allra investors lost faith in their own ability to make good choices of a

fund manager, and therefore chose the default fund. 

6.4. Spillover effects on investment behavior in other funds 

Previous studies have found that the revelation of fraud may have spillover effects. For example, Giannetti and 

Wang (2016) report that investors sold off their holdings in both fraudulent and nonfraudulent firms in response to the 

sudden demise of auditing firm Arthur Andersen. Gurun et al. (2017) document that people other than the direct victims 

of the collapse of the Madoff Ponzi scheme sold off equity, indicating that the reduction in investments was not directly 

due to the destruction of wealth but rather to the deterioration in trust induced by the fraud. Since our data are limited to

fund choices in the PP, we cannot evaluate whether the allegations against Allra affected other savings margins, such as the

decision to participate in the stock market. Instead, we analyze whether the Allra case impacted the investment decisions 

of people who were not directly exposed to Allra. 

The post-fraud coefficient from the difference-in-differences estimates in Table 3 captures whether non-Allra investors 

were more likely to make an active choice to switch to any fund (Column 4) or to choose the default fund (Column 5)

following the revelation of fraud. The coefficient in Column 4 reflects an increased probability of making an active choice 
55 The results are robust to the exclusion of controls. 
56 The allocation between the equity and fixed income funds in AP7 Såfa is based on the individual pension investors’ ages in a lifecycle approach. Up to 

the age of 55, 100 percent is allocated to the equity fund. From the age of 56 to 75 the allocation to the fixed income fund is increased annually, reaching 

2/3 at the age of 75. 
57 The difference between the mean of choosing any fund in Column 2 (8 percent) and the mean of choosing the default fund in Column 3 (1 percent) is 

7 percent. 
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Table 4 

Separating the effect of media reports from that of the first SPA letter on investors’ trad- 

ing. 

Pre-post DiD 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Exit Choice AP7 Choice AP7 

b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se 

Post fraud news 0.017 ∗∗ 0.013 ∗∗ 0.010 ∗∗ 0.004 ∗∗ 0.000 

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) 

Post fraud letter 0.138 ∗∗ 0.138 ∗∗ 0.114 ∗∗ 0.003 ∗∗ 0.002 ∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) 

Allra investors 0.007 ∗∗ 0.002 ∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) 

Post fraud news × Allra 0.009 ∗∗ 0.010 ∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) 

Post fraud letter × Allra 0.135 ∗∗ 0.112 ∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) 

Sample Allra Allra Allra All All 

Depend Mean 0.007 0.013 0.002 0.013 0.003 

Observations 369,390 369,390 369,390 887,364 887,364 

Individuals 123,130 123,130 123,130 295,788 295,788 

Note: This table reports the results from estimating augmented versions of the pre-post 

Eq. (1) and the difference-in-differences Eq. (2) . The data cover the period from January 

2017 to the end of March 2017. The pre-post analysis (Columns 1–3) restricts the sam- 

ple to Allra investors. The outcome variable is equal to one if, in a given four-week pe- 

riod, the individual exited Allra (Column 1), made an active choice (Columns 2 and 4), or 

moved to the default fund (Columns 3 and 5). There are three time periods; weeks 1–4 

(Jan 2–Jan 27), weeks 5–8 (Jan 30–Feb 24) and weeks 9–12 (Feb 27–March 24). Signifi- 

cance level: ∗p < 0.05 and ∗∗ p < 0.01. Estimated using OLS with robust standard errors. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

of 0.9 percentage points, which, given a pre-fraud average of 6 percent, corresponds to a relative effect of 15 percent. The

coefficient in Column 5 reflects an increased probability of choosing the default fund of 0.2 percentage points, which cor- 

responds to a relative effect of 20 percent. Based on these findings, we conclude that the fraud allegations against Allra

induced non-affected investors to make changes to their portfolio, in particular from other private funds to the state-run 

default fund. However, the effect is small, as shown in Fig. 5 , and the large relative effect is a reflection of the generally low

activity in the PP. 

6.5. Media reports vs. SPA letters 

We know that one-third of the start-of-the-year investors had left Allra within five months of the fraud revelation. In 

this section, we evaluate whether these investors left in response to the media reports or to the information letters sent by

the SPA. Previous studies on the effects of fraud on investment behavior have assumed that the victims of fraud received

their information from the media (and social networks). We are therefore the first to evaluate the impact of information 

letters vis-à-vis the media in the case of financial fraud. 

We restrict the data to span the period between January 2016 and March 2017. We then aggregate the data at the

weekly (instead of monthly) level and estimate the “news vs. letter” effect using an augmented version of the pre-post 

Eq. (1) . Instead of a dummy for the post-fraud period, we now include two period dummies: a “news dummy” for weeks

5–8 (Jan 30–Feb 24) and a “letter dummy” for weeks 9–12 (Feb 27–March 24). 58 Each of these dummies is then interacted

with the Allra sample dummy. The coefficient of the first interaction term captures the effect of the media reports on

investment behavior, while the coefficient of the second interaction term reflects the additional effect of the first SPA letter. 

