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ABSTRACT 

 

 

This paper argues that strikes, and pilot strikes specifically, would benefit from being 

analyzed from an agency theory perspective, as it outlines previously largely overlooked 

relational aspects between the pilots and the managers, which has led to and will lead to 

future strikes. For this end, a more extensive literature review was provided, which begun at 

agency theory and ended in a review of the control mechanism most likely to fix the relational 

aspects causing the strikes, namely an employee stock ownership program (ESOP). The 

literary points identified were further illustrated and applied to the SAS pilot strikes in 2016 

and 2019, which represents some of the most profound pilot strikes in recent history. From 

the case illustration the paper determines that agency theory is useful in analyzing strikes, as it 

outlines the structural reason for them to be non-aligned interests, asymmetric information 

and asymmetric risk profiles between the pilots and the firm. As such, the paper also 

identifies that ESOP could provide a valuable structural change through providing stock 

ownership and increased decision-making rights to the pilots, which could more closely align 

the financial and psychological interest, as well as reduce the risk and information asymmetry 

between the pilots and the firm. Hence, the contribution of the study is to clearly identify the 

main structural reasons for pilot strikes through analyzing them from an agency theory 

perspective, and further connecting these to the benefits achievable through the 

implementation of ESOP as presented by authors of different academic fields.     
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

Employee strikes in airlines have existed almost as long as the airline industry itself, with the 

first documented strike taking place in 1932 when Century Airlines pilots protested their 

owners initiative to drastically lower their wages (Cohen, 1990). Such trends have also 

continued into more modern times, where last year 2019, was characterized by a total of 150 

employee strikes in airlines globally, suggesting a frequency of 13 strikes per month (Skycop, 

2020). Some newer, high-profiled cases include traditional airline British Airways’ as well as 

low cost carrier Ryanair’s pilot strikes in late 2019, where their British pilots protested a 

dissatisfaction of pay as a result of soured labor contract negotiations (Davis & Brignall, 

2019; Topham, 2019). Nevertheless, one of the most profound strikes in recent history was 

the slightly smaller, Nordic competitor Scandinavian Airlines’ (SAS) seven-day long pilot 

strike the same year, where all their 1400 pilots protested managements’ suggestion of new 

labor contracts (Nikel, 2019). The strike ended up costing SAS an estimated loss of SEK 650 

million in revenue – a result of having to cancel 4000 flights affecting a total of 370 000 

customers (ibid.). The situation was not unfamiliar to SAS, however, as the airline had faced a 

similar crisis just three years earlier, when all their Swedish pilots went on a strike for four 

days, resulting in a SEK 200 million loss for the company (SAS, 2017). Thus, both the recent 

and historical past showcase that strikes can be a source for significant financial and 

reputational losses, while also being a phenomenon common to most airline business models. 

Thus, as a frequent and common problem, strikes represent an interesting and important field 

of study, as their frequency and magnitude in the industry might suggest a larger, structural 

reason for their occurrence, making them an imminent risk for the future as well.  

 

Something also seemingly common to all strikes is that the dispute concerns two contrasting 

wills of what the content in new labor contracts should be, where the employees’ interest is to 

maximize their allowed pay and leisure time while their employer tries to minimize the same. 

When the negotiation becomes unsuccessful, the employees together with their unions opt for 

going on strike in order to bargain for their demands. Thus, it is believed that a useful point of 

departure for examining strikes is the theory specifically developed to explain opposing 

interests, namely the Principal-Agency Theory, which dictates that it is the underlying 

assumptions of self-interested behavior and goal incongruence that lead to the agency costs 

that decrease firm value (Fama, 1980; Fama & Jensen, 1983; Harris & Raviv, 1978; Jensen & 

Meckling, 1976). Surprisingly, this theoretical frame is rarely applied for this purpose, 
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however, and strikes or the agency cost of strikes have not been generally explained through 

its assumptions before. Therefore, the present paper’s point of departure is to apply this 

framework in analyzing airline strikes, in order to enhance the understanding of their frequent 

occurrence. As agency theory is seldom used for this purpose, part of the contribution of the 

paper is to highlight its usefulness in understanding them. By classifying strikes as an agency 

cost it is possible to review the underlying agency relationship structure between the 

employers and employees in airlines that gives rise to the disputes, as the fact that similar 

situations leading to strikes can occur across firms and countries indicate a structural issue 

common to the industry and not the specific context.  

 

Furthermore, as strikes have been notably damaging for numerous airlines, it is of high 

interest to explore the possible mechanisms available to solve them. By using the theoretical 

lens of agency theory the study’s theoretical review continues by treating strikes as an agency 

cost, identifying the control mechanisms available in agency and organizational control 

literature that can help solve them. Through the agency theory framework, it is recognized 

that the control mechanisms that manage to align the interests between the striking employees 

and the firm are the most successful in alleviating the risk for their future occurrence 

(Eisenhardt, 1989; Zimmerman, 2011). While reviewing more industrial literature and 

research on incentives in airlines specifically, it becomes evident that employee stock 

ownership programs (ESOPs) are the most successful control mechanisms in aligning 

interests, as their structure allows for non-financial incentives in addition to financial 

incentives as well (Caver, 1996; Hansmann 1996; Kurse, 2002). Thus, by the use of agency 

theory, ESOPs are determined to be the most suitable control mechanism that could solve 

future strikes at airlines. A second contribution of the paper is therefore the identification of 

promising mechanisms that can solve strikes as identified by separate academic fields, thus 

unfolding and combining previously existing but separate theoretical concepts.  

 

Finally, in order to properly illuminate, connect and analyze the literary points put forth, a 

case illustration of some of the most recent and most profound airline strikes, namely the SAS 

pilot strikes in 2016 and 2019, will be presented as well. By including two strikes rather than 

one in the analysis, the aim is to highlight the frequency and similarity of strikes, emphasizing 

the fact that it indeed is a structural, rather than situation- or case-specific issue. Conclusively, 

the study aims to answer the following specific research question: 
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How can pilot strikes be understood as an agency cost and how can ESOP help solve it? 

 

 

The structure of the study will be as follows: The study will begin by explaining the method 

applied in the study, together with the philosophical considerations and research evaluation 

criteria. Secondly, in order to provide some necessary context for understanding the different 

environment of the airline industry and job tasks of a pilot, the general background of the 

industry, the pilot job and SAS as a case company will be presented. The third section will 

follow by providing a more extensive literature review, departing from agency theory and 

ending on different research on ESOP, which will aid in theoretically conceptualizing how 

and why ESOP could be the most suitable control mechanisms in solving future strikes. The 

literature review is followed by the illustrative case of SAS, which will further highlight and 

clarify the literary points put forth in the former section, while also connecting them to the 

industry-specific variables previously presented in the background review. Finally, the last 

part of the paper critically discusses the findings, which is followed by a concluding note 

together with the proposed future research.  