We disregard the response to the subsequent letters to allow for a cleaner identification of the relative effect of information

interventions compared to mere media exposure. We also estimate a similar news-vs-letter extension of the difference-in- 

differences Eq. (2) , where the two period dummies are interacted with the Allra ∗Post interaction. The results are shown in

Table 4 . 

Focusing on the pre-post results for the Allra sample, we first note that the post-fraud news estimates in Columns 1 and

2 are positive and statistically significant. These results suggest that the media reports had a small but immediate impact 

among Allra investors on the probability of exiting Allra and making an active choice. Interestingly, as seen in Column 3,

most of the “news effect” can be attributed to individuals choosing the default fund to a greater extent. The results suggest

that affected investors were more likely to move their holdings to the default fund before they were actually nudged to do
58 Note that the letters were sent out with some time delay. Based on daily fund change information, the first letter that was dated Feb 21 appeared 

to have reached the investors by Feb 25, i.e., right after the “news period”. Similarly, the end date of our “letter period” (March 24) was right before the 

arrival of the second letter about the deregistration of Allra’s funds. 
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so through the subsequent SPA letters. The coefficient estimates of the interaction terms of the post-fraud news dummy and 

the Allra sample dummy in Columns 4 and 5 support these findings, although they are slightly downward biased because 

the control group also became (marginally) more active after the first media reports on the alleged fraud. 

However, Table 4 clearly shows that the SPA letters had a much larger impact on outflow rates than the media reports.

For example, the exit probability increased by 13.8 percentage points within four weeks of the first SPA letter, compared 

to a weekly effect of 1.7 percentage points during the news period. The relative magnitudes of the “news effect” and the

“letter effect” are also shown in Fig. 4 — the exit rate gains momentum after the first letter was sent out in late February. A

plausible explanation for the falling marginal impact of the subsequent letters could be that people who read and responded 

to mail exited in response to the early letters, leaving the remaining population less responsive to letters. Alternatively, 

investors may have refrained from putting effort into understanding the implications of fraud because of decision fatigue or 

choice overload. The explicit contents of some of the letters may even have discouraged action by giving the sense that there

would be updates (letter 2) or that people would automatically be moved from Allra to a credible fund manager without

taking action (letter 4). 

6.6. Heterogeneous responses 

We next evaluate the characteristics of the investors who divested from Allra (6.6.1) and of those who specifically opted

for the default fund (6.6.2) . We also evaluate whether different groups of investors reacted differently to the media reports

and SPA letters (6.6.3) . 

6.6.1. Investor activity 

To understand treatment heterogeneity due to exposure to fraud, we re-estimate the difference-in-differences Eq. (2) and 

interact the difference-in-differences estimator with a dummy for belonging to a certain subsample. The p-value of the 

interaction term between the group dummy variable and the difference-in-differences estimator indicates whether the fraud 

allegations had a statistically significant differential impact on that group’s probability of making an active choice in the 

subsequent five-month period compared to a pre-fraud period of similar length, relative to the reference group. 

We focus on potential heterogeneity along a series of: (i) demographic characteristics, including age, gender, marital 

status, and living in a rural area; (ii) pension-related characteristics, including cohort-standardized PP wealth and PP rights; 

(iii) fund choice history, including two dummies for choosing the default fund at entry and entering the system in year

20 0 0, a dummy for advisor-led investors and the number of own fund changes. 59 

The results are shown in Table 5 . In the first three columns, the dependent variable is equal to one if the individual

makes an active choice in month t . Different sets of control variables are added sequentially. To examine whether the default

fund attracted investors with certain characteristics, the dependent variable in Column 4 is equal to one if the individual 

actively chose the default fund in month t . As a complement to this analysis, we report unconditional exit rates among

start-of-the-year investors in Table A5 in the Appendix. 

We first see that the likelihood of opting out is positively related to age. This is also seen in Table A5 where the un-

conditional exit rates increase by age up to age 65. Previous research has shown that decision quality peaks in middle age

( Agarwal et al., 2009 ). The age pattern is also consistent with present-biased preferences playing a role, in the sense that

younger individuals, who are further from retirement age, place less value on the benefits of opting out, i.e. a potentially

higher pension. The benefits of opting out may also be poorly understood due to exponential growth bias, in which peo-

ple underestimate the effect of compound interest ( Levy and Tasoff, 2016 ). Given that exiting required little effort and also

involved giving up no additional income, the Allra example illustrates that such biases may be prominent. 

The estimates in Table 5 also clearly indicate that women, married individuals and individuals living in non-rural areas 

were more likely to make an active choice in the post-fraud period. They further show that the likelihood of making an

active choice following the fraud allegations is positively related to annual pension rights. Because pension rights proxy 

for income, this result might be driven by higher levels of financial literacy and engagement in financial decisions among 

individuals with higher incomes ( Gallery and Gallery, 2010; Gallery et al., 2011; Van Rooij et al., 2011 ). The result could

also be driven by ability; Lindqvist and Vestman (2018) show that individuals with higher cognitive skills are more likely to

re-allocate between funds, conditional on having opted out of the default fund. 