 

 

 

 

 

2. METHODOLOGY 

 

In order to properly explain how this study attempts to answer the research question 

presented, a methodology section is provided below. The methodology includes the research 

approach and strategy as well as an argument for using an illustrative case to support the 

theoretical points put forth while exploring the research question. Further, it also outlines and 

argues for the chosen data and the method of its collection.   
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2.1 Research Approach 

 
The aim of this thesis is to examine how an ESOP could alleviate the risks of future pilot 

strikes in SAS. The study will primarily have a theoretical focus, where the concept of strikes 

is explored within the theoretical framework of principal-agency theory specifically. It is 

identified that agency theory is rarely used in explaining strikes but that it simultaneously 

might offer us useful insight in the possible mechanisms of alleviating them. Subsequently, 

the starting point of the research is to utilize this conceptual framework in shaping the 

understanding of strikes, which will further guide us to the appropriate measures on how to 

solve them. However, in order to better support the theoretical points set forth, an illustrative 

case study will also be applied. While matching the theoretical framework with empirical 

reality, the research will use an abductive (also known as retroductive) and qualitative 

approach. The abductive approach allows us to utilize the previously established useful 

theoretical lens of agency theory but simultaneously provides us with the possibility of 

reviewing it when gaining new knowledge in the research process (Tavory & Timmermans, 

2014; Dubois & Gadde, 1999). As such, abduction combines the deductive and inductive 

approach by allowing us to take advantage of the systematic character of theoretical models in 

a deductive fashion but simultaneously not being constrained by them, accepting the 

possibility of new knowledge creation during the research process that can alter the 

theoretical foundation in an inductive manner as well (Tavory & Timmermans, 2014). The 

new knowledge can stem from unanticipated empirical findings, but can also be in the form of 

new theoretical insights gained during the research process (Tavory & Timmermans, 2014; 

Dubois & Gadde, 1999). As the abductive research approach is specifically connected to 

Bhaskar’s (1978) philosophical paradigm of critical realism, this will be elaborated on next.  

 

 

2.1.1 Philosophical Considerations 
 

The research philosophy includes both the ontological (perception of reality) and 

epistemological (perception of knowledge) perspectives of the research (Saunders et al., 

2009). The present study will be framed by Bhaskar’s (1978) critical realist paradigm. In line 

with Bhaskar, it is believed that, in contrast to the positivist paradigm that only focuses on the 

observable world, unobservable phenomena can and should be studied in order for new 



	 8	

knowledge to be developed (Egholm, 2014). Here, it is believed that reality cannot be readily 

observed and that it is also independent of human constructions, theories or general 

perceptions (Egholm, 2014; Saunders et al., 2009). However, such unobservable structures of 

reality cause the events that are observable, i.e. the world as we know it, and as created by our 

perceptions, perspectives and experiences (Bhaskar, 1978; Egholm, 2014). Thus, according to 

critical realism, in order to truly understand the observable world, we should study the 

underlying structures, or reality, that creates the events that shape it (Bhaskar, 1978; Egholm, 

2014; Hunt, 1991). This philosophical perspective naturally has the most appropriate 

connection with the abductive approach mentioned above, as it allows the research to both 

understand but also create new conclusions about the underlying theoretical framework that 

lays the premise for the research (Easton, 2010; Egholm, 2014).     

 

By applying this philosophical perspective to the present study, the interest of the analysis is 

to define the underlying structures that form the agency-relationship between the pilots and 

managers, which are believed to inhabit the conflicting interests that ultimately lead to strikes. 

When these are understood correctly, it is then possible to create a further understanding of 

how the implementation of ESOP can help to transform this relationship, in order to avoid 

such strikes. Put more generally, by using the philosophical perspective of critical realism, 

this study can outline the principal-agency structure of the relationship, and by that identify 

the scope of action the principal and agent will act within. Such an outline is further necessary 

in order to successfully identify the right mechanisms that can transform it.  

 

The research philosophy described above not only lays the foundation for the research 

approach of the study, but also for the research method. Primarily, the study will have a 

theoretical and qualitative focus, which points are further supported by an illustrative case. 

This will be elaborated on below.   

 

 

2.2 Research Methods  

 

As previously mentioned, the research will primarily have a theoretical focus when exploring 

the concept of strikes through the framework of principal-agency theory. As such, the 

research is largely based on qualitative secondary data in the form of previously conducted 
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research. However, in order to support the theoretical points presented, an illustrative case 

will also be applied. The case research will both include some primary data gathered from 

semi-structured interviews, as well as rely on archival research material in the form of news 

articles, company reports and other public statements. Thus, in order to outline the benefits of 

using an illustrative case study, as well as argue for the collection method and sample used, 

the more specific research strategy is presented next.   

 

 

2.2.1 Case Illustration 

 

In order to support the theoretical points put forth in the research, an illustrative case study on 

Scandinavian Airlines and their most recent pilot strikes will be explored. According to Yin 

(2003), a case study is preferred when “how” or “why”, rather than “what” questions are 

being posed. Additionally, they are most suitable when the focus is a contemporary, rather 

than historical phenomenon and is set in a real-life context (Yin, 2003). As such, a case study 

is deemed appropriate, as the interest of the present research is to explore how the agency 

relationship structure between pilots and managers not only has lead to very recent strikes, 

but, if left intact, might lead to new strikes as well and hence, the importance to explore how 

such relationship can be altered is also recognized. In other words, the study fittingly has a 

contemporary focus, taking place in a more complex real-life context. Furthermore, the 

research also aims to explore how ESOP can beneficially alter the agency relationship 

specifically. ESOPs have been implemented in airlines before, with varying design criteria 

and subsequent success. Therefore, the case study method also offers us the necessary 

possibility of providing the research with a more in-depth and extensive description of the 

phenomenon, and also allows us to collect data from multiple sources in order to achieve this 

(Baxter & Jack, 2008; Yin, 2003).  

 

Moreover, as previously also mentioned, the research will only explore a single case study 

taking an illustrative, or descriptive, role in the research, which main task is to strengthen the 

theoretical points put forth in the literature. Firstly, according to Yin (2003) a rationale for 

using a single case study is that it can be representative of other similar cases, and therefore 

its findings can be informative about the average firm experiencing a similar problem. 

Although the focus on SAS makes the research subject to SAS’ firm-specific context, pilot 
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strikes are still a common phenomenon in many airlines, where the parties involved and their 

agency relationship structure is largely believed to be similar. Finally, the illustrative, or 

descriptive role of the single case study allows us to provide an adequately extensive 

description of the phenomenon (Hayes et al., 2015; Yin, 2003). Such role also fits the 

adductive research approach well, as it allows us to effectively rely on the theoretical points 

outlined by previous literature (Tavory & Timmermans, 2014; Dubois & Gadde, 1999).  