Turning to the variables related to portfolio choice, we first study the relationship between opting out and coordinated 

trading. On the one hand, advisor-led investors may be more likely to react to negative information about Allra because they

feel less attached to the default (i.e., there is less status quo bias). 60 On the other hand, advisor-led investors may be less

attentive to the performance of their PP portfolio, and therefore also less receptive to the information disseminated by the 

government in the form of the SPA letters. The relevant interaction term in Column 1 suggests that advisor-led investors 
59 The last category includes four dummies capturing the distribution of the average number of own fund changes since entering the system. Specifically, 

we ranked investors by the number of non-coordinated trades normalized by the number of years in the PP. We then created dummy variables indicating 

whether the investor belongs to the lowest decile, the 10th to 25th percentile, the 25th to 75th percentile (reference group), the 75th to 90th percentile, 

or the top decile. The average number of own fund changes among Allra investors within each of these groups is 1, 1.58, 3.45, 7.36, and 18.7, respectively. 
60 As described in Section 5.2 , a large share of advisor-led investors were likely unaware that their PP assets were invested in Allra’s funds. They may 

therefore feel less attached to the previous “decision” to join Allra. 
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Table 5 

Heterogeneous effects of fraud revelation on trading. 

Active choice AP7 Pre vs. news News vs. 1st letter 

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

b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se 

Post 0.009 ∗∗ 0.009 ∗∗ 0.009 ∗∗ 0.002 ∗∗ 0.004 ∗∗ 0.003 ∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) 

Allra 0.026 ∗∗ 0.037 ∗∗ 0.026 ∗∗ 0.010 ∗∗ 0.000 0.009 ∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Post ∗ Allra 0.254 ∗∗ 0.205 ∗∗ 0.210 ∗∗ 0.159 ∗∗ 0.012 ∗∗ 0.108 ∗∗

(0.002) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) 

Interactions: 

Aged 35–44 −0.005 −0.003 −0.013 ∗∗ 0.003 −0.006 ∗

(0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) 

Aged 45–54 0.048 ∗∗ 0.046 ∗∗ 0.035 ∗∗ 0.006 ∗∗ 0.027 ∗∗

(0.005) (0.005) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) 

Aged 55–64 0.109 ∗∗ 0.106 ∗∗ 0.111 ∗∗ 0.006 ∗∗ 0.068 ∗∗

(0.005) (0.005) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) 

Aged 65 and older 0.053 ∗∗ 0.036 ∗∗ 0.062 ∗∗ −0.011 ∗∗ 0.012 ∗

(0.007) (0.007) (0.005) (0.003) (0.005) 

Female 0.049 ∗∗ 0.046 ∗∗ 0.037 ∗∗ −0.001 0.019 ∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Married 0.048 ∗∗ 0.048 ∗∗ 0.034 ∗∗ 0.004 ∗∗ 0.033 ∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Rural area −0.001 −0.005 ∗ −0.016 ∗∗ −0.000 −0.003 

(0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) 

PP capital (std.) 0.017 ∗∗ 0.018 ∗∗ 0.015 ∗∗ 0.002 ∗∗ 0.016 ∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

PP rights (std.) 0.038 ∗∗ 0.040 ∗∗ 0.029 ∗∗ 0.004 ∗∗ 0.022 ∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Advisor-led 0.015 ∗∗ 0.013 ∗∗ 0.001 0.003 ∗∗ −0.000 

(0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) 

Default fund at entry −0.091 ∗∗ −0.079 ∗∗ −0.032 ∗∗ −0.009 ∗∗ −0.035 ∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) 

Entered in 2000 0.009 ∗ 0.012 ∗∗ 0.015 ∗∗ 0.000 0.008 ∗∗

(0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) 

Own fund choices: 

< 10 pct. −0.021 ∗∗ −0.024 ∗∗ 0.004 ∗ −0.026 ∗∗

(0.004) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) 

10–25 pct. −0.000 −0.004 ∗ −0.000 −0.009 ∗∗

(0.003) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) 

75–90 pct. 0.001 0.024 ∗∗ −0.001 0.018 ∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) 

> 90 pct. −0.060 ∗∗ 0.057 ∗∗ −0.046 ∗∗ −0.006 ∗

(0.003) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) 

Sample All All All All All All 

Depend Mean 0.057 0.057 0.057 0.007 0.013 0.021 

Observations 600,442 600,442 600,442 600,442 591,576 591,576 

Individuals 300,221 300,221 300,221 300,221 295,788 295,788 

Allra individuals 127,563 127,563 127,563 127,563 123,130 123,130 

Note: This table reports the results from estimating augmented versions of the difference-in-differences Eq. (2) . 

The interacted coefficients report estimates from interacting the treatment estimator (“post fraud × Allra”) with a 

dummy variable for belonging to a certain subgroup. Each interacted subgroup dummy is also included as a control 

variable in the regressions. The outcome variable is equal to one if the individual made an active choice in a given 

time period, except for Column (4) where the outcome variable is equal to one if the individual made an active 

choice of the default fund, AP7 Såfa. Columns (1)–(4): The data cover the time period from September 2016 to June 

2017 and is split into two periods of equal length. Columns (5)–(6): The data cover the time period from January 

to March 2017 and are collapsed such that each observation corresponds to four weeks, i.e., three observations per 

individual. In Column 5, the time period is restricted to four weeks before and four weeks after the first media 

report on January 30. In Column 6, the time period is restricted to four weeks after the first media report and four 

weeks after the first SPA letter. Estimated using OLS with robust standard errors. 

 

 

 

 

were more likely to make an active choice during the fraud publicity period. The coefficient is, however, insignificant when 

past fund changes are controlled for, as seen in Column 3. The unconditional exit rates in Table A5 also indicate that advisor-

led investors are not that different from other investors in terms of opting out. 

Next, we find that investors who defaulted when joining the PP system were less likely to make an active choice during

the fraud publicity period. Table A5 shows that only 28 percent of these investors opted out of Allra. Because the majority

of Allra investors were old enough to have joined the system in 20 0 0, when the government strongly encouraged people
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to make active choices, we interpret this finding as “choice inertia.” Individual investors who did not follow a nudge in the

past are also less inclined to follow a nudge in the future. 

Another interesting finding is that there is no clear relationship between past fund activity and fund changes during the 

fraud publicity period. If anything, the relationship follows an inverted U-shape in the sense that the least and most active

investors were relatively less likely to react to the media reports of alleged fraud. The unconditional exit rates in Table A5 ,

on the other hand, reveal a clear positive correlation between historical activity rates and opting out. While only 24 percent

of Allra investors in the lowest activity decile opted out, 47 percent of those in the top decile did so. Although a larger share

of previously more active investors opted out of Allra before the money was transferred to Ålandsbanken, these investors 

might have done so even in the absence of fraud allegations. These findings suggest that a broad spectrum of both active

and passive investors in Allra gained from receiving news on the fraud allegations in terms of opting out. 

6.6.2. Choice of outflow fund 

Column 4 of Table 5 provides insights with respect to the characteristics of investors who chose to invest in the default

fund as opposed to a combination of the other available funds. The larger the interaction coefficient in Column 4 relative to

the corresponding coefficient in Column 3, the stronger the preference for the default fund in that particular subgroup. As 

a complement, Table A5 reports the share of start-of-the-year investors who opted out and chose the default fund. 

Several interesting findings emerge. First, we find that the likelihood of choosing the default fund is positively correlated 

with age. For example, while investors aged 65 or above were 17 percent more likely to make an active choice following

the fraud revelation than investors in the reference group (aged 35 or lower), they were 39 percent more likely to choose

the default fund. 61 The default fund seems to have attracted a disproportionately large number of women than men. Third, 

while investors with larger PP capital were more likely to respond to the news in terms of making an active choice, they do

not seem to choose the default fund to a higher or lower extent than other investors. This observation is supported by the

unconditional exit rates in Table A5 where around 70 percent of those who opted out chose the default fund irrespective

of PP capital size. Based on the PP rights and income ceiling interactions in Table 5 , we conclude that the likelihood of

choosing the default fund, conditional on opting out, is fairly constant across income levels. Fourth, previously advisor-led 

investors who were more likely to make an active choice, were more likely to choose any of the private funds rather than

the default fund. Finally, we find that previously more active investors were relatively more likely to choose the default 

fund. The coefficients on the interaction terms in Column 4 clearly grow in size relative to the interaction terms in Column

3. The effect is driven by a low baseline probability of choosing the default fund among previously active investors; as can

be seen from Table A5 , the share of exiting investors who choose the default fund decreases from 79 to 70 percent across

the activity distribution. 

What explains the popularity of the default fund? The default fund may have been perceived as a safe and nonfraudulent

option. Related to the finding that older investors were more likely to choose the default fund, Böhnke et al. (2019) ob-

serve a clear, positive correlation between the age of PP investors and the level of reported trust in the default fund.

Böhnke et al. (2019) also find that less risk-tolerant PP investors are generally more likely to invest in the default fund

- a fund that is, however, one of the riskiest options on the choice menu. In addition, previously more active individuals

should be less affected by government information because they have a better understanding of the workings of the pension 

system. Hence, active investors likely chose the default fund for reasons other than merely reading about it in the letters

sent by the SPA. Investors who have lost trust in the actors of the pension system, or in their own investment capacity, may

decide to delegate the management of their retirement savings portfolios to the default fund. Obviously, the fact that the 

default fund was low-fee and well-performing should have added to such tendencies. 