 

 

2.2.1.1 Collection of Data  

 

The case analysis will be based on both primary and secondary data, which includes 

conducted interviews as well as publicly available archival research material in the form of 

news articles, company annual reports or other public statements respectively. These will be 

explored separately in more detail below.  

 

 

2.2.1.1.1 Semi-Structured Interviews 
 

Firstly, the primary data was gathered from a total of two interviews, which were conducted 

as phone-calls; one being approximately forty-five minutes long while the other slightly 

shorter, at thirty minutes. A semi-structured interview guide was utilized for each interview, 

making the discussions more dynamic and limiting the influence of prior knowledge and 

personal perspectives (Easterby-Smith et al., 2018). It further allowed for a mutual discovery 

of new knowledge created in relation to the research question during the interviewing process, 

which further emphasizes the benefits of an open interview (ibid.).  

 

 

2.2.1.1.1.1 Composition of sample 

 

In order for a single case to be generalizable to a broader environment, the sample should be 

representative of the agents that are involved in the phenomenon (Easterby-Smith et al., 2018; 

Yin, 2003). In the present case study, this would entail including key personnel associated 

with the SAS pilot strikes, i.e. SAS pilots, SAS management and the pilot unions. The sample 
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could be made further representative by spreading it across age groups, career status as well 

as different nationalities within each Scandinavian operating country (ibid.). Contacts were 

made to such representatives, but the present paper is being written amidst the Covid-19 

pandemic in the spring of 2020, which restricted the access enormously. As travel has ceased 

altogether, SAS, as all airlines, are struggling to survive. Furthermore, as made clear by 

potential interviewees, SAS also has a very strict policy on who their personnel can speak to 

regarding internal issues such as strikes. As such, the main force driving the composition of 

the sample was access to willing persons who could give an insider view on pilot strikes, the 

airline industry, the pilot job and SAS as company. 

 

Taking this into consideration, the final sample consisted of two, non-SAS, Swedish pilots 

working for the same global airline, whose names and place of employment are kept 

anonymous for the purpose of this study. Although neither pilot directly works for SAS, they 

are still members of the Swedish pilot union, SPF, and also have twenty years of experience 

as a pilot in the industry. As the author’s mother tongue is Swedish, the interviews were also 

held in Swedish and therefore the resulting transcriptions of the interviews are also written in 

Swedish as seen in Appendix 2 and 3. Any quotations drawn from the transcripts appear 

translated to English in the actual paper, however.  

 

 

2.2.1.1.1.2 Interview Guide 

 

The interview guide used in the semi-structured interviews is presented in Appendix 1. As the 

pilots interviewed neither represents SAS or the SAS section in the Swedish pilot union, the 

interview themes were adjusted to fit their background and subsequent knowledge of the 

research problem. Furthermore, as both pilots have similar experience working for the same 

global airline the interview guide was kept unchanged for both interviews. Thus, the resulting 

interview was built on four main themes; firstly, as the pilot job is quite unique in its tasks 

and characteristics, some background questions on the possible general values and priorities 

held by pilots was presented. The second theme then proceeded to investigate why pilot 

strikes occur, which laid the premise for introducing the third theme, namely what the 

interviewees’ external view were on the reasons for and events during the SAS strikes 

specifically. Finally, ESOP was presented as its own theme where interviewees were asked 
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more general questions about their stance about implementing such a program for pilots, 

coupled with more specific questions on some of the design choices available upon its 

realization.  

 

 

2.2.1.1.2 Archival Records 

 

In addition to the primary data collected from the interviews, an archival study research 

strategy was also applied in the case research. By using previously documented material, the 

archival research strategy provides access to longitudinal, original primary source data, which 

can be re-analyzed for another purpose than what they were intended for (Cunliffe et al., 

2018; Saunders et al., 2009). Including archival material in addition to the interview data in 

the case study of SAS also enabled the case illustration to include statements by company and 

union representatives in the media as well as to present a clearer timeline of the events leading 

up to and the actions during the strikes. Thus, the use of an additional, secondary source of 

evidence apart from interviews could increase the trustworthiness of the qualitative data 

presented improving the validity and reliability of the case study, as the sample otherwise 

consisted of representatives external to the firm (Welch, 2000; Yin, 1984). Nevertheless, 

some concerns still remain on the reliability and external validity of the present study, 

including the aforementioned unrepresentativeness of the sample used. As such, these will be 

reviewed in more detail next.  

 

 

2.3 Research Evaluation Criteria 

 

By conducting a qualitative research and using an illustrative case study as the research 

strategy, some concerns of the reliability and external validity of the study are introduced. 

Firstly, the main argument against using a case study in exploring or illustrating a 

phenomenon is its limited scientific generalizability (Yin, 2003). Since SAS is subject to their 

specific firm-environment this is a valid concern. However, the arguments to why only one 

case is explored also hold for its generalizability. Namely, that the SAS case is believed to be 

representative of other, similar cases, as pilot strikes are a common phenomenon in many 

airlines and the agency relationship of the parties involved is also believed to be largely 
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similar. Furthermore, Yin (2003) points out the difference between statistical and analytic 

generalization. Contrary to statistical generalization, the goal of analytic generalization of 

qualitative case studies primarily is not to generalize the findings to a larger universe, but 

rather to generalize the findings to new theoretical propositions (Hammersley et al., 2000; 

Yin, 2003). In other words, the main goal of the present paper is not to generalize the findings 

to all other airlines in the industry, but instead, the primary and theoretical interest in the 

research problem presented is how framing strikes as agency problems can aid us in solving 

them.  

 

A second challenge is the small and possibly unrepresentative sample used in the case study. 

Firstly, the sample only consisting of two interviewees might pose a challenge for the external 

validity (Easterby-Smith et al., 2018). However, as the case only plays a descriptive role, and 

as the primary data is supported by other, secondary data, this poses a somewhat smaller 

threat (Easterby-Smith et al., 2018; Hayes et al., 2015). Nevertheless, that the interviewees do 

not represent SAS personnel might pose a more serious challenge to the external validity 

(Yin, 2003). By including their interview answers we gain some valuable insight to the airline 

industry, the pilot job and the external take on SAS and their pilot strikes. We cannot, 

however, readily assume that they represent the universe of the workgroups actually involved 

in the pilot strikes, and as such, we can only rely on secondary and archival data in 

representing their opinions or interests. This should be fully acknowledged and it is urged that 

access to gaining primary interview data from relevant SAS workgroups should be prioritized 

for future research.  

 

Finally, it is recognized that face-to-face interviews would have given the advantage of better 

being able to study the interviewees’ behavioral cues during answers, which could have 

revealed important information now possibly unnoticed (Easterby-Smith et al., 2018). 