6.6.3. Media reports vs. SPA letters 

Next, we evaluate whether different groups of investors reacted differently to the media reports and SPA letters. Although 

the general impact of the media reports appears to have been small, some groups might have responded more strongly than

others. To do this, we run an augmented difference-in-differences specification using the collapsed weekly data described in 

Section 6.5 . The results are shown in Columns 5 and 6 of Table 5 . In Column 5, we examine the heterogeneous effects of the

media reports by restricting the time period to four weeks before and four weeks after the first media report on January

30. In Column 6, we examine the heterogeneous effects of the first SPA letter relative to the news period by restricting the

time period to four weeks after the first media report and four weeks after the first SPA letter. 

First, while age is positively related to responding to both the media reports and the SPA letter, the age effect is more

pronounced in the case of the SPA letter. This is especially true for individuals aged 65 and above where the news coefficient

even has a negative sign, in contrast to the letter coefficient, which is positive and significant. We also see a similar pattern

by gender; after the first letter was sent, activity levels among women start to increase at a faster rate than activity levels

among men. Further, we find that investors with higher pension rights responded more to both the media reports and 

the SPA letter. The corresponding coefficients for PP capital are also positive, yet insignificant in the case of the news effect.
61 For an active choice in Column 3, 0 . 036 / 0 . 21 = 0 . 17 . For an active choice of the default fund in Column 4, 0 . 062 / 0 . 159 = 0 . 389 . 
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These results are in line with a recent study by Engels et al. (2020) who find that more financially knowledgeable individuals

have a higher propensity to detect fraud. 62 

Turning to previous fund choices, we find that investors who defaulted when they entered the PP were less likely to

respond to both the media reports and the first SPA letter. Finally, we see that the previously detected inverse U-shaped

relationship between the number of own fund changes and the relative likelihood of opting out is driven by the time period

after the first SPA letter was sent out. The news coefficients signal a negative relationship between the number of own fund

changes and the relative likelihood of opting out; the news coefficients are more difficult to interpret given the rather low

number of exits during the news period. 

7. Conclusion 

This paper examines the biggest pension scam in the Swedish Premium Pension (PP), the so-called “Allra scandal.” Allra 

was one of the largest fund providers in the PP, managing the pensions of more than 120,0 0 0 individuals with a total worth

of SEK 19 billion ( ≈ USD 2.1 billion) when the fraud was exposed in January 2017. Using high-quality administrative data

on individual fund choices in the PP for all Allra investors and a benchmarking sample of active non-Allra investors, we

contribute to the emerging literature on investment fraud victimization and investment responses to the revelation of fraud. 

To our knowledge, we are the first to study investment fraud in the pension fund industry — a big, competitive industry

characterized by low investor engagement and large money holdings. 

With respect to fraud victimization, we find that the majority of Allra’s customers ended up in Allra’s funds through 

their prior affiliation with a mass-market advisor and hence never made an active decision to invest in Allra’s funds. We

also find that a disproportionate share of investors who defaulted when joining the PP system became customers of Allra. 

Nonetheless, Allra and non-Allra investors are relatively similar along several socioeconomic dimensions, including gender 

and income. Turning to the response to fraud revelation, we find that two-thirds of the affected investors failed to divest

despite considerable media coverage and several information letters from the pension authorities. We also find that the 

framing of these information letters to victimized consumers had a significant impact on their choice of action. In fact, 

more than two-thirds of those who divested from Allra moved their money to the state-run default fund, AP7 Såfa, which

the letters highlighted as a good investment alternative. Furthermore, we find some evidence of spillover effects of the 

revelation of fraud on non-affected PP investors, shifting capital from other private funds to the state-run default fund. 

Finally, we find evidence that irrational inertia disproportionately affects already disadvantaged groups. Unconditional exit 

rates from Allra were lower among individuals with low income and low levels of pension capital, and younger individuals. 

Our findings are highly relevant for policy makers. The Allra scandal illustrates a critical factor in pension system design 

— an open choice architecture with inadequate supervision may allow aggressively marketed but high-fee or, worse yet, 

abusive funds to thrive. Broad layers of the population may be targets of and also susceptible to the aggressive marketing

campaigns of unscrupulous advisors and fund providers. Even retirement investors who may appear to be active may be 

ignorant about their investments and may in fact be inattentive to the performance of their fund portfolio. We further con-

clude that information interventions that nudge individuals to the right action are important — but far from fully effective 

— in capturing the attention of investors who have been exposed to fraud. The low response rate can be seen as a reflection

of the low activity levels and inertia that characterize many pension plans. The Allra case illustrates that such inertia may

prevail even under extreme circumstances such as fraud. 

Allra is only one of a series of pension scandals that has hit the PP in the last few years. Apart from Allra, five fund

providers were recently deregistered from the PP platform because of suspected misconduct. As a result, these scandals have 

spurred an intense debate on the appropriate design of the PP and how to prevent future scams in funded pension systems.