However, as previously mentioned the current paper is written in the spring of 2020 during 

the Covid-19 epidemic. The pandemic has lead to governments and universities largely 

prohibiting face-to-face contact, urging all meetings and discussions to be held by distancing 

phone or online calls. As such, face-to-face interviews were ruled as an unattainable option 

during the data collection for the present study.  
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Nevertheless, although the case study is very constrained, it aids in answering the research 

question by both illuminating as well as making the theoretical proposals and connections 

more tangible. Furthermore, as a separate advantage of illustrative case studies is to make the 

unfamiliar more familiar, the case study can further connect the theoretical propositions to 

more practical and understandable events, which can further help the analytical 

generalizability as well (Yin, 2003). Thus, before studying the actual case and the literature 

framing the analysis, the general background of the industry, the pilot job and the case 

company will be presented next, which further provides a more tangible context to the 

phenomenon of and the proposed theoretical solution to strikes.  

 

 

 

 

	
3. BACKGROUND 
 

 

In order to provide some useful context to the research question presented, the industry 

background, as well as a review of the case company is provided below. The first part of the 

following section starts by exploring the airline industry characteristics, as they are very 

distinct to other service-providing industries and therefore represent a very unique working 

environment for SAS and pilots in general. Consequently, the background of the pilot job and 

its characteristics is also presented, as these are also quite distinct to other transportation-

providing jobs. The last section of the first part ends by reviewing the most notable historical 

airline strikes, as it provides an understanding of why pilot strikes is an issue worth exploring, 

as well as why we benefit from choosing SAS as an illustrative example.  

 

The second part of the background section subsequently reviews SAS as a case company 

specifically, where their company history, mission, vision and corporate values, as well as 

their current ownership structure and board of directors are presented. Such review provides 

us with the particular context SAS pilots operate in, as well as an understanding of what 

ownership and control structures are currently present in the company. The second part ends 

with a shorter summary of the historical strikes in SAS, which gives a more in-depth 

overview of why pilot strikes indeed has been a more imminent problem for SAS specifically.  
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3.1 The Airline Industry 

 

Aviation started by the American Wright brothers, who in 1903 made history by successfully 

flying a motor-driven plane for the first time (Crouch, 2004). Europe soon followed by 

designing motor-driven airplanes of their own, with Denmark becoming the first country 

doing so when C H Ellehammer flew his airplane on a small island outside of Lolland in 1906 

(ibid.). Nevertheless, the first commercial airline was also flown in America, when the Pilot 

Tony Jannus flew between St. Petersburg and Tampa, Florida in 1914, carrying a former 

mayor of St. Petersburg who paid $400 for the service in 1914 (ibid.). As with motor-driven 

planes, Europe quickly established their own commercial airlines a few years later as well, 

including KLM Royal Dutch Airlines, Finnair and British Airways who impressively are still 

active today (Ros, 2019). In more modern times, the industry has naturally become a 

dominating choice for travel, as the world’s population has become increasingly globalized. 

Since its beginnings, the industry grew rapidly and by the 1970’s an estimated 310 million 

people were already travelling by commercial flights on a yearly basis (The World Bank, 

2020). The industry growth has also kept its pace since, with demand quadrupling between 

1980’s into the 2000’s with the number of yearly passengers travelling worldwide reaching 4 

billion in 2018 (Reichmuth & Berster, 2018; The World Bank, 2020). Although the financial 

crisis in 2008 hit the industry quite hard, the industry revenue has also followed the growth in 

demand, where the global sales reached a total level of $838 billion in 2019 (Statista, 2020a).  

 

Nevertheless, a growing industry with an increasingly global demand naturally creates an 

environment for high level of competition as well. Presently, the number of airlines is 

estimated to have reached around 5000 globally, while the number in Europe corresponds to 

50 larger, established airlines (Statista, 2020b). What contributed to more rapid growth in 

passenger numbers but also significantly increased competition was a disruptive deregulation 

of the industry. Traditionally, the industry was largely state-owned and heavily regulated in 

both the European and U.S. market, where all commercial flights were operated by national 

flag carriers (Cento, 2009; Diaconu, 2012). The regulations encompassed restrictions on entry 

of new carriers, production levels and the pricing freedom allowed, which effectively limited 

any free-market network or price competition (Cento, 2009). As such, the national 

governments and their carriers dominated air traffic for the most part of the 1900s (Cento, 

2009; Scharpenseel, 2001). In 1978 this changed, however, when the Airline deregulation act 

was signed. The deregulation act was as a result of increased pressure for deregulation as the 
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rest of the domestic economy became more liberalized (Cento, 2009; Scharpenseel, 2001). 

Gradually, Europe followed, and in 1993 the market was effectively entirely opened for 

external competition (Cento, 2009; Diaconu, 2012). This resulted in new low-cost 

competition rapidly entering Europe, with the first-movers being the now well-known airlines 

Ryanair and Easyjet (Diaconu, 2012). Ryanair and Easyjet are examples of low cost carriers, 

which sole competitive advantage is price (ibid.). It is estimated that low-cost carriers’ market 

share in Europe has grown from 1% to 36% from their entry until 2018, and hence, has 

changed the market structure of the industry dramatically (OAG, 2020). As a response, the 

traditional airlines, and among them SAS, has been forced to introduce a number of cost-

saving and productivity enhancing programs in order to remain competitive (Scharpenseel, 

2001).  

 

It is not only competition that has put pressure on cost-effectiveness in the industry, however. 

What all airlines have in common is that they are characterized by heavy investment into 

fixed costs, which makes them inflexible in responding to fluctuations in demand (Hoffer, 

1998; Petersen et al., 2017). The fixed costs mainly stem from the lease or loan payments 

payable of the acquired or leased aircrafts, while their income is in the form of flight tickets 

bought, i.e. the number of passengers per flight (Hoffer, 1998). Leases or loan payments are 

payable regardless of the amount of activity performed, however, making the profitability of 

airlines very exposed to fluctuations in demand, as they cannot readily reduce the fixed cost in 

proportion to their income (Hoffer, 1998; Petersen et al., 2017). Airlines are also very cyclical 

firms, where their earnings are particularly exposed to economic booms or recessions, making 

them further prone to possible larger fluctuations in income (Brealey et al., 2011). Finally, 

another risk exposure for airlines is their heavy reliance on fuel prices in their operations, 

where larger fluctuations in the oil price creates some large variable input costs that threaten 

profitability as well (Macquarie, 2017). Takings these risks together, it is particularly central 

for airlines to pay attention to the variable costs that are more controllable, which largely 

includes labor costs (Hoffer, 1998; Petersen et al., 2017). Moreover, unexpected event such as 

employee strikes that dramatically reduces or completely halters the stream of income is also 

a larger threat for airlines specifically, as the fixed costs are unavoidable during such 

downturns (Petersen et al, 2017).  

 

As such, although common to most firms, it is especially in airlines’ interest to put as much 

pressure on labor costs as possible in order to stay competitive and profitable, which provides 



	 17	

insight to why labor contract negotiations are particularly pivotal and why negotiating them is 

taken so seriously (Alamdari & Morrell, 1997). It also highlights the possible damaging 

effects employee strikes can have on airlines specifically, as they temporarily completely 

halter all the income that is heavily relied upon to offset the reoccurring fixed costs. It is not 

only the industry itself that it very distinct, however, as the pilot job also enjoys many specific 

characteristics as well. Since this study explicitly explores pilot strikes rather than general 

employee strikes in airlines, the general job characteristics of pilots are beneficial to explore 

next.  

 

 

3.1.1 The Pilot Job 

 

Apart from carrying the enormous responsibility to ensure safety for all passengers onboard, 

commercial pilots also have some other important job characteristics that are very distinct 

from other occupations. Firstly, a professional pilot education is extremely costly, reaching 

above $80 000 to complete (ATP, 2020). This is also true in Europe, where countries such as 

the Scandinavian countries that typically offer education for free, charge up to $100 000 for 

completing a commercial pilot education (Svensk Pilotutbildning, 2020). The costs mainly 

stem from the expenses of test flying, as practice is not only done by simulation, but also uses 

real airplanes that can be costly to rent and operate (ATP, 2020; Svensk Pilotutbildning, 

2020). Yet, what is also included and also contributes to the cost is the requirement to 

perform various tests. These do not only test future pilots’ ability to fly, but also consist of 

psychological tests that analyze their suitability to handle potential crisis situations or 

generally unexpected events while flying (ibid.).  

 

Once hired, the average pilot salary tends to be well above the average market salaries, with 

an estimated monthly average gross salary of around $6000 and $9000 in the U.S. and Europe 

respectively (World Salaries, 2020). The individual pilot salaries can be subject to large 

variation, however, as there are many factors affecting the individual pilot’s salary level. The 

salary is received on a monthly basis rather than hourly, so the amount of work does not 

reflect a higher wage level per se (Harvey, 2014; Wensveen, 2007). Instead, the factors 

affecting pay are mainly seniority, relevant experience and flight certificates, as well as the 

airline and country of employment (Wensveen, 2007). Having appropriate experience and 
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certificates can be valuable to airlines, as different airplane models require different 

certificates to operate (AOPA, 2020). To obtain such certificates, pilots are required to pass 

additional tests and also to have completed certain hours of flight time in their career (ibid.). 

Thus, as different airlines operate different airplane models, having the right certificates for 

the specific company is valued and can affect pay positively (ibid.) Still, the factor that carries 

the most weight and is also common across all airlines, is the effect of seniority. In most 

traditional airlines, a “seniority list” or “seniority rule” is often implemented, which, apart 

from salary, effectively determines the work schedule, flight routes, base airport and 

operating aircraft, where the most senior get the most favorable conditions available (ATP, 

2020; Harvey, 2014; Wensveen, 2007). Although a favorable salary is often emphasized, 

favorable working schedules can also be seen as a rather important factor (Harvey, 2014). 

Pilots, like all other employees in the aviation industry, can effectively work around the clock, 

as the industry lacks any conventional working hours. As demand for travel also tends to 

increase rather than decrease during holiday season, the pilots can be deprived of the natural 

holidays enjoyed by the rest of society, which increases the importance of gaining favorable 

working schedules.  

 

Finally, another fairly distinct characteristic of the pilot job is that it is often unionized, where 

labor unions represent all pilots within the U.S. and Europe, including Scandinavia and SAS, 

in a similar way (ALPA, 2020, ECA, 2020). Pilots are represented by so called craft unions, 

which entails that pilots as a workgroup have their own individual union supporting their 

interests, as opposed to one that covers all airline workgroups (Wensveen, 2007). In essence, 

it is the pilot union that has the responsibility to bargain for better salaries and working 

conditions for their union members. Thus, in practice, it is the union representatives who 

negotiate new labor contracts with airline management as representatives of the pilots’ 

interests, rather than pilots themselves (ALPA, 2020; Wensveen, 2007). Nevertheless, as 

established before, labor costs are a central focus for airlines, whose primary interest is to 

keep them controlled as other fixed and variable costs consume a big portion of their income. 

As such, an agreement between the union representing its members and the firm cannot 

always succeed immediately. In order to establish a better bargaining position, the unions can 

thus opt to initiate a strike for its members if the negotiation process is proving unsuccessful 

(Wensveen, 2007). As the strikes are studied as an agency problem in the present paper, it is 

highly relevant to briefly review the frequency of occurrence and magnitude of strikes in the 

airline industry in the following section.  
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3.1.2 Strikes in Airlines 

 
Employee strikes in airlines are not a new phenomenon; the first documented airline strike in 

history was as early as 1932, when Century Airlines pilots went on strike to protest owner 

Errett Lobban Cord’s suggestion of lowering their wages with 40% (Cohen, 1990). They can 

also be of great magnitude; historically, the longest strike ever was Southern Airways’ pilot 

strike in the 1960’s, which lasted for over two years, and was essentially a result of a 

disagreement over wages and working conditions  (Carter, 1960). Some newer examples 

include Air France’s pilot strike in 2014 that lasted a total of fourteen consecutive days, 

costing the company an estimated €200 million. Lufthansa also experienced a similar 

economic downturn two years later, when they had to cancel 1700 flights affecting 180 000 

passengers (Sheahan, 2016; The Local, 2014). Both were a result of the pilots’ and their 

unions’, French Spaf’s and German Vereinigung Cockpit’s (VC), rejection of new labor 

contracts proposing lower pay and longer working hours (ibid.). Although airline strikes can 

involve all employee workgroups in airlines, the aforementioned examples also show that the 

most profound strikes are often in the form of pilot strikes. As previously established, pilots 

can have different amounts of experience and different accumulated certificates allowing 

them to fly specific airplanes. As such, they are more difficult to replace on short-term notice 

than other workgroups and their strikes can therefore result in operations stopping completely 

for a longer time period.  