Following the Allra incident, the parliament passed new legislation with stricter entry and operating requirements for pen- 

sion providers in the PP ( Finansdepartementet, 2017 ). 63 The legislation also implied enhanced monitoring of participating 

funds as well as improved information flows and strategic cooperation between the involved regulatory and supervisory 

authorities ( Pensionsmyndigheten, 2020 ). Apart from stricter operating requirements and intensified screening of fraudulent 

firms, there may also be a need for stronger interventions, such as selling off holdings that were deceptively marketed and 

inappropriate for most of their investors. 

Declaration of Competing Interest 

Authors declare that they have no conflict of interest. 
62 Income is typically positively related with financial literacy ( Bucher-Koenen et al., 2017; Lusardi and Mitchell, 2008; Almenberg and Säve-Söderbergh, 

2011; Who Lacks Pension Knowledge ). 
63 For example, participating fund companies should manage at least SEK 500 million outside the PP, have three years of operating history, act in the best 

interest of retirement investors, fulfill minimum sustainability requirements, and establish one contract per fund (rather than one contract per company) 

with the SPA. The new rules also meant that companies that wished to be part of the PP had to (re)submit an application to the SPA. As a result, the 

number of funds dropped from more than 800 in 2018 to fewer than 500 in 2019. In late 2019, a government investigation proposed further steps to 

improve the PP, including the implementation of a controlled and professionally procured fund marketplace with an estimated number of 150–200 funds, 

and increased possibilities to choose different risk levels and investment policies in the state-run alternative ( Socialdepartementet, 2019 ). 
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Appendix A 
Fig. A1. The first letter sent by SPA on halting purchases of Allra’s funds on the Premium Pension (PP) platform. Note : The letters in Figs. A1–A4 were 

translated by the authors. The original letters in Swedish can be found here: https://www.pensionsmyndigheten.se/nyheter- och- press/nyheter- fondtorg/ 

fondhandelsebrev . 
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Fig. A2. The second letter sent by SPA on the deregistration of Allra’s funds. 
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Fig. A2. Continued 
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Fig. A3. The third letter sent by SPA on suspending the halting of sales of funds. 
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Fig. A4. The fourth letter sent by SPA on the transfer to Ålandsbanken . 
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Fig. A5. Difference in pension capital and pension rights between prospective Allra investors and non-Allra investors. Note: This figure plots yearly estimates 

of the percent difference in PP capital, IP capital and PP rights between the Allra sample and the non-Allra sample. Specifically, we plot coefficient estimates 

of β from the following equation, estimated separately for each year t between 20 0 0 and 2017: y i,t = α + βAl l ra i + X i � + u i,t where y i,t is the relevant 

outcome variable for individual i in year t , and X i is a vector of control variables including gender, age and choosing the default fund when entering the 

system. The Allra sample consists of all PP investors who invested in Allra’s funds at some point between 2011 and 2016. The vertical line in 2011 indicates 

the establishment of Allra’s funds. 

Fig. A6. Share of Allra and non-Allra investors with at least one active choice. Note: This figure plots the share of Allra investors and active non-Allra 

investors, respectively, who experience at least one change in their fund portfolio in a given year. 
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Fig. A7. Investors’ own fund choices before and after joining a mass-market advisor. Note : This figure plots the coefficient estimates from an event study 

regression analysis of the effect of subscribing to a mass-market advisor in year t on fund changes. Specifically, we plot estimates of α j from the following 

regression equation: y i,t = 

∑ t=5 
j= −4 α j [ j = t] + λi + γt + u i,t where λi and γt denote individual and year fixed effects, respectively, and y i,t represents the 

number of fund changes of individual i in year t . The equation is estimated separately for all fund changes and own (non-advisor-led) fund changes as 

the outcome variable. The sample includes both Allra and non-Allra investors. Weighted with inverse sampling probabilities are applied to account for the 

under-sampling of non-Allra investors. The spike at t = 0 reflects the first advisor-led fund change, followed by an instantaneous drop to negative numbers 

in the years thereafter. In contrast, due to the advisor making fund changes on behalf of the investor, the total number of fund changes remain at a higher 

level compared to before subscribing to financial advice. 

Fig. A8. Google Trends index for “Allra” and number of daily exits. Note : This figure plots an index of search intensity on Google for the keyword “Allra,”

together with the number of exits from Allra, at the daily level between September 2016 and July 2017. 
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Fig. A9. Value development of Allra’s four funds from inception to termination. Note : The fund index shows the development of an initial investment 

of SEK 100 at the time the fund was launched. The vertical line indicates January 30, 2017, when the first news about Allra’s alleged misconduct was 

published. 
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Table A1 

Fund characteristics of Allra’s four funds and other funds in the PP. 