 

Nonetheless, although pilot strikes have been a familiar problem to most airlines throughout 

history, last year 2019 represented an abnormally turbulent time for many. Only during 2019 

there were over 150 airline strikes globally, which suggests a universal frequency of around 

13 strikes per month (Skycop, 2020). Some high-profiled cases include British Airways (BA) 

first strike in September 2019, when the union British Airlines Pilots’ Assiciation (BALPA) 

announced that the majority of BA’s pilots based in the UK airports Heathrow and Gatwick 

would go on strike. The pilots striking had felt cheated off a promise that their wages would 

return to their previous level when the company had turned around its profitability (Topham, 

2019). The strike ended up lasting just two days but cost the company an estimated €37 

million and affected 180 000 customers, as over 2123 flights were cancelled (Walsh, 2019). A 

second example was the five-day strike of Ryanair’s pilots also represented by BALPA, who 

in August 2019 protested for improved pensions, a transparent and fair pay structure as well 
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as better parental benefits (Davis & Brignall, 2019). However, Ryanair managed to substitute 

the pilots striking internally so that only a few hundred flights ended up being cancelled. Still, 

the case of Ryanair highlights the fact that newer, low-cost carriers aren’t immune to internal 

disputes either (ibid.). Nevertheless, the most profound airline strike in 2019 was the 

Scandinavian Airlines (SAS) pilot strike. In April, as a result of failed labor contract 

negotiations, all Scandinavian pilot unions announced a strike that effectively encompassed 

almost all SAS pilots (McLean, 2019). The strike lasted for seven consecutive days and 

forced SAS to cancel 4000 flights. An estimated 370 000 customers were affected, which 

totaled to a SEK650 million (approximately $65 million) loss for the company. Yet, unlike 

BA, such circumstances were not unfamiliar for SAS. Just three years earlier, in 2016, the 

airline had faced a similar situation, when all their Swedish pilots went on strike, cancelling 

1000 flights, affecting 100 000 passengers.  

 

 

Conclusively, the airline industry is characterized by high fixed costs and an operational risk 

exposure to variable fuel prices, which together put additional pressure on maintaining firm 

control on other variable costs, such as labor. Characteristics of the pilot job include a large 

personal investment in education, and varying monthly wage levels once hired. Factors 

affecting the monthly salary are mainly seniority or experience in general, where experience 

specific to the firm and operating plane models make pilots harder to replace. Furthermore, 

the workgroup is normally represented by trade unions, whose responsibility is to vouch for 

higher salary levels and more advantageous working conditions for their members. Finally, 

labor strikes in the airline industry is a very common phenomenon, and is almost always a 

result of failed negotiations of salary levels and working conditions between the pilots’ unions 

and management. SAS is the airline that has experienced the most profound strike in recent 

history, and also represents a company where strikes are more frequent compared to some of 

their competitors. Thus, SAS offers an interesting example for reviewing the possible 

underlying structural reasons for the occurrence of such disagreements and will be reviewed 

as a the illustrative case company for the present paper in the next section.  
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3.2 SAS  

 
In order to provide an adequate level of context for the illustrative case presented in the 

present study, an overview of SAS as a company is given below. The overview starts by 

reviewing the company history of SAS, which provides the foundation for their current 

corporate DNA subsequently presented. The overview continues by outlining both the current 

ownership structure as well as SAS’ board of directors, clarifying who owns and operates the 

company in its present state. Lastly, and highly relevant to the current study, a brief summary 

of SAS historical employee strikes is outlined, which provides a premise for the actual case 

described in the analysis section.   

 

 

3.2.1 SAS History 

 

Scandinavian airlines was first founded in 1946, as a partnership between the Danish, 

Swedish and Norwegian national Airways Services (Svensk Intercontinental Lufttrafik AB, 

Det Danske Luftfatselskap A/S and Det Norske Luftfartselskap A/S) as an effort to better 

consolidate the intercontinental air traffic (SAS, 2020a). In 1951 the partnership was extended 

to also include European flights, and the partnership morphed into the SAS consortium we 

know today (ibid.). During the decades that followed, SAS continued to expand their 

operations by growing their travel routes and investing in their first large-scale electronic 

reservations system, which contributed to attracting an increasing amount of customers as 

well (SAS, 2020a). Nevertheless, the 1970’s oil crisis hit the company hard, and the downturn 

was further amplified through their simultaneous heavy investment in new aircrafts (SAS, 

1970-1979). The increased investment and the rising input prices resulted in a dramatic 

shortage of cash flow, lead SAS to appoint a new CEO, Jan Carlzon in 1981 in an attempt to 

turn the company’s profitability around (SAS, 2020a). Carlzon changed SAS’ customer focus 

by removing the “first class” travel option and substituting it with “Euroclass”, representing a 

deliberate shift to service the more frequent business travelers rather than customers traveling 

for leisure (ibid.). Carlzon also made several additional initiatives that transformed SAS’ 

strategic focus to become more customer orientated in general, which largely contributed to 

SAS being rewarded for being the most punctual airline in Europe for the first time, as well as 

receiving the title “Airline of the Year” in 1983 (ibid.).  
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Nevertheless, as previously mentioned, the early 1990’s was characterized by a general de-

regulation of the European airline industry, leading to increased low-cost competition entering 

the industry. Such regulatory change also put new pressure on SAS financially, which 

ultimately led SAS to launch several cost-savings programs in an effort to maintain the 

company’s profitability in the new competitive environment (SAS, 1995). The savings 

programs mainly focused on efficiency gains through staff layoffs and increased automation, 

but also lead to the launch of the Eurobonus program as a further effort to both benefit and 

lock-in frequent-travel customers (ibid.). Three years later Eurobonus received further 

recognition and wider adoption, as it was included in the first global airline alliance, “Star 

Alliance”, which SAS founded together with four other major airlines (Air Canada, 

Lufthansa, Thai Airways International and United Airlines) (SAS, 2020a). The continued 

customer focus together with the savings initiatives rewarded a profitable period for SAS 

during the rest of the decade, and also enabled SAS to invest in new airline subsidiaries 

including Air Botnia and Wideröe (ibid.). In 2001 SAS also finally became listed in all three 

Scandinavia’s stock exchanges (Stockholm, Copenhagen and Oslo).  

 

Nevertheless, the years that followed presented more serious problems for the airline, where 

the global financial crisis in 2008 resulted in a wave of falling customer demand (SAS, 2009). 

Simultaneously SAS’ creditors also tightened their terms of payment on the large debts 

outstanding, as they were experiencing looming bankruptcy as well (ibid.). As a result, new, 

more profound savings programs were quickly introduced in the company, which included 

divestment from smaller, less pivotal subsidiaries, increasing the focus on the Nordic base 

market and frequent travelers, as well as wide-scale reductions of personnel (ibid.). The first 

initiatives were quite successful, and ended up saving SAS an estimated SEK 6 billion 

between 2009 and 2011 and them regaining the title of “Most punctual Airline” in the years 

2009 and 2010 (SAS, 2020a). Despite the initial success, however, the remaining challenging 

economic climate and SAS’ overreliance on high credit limits at its creditors led to a serious 

threat of bankruptcy in early 2013 (Dagens Industri, 2015). Fortunately SAS was able to gain 

an extension on their loans during bankruptcy negotiations with their creditors, which secured 

their survival, but it came with strict conditions on further cost-reduction measures to be taken 

(ibid.). The extension on payments was accompanied by guarantees from all Scandinavian 

countries, a requirement for SAS to sell its subsidiary Widröe, new negotiations with labor 

unions that would cut wages and increase working hours, as well as outsourcing all ground 
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handling to the company Swissport (Dagens Industri, 2012). SAS followed through with the 

promises and upon realizing all requirements at the end of 2013, SAS was able to present 

their first profitable year since 2007 (SAS, 2015). 