Year 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Allra funds 

Allra Försiktig Return 2 10 4 1 2 0 

Risk 3.4 4.6 4.5 5 

Sharpe Ratio 1.1 0.9 0.5 0.3 

Gross fee 3.0 3.04 3.02 1.5 1.53 1.6 

Net fee 0.9 0.81 0.74 0.4 0.36 0.63 

Allra Lagom Return 2 18 13 3 5 5 

Risk 5.5 10.7 11.8 12.1 

Sharpe Ratio 1.7 1 0.6 0.5 

Gross fee 3 3.02 3.01 2.25 2.29 2.31 

Net fee 0.9 0.8 0.74 0.53 0.48 0.89 

Allra Modig Return 4 22 12 2 4 5 

Risk 6.3 11.8 12.8 13 

Sharpe Ratio 1.7 0.9 0.5 0.4 

Gross fee 3 3.1 3.02 2.25 2.29 2.34 

Net fee 0.9 0.82 0.74 0.53 0.48 0.89 

Allra Ränta Return 1 −1 2 0 

Risk 2.8 2.9 

Sharpe Ratio 0.3 0.1 

Gross fee 1.83 1.94 1.54 1.54 1.63 

Net fee 0.51 0.51 0.4 0.36 0.63 

Benchmark funds 

Bond funds Return 6.3 1.87 7.86 −0.86 5.79 2.56 

Risk 5.04 4.95 4.14 4.09 4.24 4.31 

Sharpe Ratio 0.41 0.68 1.25 0.9 1.23 0.94 

Gross fee 0.94 0.96 0.94 0.85 0.86 0.86 

Net fee 0.36 0.38 0.35 0.27 0.27 0.27 

Global funds Return 7.71 20.21 22.05 6.08 10.24 11.4 

Risk 10.58 9.58 7.5 11.97 12.64 13.15 

Sharpe Ratio 0.01 0.49 1.97 1.25 0.99 0.88 

Gross fee 1.6 1.67 1.63 1.67 1.64 1.6 

Net fee 0.59 0.61 0.58 0.57 0.56 0.55 

Mixed funds Return 4.72 11.36 12.58 2.07 6.02 7.38 

Risk 7.3 6.7 5.84 8.01 8.05 8.11 

Sharpe Ratio −0.06 0.29 1.6 1.02 0.91 0.78 

Gross fee 1.71 1.85 1.92 1.76 1.6 1.52 

Net fee 0.63 0.67 0.68 0.49 0.47 0.47 

AP7 Aktiefond Return 18 34 31 7 17 17 

Risk 14.6 10.6 14.9 15.2 15 

Sharpe Ratio 0.7 2.3 1.5 1.2 1 

Gross fee 0.15 0.15 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.11 

Net fee 0.15 0.14 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.11 

AP7 Räntefond Return 3 2 3 1 1 0 

Risk 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.5 

Sharpe Ratio 1 1.5 1.8 2.6 1.7 

Gross fee 0.09 0.09 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.04 

Net fee 0.09 0.08 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.04 

Default fund and PP index 

AP7 Såfa Return 17.5 31.79 29.1 6.19 15.14 16.35 

PP Index Return 12.13 21.1 20.7 6.4 10.85 12.56 

Note : Annual return in percent. Risk is the standard deviation of monthly returns in the last 36 months. Net fee is the gross fee net of the 

fee rebate, also in percent. Global and Mixed include all funds that are classified by the SPA as global funds and mixed funds, respectively. 

Source: https://www.pensionsmyndigheten.se/nyheter- och- press/nyheter- fondtorg/statistik- om- premiepensionens- fonder . 
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Table A2 

Comparing Allra and non-Allra investors. 

(1) (2) (3) 

Aged 35–44 −0.017 ∗∗ 0.007 ∗∗ 0.007 ∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Aged 45–54 −0.013 ∗∗ 0.013 ∗∗ 0.013 ∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Aged 55–64 −0.033 ∗∗ −0.005 ∗∗ −0.003 ∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Aged 65 and older −0.080 ∗∗ −0.034 ∗∗ −0.025 ∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Female −0.002 ∗∗ −0.010 ∗∗ −0.008 ∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Married −0.010 ∗∗ −0.011 ∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) 

Rural 0.001 ∗ 0.002 ∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) 

PP capital (rel., std.) −0.004 ∗∗ −0.003 ∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) 

PP rights (rel., std.) −0.017 ∗∗ −0.020 ∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) 

Advisor-led 0.136 ∗∗ 0.128 ∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) 

Default fund at entry 0.032 ∗∗ 0.041 ∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) 

Entered in 2000 0.011 ∗∗ 0.020 ∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) 

Own fund choices 

< 10 pct. −0.031 ∗∗

(0.000) 

10–25 pct. −0.018 ∗∗

(0.001) 

75–90 pct. 0.052 ∗∗

(0.001) 

> 90 pct. 0.030 ∗∗

(0.001) 

Observations 369,957 369,753 369,753 

Allra individuals 197,095 197,095 197,095 

Note: The dependent variable is equal to one if the individual invested in one of Allra’s funds at 

some point. Weights with inverse sampling probabilities are applied to account for the under- 

sampling of non-Allra investors. Estimated using OLS with robust standard errors. 
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Table A3 

Descriptive statistics of active and passive entry of investors. 