 

In the following years, SAS was able to maintain their strengthened financial position, after 

successfully implementing and retaining the required efficiency programs. They also 

continued by focusing on improving their overall customer offering through upgrading 

aircrafts, new Fast Track and Lounge facilities, which inter alia resulted in the airline 

receiving awards such as “Best airline in Europe” and “Best International Airline” by the 

Danish and Swedish Travel Awards in 2016 – titles which they have kept to present-day 

(SAS, 2020a). Today, with revenue of SEK 46,736 Mil, and total number of passengers of 

29,8 million in 2019, SAS is the leading aviation company in Scandinavia with roughly 32% 

market share, followed by closest competitors Norwegian and Finnair at 17% and 10% 

respectively (Statista, 2020c). The group owns 167 aircrafts operated by little over 10 000 

employees situated in the Scandinavian countries Sweden, Denmark and Norway (SAS, 

2020b). In order to gain a better picture of what characterizes and who ultimately owns and 

controls the company today, SAS mission and vision, together with their corporate values, as 

well as their ownership structure and board of directors are presented below.  

 

 

3.2.2 SAS Corporate “DNA” 

 
Publicly, SAS widely emphasizes their Scandinavian heritage by branding their “DNA” to be 

“Scandinavian by name and nature” (SAS, 2020c). Their following operational values 

include Safety, Punctuality and Care in their service provided, concepts, which are further 

underlined throughout their historical annual reports (SAS, 2015; SAS, 2020b; SAS, 2020c). 

Furthermore, as also highlighted by the company history, SAS has a deliberate focus of 

serving frequent business travellers well. This is further illustrated in the company vision, 

where SAS states that as Scandinavia’s leading airline, their vision is to “Make life easier for 

Scandinavia’s frequent travellers” p. 4 (SAS, 2020b). SAS further states their mission to be 

providing “smooth access to the world”, which, accordingly, will support their strategic goal 

of winning all Scandinavia’s frequent travelers (ibid.). Moreover, they have also retained a 
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strong focus on their loyalty program Eurobonus, which provide frequent travellers with some 

substantial benefits (ibid.).  

 

Apart from emphasizing on serving frequent travelers and their Scandinavian focus, SAS 

strategic priorities also include creating an efficient and sustainable operating platform (SAS, 

2020c). This can also be seen in their corporate DNA statements, where it is emphasized that 

a focus on sustainability will allow future generations to enjoy travelling as well, which is 

further demonstrated in their concise slogan  “We are travelers. For the future” (SAS, 2020b; 

SAS, 2020c). More tangible goals are also present in SAS’ public reports, where the 2019 

Annual Report states that in order for SAS to create a sustainable platform for future air 

travel, the goal is to reduce CO2 emissions by 25% as well as replace all fuel with a biofuel 

equivalent on domestic flights by 2030 (SAS, 2020b).  

 

 

3.2.3 SAS Ownership Structure 

 

 In 2019 SAS had 382,582,551 of common shares outstanding with an equity value of SEK 

5,3712 million. SAS legal structure can be seen below, where the SAS AB holding group 

holds all shares for the different countries’ subsidiaries, which trades as a unified “SAS 

Group”. SAS Group is roughly 30% governmentally owned – where the Swedish government 

holds 14,82% and the Danish 14,24% - while the rest of the shares are held by institutional 

and private investors (SAS, 2020d). The total number of shareholders amount to 61,918, with 

no restrictions on voting rights where shareholders may vote for the entire number of shares 

held, i.e. creating a proportionately equal percentage amount of votes and shares held (ibid.). 

The current largest non-governmental shareholders are the Swedish asset management firm 

Knut and Alice Wallenberg Foundation, with a share size of 6,50%, followed by Gerald 

Engström (4,47%), Dimensional Fund Advisors (3,11%) and Wellington Management 

(2,03%) (ibid.). 
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Source: Own construction based on SAS 2019 Annual Report (SAS, 2020b).	

 

 

3.2.4 SAS Board of Directors 

 

Lead by Chairman Carsten Dilling, SAS eleven-seat board can be described as quite 

independent from management, with the majority of the members employed outside of SAS 

and the airline industry in general (see Appendix 4). Only two board members have closer ties 

to the industry and the group ownership, namely Kau Kratky, former CEO of Austrian 

Airlines, as well as Oscar Stege Unger, the Director of the largest non-governmental 

shareholder Wallenberg Foundation. Lastly, SAS board has three employee representatives 

out of eleven seats total; one from each Scandinavian country – Endre Røros (Norway), 

Cecilia van der Meulen (Sweden) and Christa Cerè (Denmark). The employee representatives 

are all quite new members, having joined in 2017, 2018 and 2019 respectively. There is no 

specification of which employee group they represent, but are rather just titled by the 

common title of “Employee representative” (Appendix 4).   

 

 

3.2.5 Strikes in SAS 

 

Not only has increased competition, economic recessions or fluctuating oil prices had a 

negative effect on SAS’ performance historically, but also the quite frequent events of 

SAS LEGAL STRUCTURE 2019 

SAS AB 

SAS CARGO GROUP        100% 

SAS IRELAND                   100% 

GORM ASSET MGMT.      100% 

SAS DK A/S SAS NO AS SAS SE AB 
SAS Ground Handling DK A/S 100% 
SAS Ground Handling NO AS  100% 
SAS Ground Handling SE AB   100% 

CONSORTIUM 
Scandinavian Airlines System 

Denmark – Sweden - Norway 
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employee strikes throughout the airline’s years of operation. Firstly, the 1990’s and early 

2000’s were characterized by numerous employee strikes; in 1992 SAS had to cancel 70 

flights affecting 5200 passengers as SAS flight attendants and ground staff went on strike 

(Keys, 1992). In 1995 SAS experienced a similar situation, when all their pilots announced a 

strike, which brought SAS to an operational standstill for a total of four days (The Associated 

Press, 1995). In 2006 a similar situation re-emerged, when all their Danish pilots once again 

announced a strike as a result of stranded contract negotiations (The Local, 2006). Just a year 

later, in 2007, SAS Swedish Cabin personnel opted for a similar strategy when they went on 

strike for three days, cancelling all Swedish air traffic and departures for Sweden completely 

(SAS, 2007).  