Active entry Passive entry 

Demographics 

Age 44.07 48.24 

(11.55) (9.20) 

Pension claim (yes/no) 0.04 0.06 

(0.19) (0.23) 

Female 0.48 0.49 

(0.50) (0.50) 

Married 0.37 0.46 

(0.48) (0.50) 

Rural 0.30 0.30 

(0.46) (0.46) 

PP rights 7238.39 7484.09 

(2513.85) (2527.78) 

PP capital 153036.20 169922.43 

(76219.01) (64126.71) 

IP capital 1107487.52 1311335.43 

(715169.45) (673353.91) 

Fund choices 

Default fund at entry 0.54 0.39 

(0.50) (0.49) 

Entered in 2000 0.63 0.83 

(0.48) (0.38) 

Nr of fund choices since entry 8.54 12.98 

(11.57) (10.32) 

Advisor-led 0.38 0.81 

(0.49) (0.39) 

Nr of advisor-led choices 3.14 5.69 

(6.32) (6.38) 

Nr of own fund changes 5.40 7.29 

(8.10) (6.68) 

Observations 78491 118622 

Note: This table reports the summary statistics for Allra investors who entered Allra through their 

prior affiliation with Allra’s advisory services or Prognosia (the fund provider bought by Allra), i.e., 

“Active entry” in column 1; or on an individual basis, i.e., “Passive entry” in column 2. Standard 

deviations are in parentheses. The Demographics and Pension capital variables are measured in the 

year 2016. The pension wealth and pension rights variables are expressed in Swedish Krona (1 SEK 

≈ 0.11 USD). IP = Income Pension, PP = Premium Pension. 
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Table A4 

Characteristics of Allra investors who left Allra before the fraud publicity period. 

(1) (2) (3) 

Aged 35–44 0.083 ∗∗ 0.098 ∗∗ 0.092 ∗∗

(0.004) (0.005) (0.004) 

Aged 45–54 0.107 ∗∗ 0.135 ∗∗ 0.098 ∗∗

(0.003) (0.005) (0.005) 

Aged 55–64 0.159 ∗∗ 0.183 ∗∗ 0.139 ∗∗

(0.004) (0.006) (0.005) 

Aged 65 and older 0.173 ∗∗ 0.179 ∗∗ 0.126 ∗∗

(0.007) (0.008) (0.007) 

Female −0.017 ∗∗ 0.015 ∗∗ 0.017 ∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

Married 0.017 ∗∗ 0.012 ∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) 

Rural 0.045 ∗∗ 0.031 ∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) 

PP capital (rel., std.) 0.079 ∗∗ 0.073 ∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) 

PP rights (rel., std.) −0.007 ∗∗ −0.016 ∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) 

Advisor-led −0.003 −0.052 ∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) 

Default fund at entry −0.051 ∗∗ 0.089 ∗∗

(0.003) (0.003) 

Entered in 2000 −0.017 ∗∗ 0.055 ∗∗

(0.004) (0.004) 

Own fund choices: 

< 10 pct. −0.403 ∗∗

(0.006) 

10–25 pct. −0.264 ∗∗

(0.003) 

75–90 pct. 0.200 ∗∗

(0.002) 

> 90 pct. 0.250 ∗∗

(0.003) 

Observations 197,113 197,095 197,095 

Note: The estimation sample consists of all Allra investors. The dependent variable is equal to one 

if the individual exits Allra before the fraud allegations were first published on January 30, 2017. 

Estimated using OLS with robust standard errors. 
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Table A5 

Active exits from Allra by individual characteristics (%). 

Exit Exit to default fund Number of individuals 

All 35 25 122,116 

Aged below 35 27 18 21,976 

Aged 35–44 30 20 31,681 

Aged 45–54 37 26 40,739 

Aged 55–64 44 34 24,625 

Aged 65 and older 35 29 3095 

Female 36 26 59,822 

Married 39 28 49,901 

Rural area 35 24 34,770 

Q1 - PP rights 27 20 31,821 

Q2 - PP rights 34 24 30,020 

Q3 - PP rights 38 26 29,041 

Q4 - PP rights 43 29 28,475 

Default fund at entry 28 20 59,730 

Entered in 2000 38 27 87,730 

Advisor-led 35 25 78,210 

< 10 pct. 24 19 7964 

10–25 pct. 27 20 24,239 

25–50 pct. 31 22 22,229 

50–75 pct. 36 25 27,920 

75–90 pct. 41 29 27,837 

< 90 pct. 47 33 11,927 

Note: The first column reports the share of start-of-the-year investors in Allra who sold off their 

holdings in Allra before the remaining capital in Allra’s funds was transferred to Ålandsbanken. The 

second column reports the fraction of start-of-the-year investors who exited actively to the default 

fund. 
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