 

A similar trend continued into the 2010’s, where SAS experienced numerous labor strikes 

over short time periods between the years 2015-2019. In 2015, the Danish cabin personnel 

and baggage handlers were striking because of disagreements on new labor contracts. The 

strike resulted in a little over 300 flights cancelled and an estimated loss of SEK 50 mil (SvD, 

2015a). The same year, the Norwegian SAS pilots also threatened to go on strike but such 

event was never actualized, as SAS was able to reach an agreement with the Norwegian union 

before the announced date (SvD, 2015b). The most profound strikes, however, were the pilot 

strikes in 2016 and 2019; in 2016, the Swedish pilots went on strike for four days with an 

estimated cost of SAS SEK 200 million resulting from 1000 flights cancelled, affecting 100 

000 passengers (Nikel, 2019; SAS, 2017). In 2019, the pilot strike included almost all SAS 

pilots and lasted for seven consecutive days. As such, the strike was of much larger magnitude 

and ended up affecting a total of 370 000 customers as 4000 flights had to be cancelled, 

resulting in a SEK 650 million loss for the company (Nikel, 2019). 

 

 

Conclusively, SAS has a long and distinct company history, characterized by beginning as a 

flag carrier for the Scandinavian countries and still having retained their position as the 

leading airline in Scandinavia. Their company values include Safety, Care and Punctuality, 

where their vision and mission highlight their deliberate focus on frequent travelers within 

Scandinavia. Today, the company remains partly governmentally owned, with the Swedish 

and Danish governments sharing approximately 30% of the public company shares. The 

board of directors mainly includes external directors with limited industry experience, but 

three seats are also reserved for employee representatives from each Scandinavian country. 
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Finally, the pilot strike in 2019 was the worst strike in company history, costing SAS an 

estimated SEK 650 million and lasting seven consecutive days, highlighting the severe 

financial consequences employee strikes can have. As such, and coupled with an otherwise 

fluctuating profitability, employee strikes can be described as a serious threat for a stable 

financial performance for the airline. As similar strikes are also unfortunately common to 

most other airlines, it is relevant to review the appropriate literature that could aid in 

mitigating the risk of their future occurrence. 

	
 

 

 

 

4. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

 

The following section theoretically conceptualizes what control mechanisms are available to 

mitigate the risk for future strikes. As previously noted, what is constant in most negotiation 

settings that lead to strikes, are opposing wills, or interests, between the negotiating parties. 

Therefore, the point of departure for the conceptualization of how to solve strikes is the 

theory that is specifically developed to explain opposing interests, namely the Principal-

Agency Theory, as such a frame might be useful in enhancing the understanding of such 

conflicts. The following section will thus begin by, albeit quite generally, reviewing agency 

theory and its most fundamental assumptions. Although being few, this review will also 

include the already available studies on strikes that have used agency theory to describe or 

analyze them. Secondly, the theoretical review will return to a more general level in 

describing which control mechanisms are available to solve the agency problem inherent in 

agency relationships, as described by broader agency theory and organizational control 

literature. Here incentivizing mechanisms are further highlighted as often-successful controls, 

and these are once more connected to strikes specifically, by reviewing prior studies that have 

focused on how incentives can reduce the likelihood of them. Lastly, the specific incentives 

provided by ESOPs and its potential as the most appropriate control mechanism are reviewed 

more in depth, as these are often stressed as successful in airlines specifically, and also 

provide benefits wider than the monetary incentives involved in the profit sharing schemes 
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proposed by other studies. In order to summarize the theoretical points put forth in the 

conceptualization, the section ends by a sub-concluding note.   

 

 

4.1 General Agency Theory 

 
Agency theory has its roots in the 1970’s, developed by several different scholars including 

Fama (1980), Fama and Jensen (1983), Harris and Raviv (1978) and Jensen and Meckling 

(1976). Generally, it can be described as being “based on the relationship between one party, 

the principal, who designates certain tasks and decisions to another party, the agent.” 

(Mitchell & Meacheam, 2011, p. 151). In other words, agency theory explores the agency 

relationship that emerges from a contract (such as an employment contract) between the 

principal and the agent (Zimmerman, 2011). As such, traditionally studied principal-agent 

relationships include shareholder-CEO, employer-employee or insurer-insured contracts. 

Nonetheless, the theoretical framework can also be expanded to include more general 

contractual relationships among other stakeholder as well (Eisenhardt, 1989; Harris & Raviv, 

1978; Hill & Jones, 1992). When analyzing such relationships, agency theory mainly rests on 

the following four underlying assumptions: Self-Interested behavior, Information Asymmetry, 

Goal Conflict and Risk Aversion (or risk-seeking) (Eisenhardt, 1989; Zimmerman 2011). 

 

Firstly, the behavioral assumption that both parties behave in self-interest can be described as 

an “assumption that the agent will behave opportunistically, particularly if their interests 

conflict with the principal” (Mitchell & Meacheam, 2011, p. 151). Hence, if the principal and 

agent’s interest diverge, the agent might engage in behavior that is not in the principal’s best 

interest. Secondly, the theory recognizes that the agency relationship is categorized by an 

information asymmetry, i.e. that the two parties have different levels of knowledge. When the 

assumption of acts of self-interest is combined with information asymmetry, it creates both 

motivational and incentive problems for the agent to act in a way that would necessarily 

benefit the principal (Zimmerman, 2011). In other words, asymmetric information in agency 

relationships assumed to be characterized by acts of self-interest result in agency costs, where 

agency costs are defined as “the decline in firm value that results from agents pursuing their 

own interests to the detriment of the principal’s interest” (Zimmerman, 2011, P. 138). 

According to classic agency theory literature, agency costs can either broadly be defined to be 
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in the form of adverse selection (hidden information) or moral hazard (hidden action) (ibid.). 

Adverse selection occurs prior to contracting, where agents can hide information in order to 

gain more beneficial contracting terms (Hansen, 2012; Zimmerman, 2011). An example is 

where the insured has more information of his or hew own risk, or probability, of making an 

insurance claim than the insurer does, and as such, can withhold this information to gain a 

better insurance deal (Zimmerman, 2011). Another cost within adverse selection are influence 

costs (ibid.). Influence costs occur when agents are concerned by the personal effects an 

organizational decision can have on them, and as such, engages in lobbying efforts in trying 

to influence the outcome of such decisions (ibid.). Moral hazard occurs when agents hide their 

action after contracting. Examples of such opportunistic behavior include shirking or 

cheating, free-riding or manipulation of performance numbers (Hansen, 2012; Zimmerman, 

2011). Goal conflict is closely related to the motivation and incentive issue, as if the goals 

were congruent, everyone’s self-interest would lead to aligned interests and there would be no 

need for monitoring actions or their outcomes (Eisenhardt, 1989).  

 

Finally, risk aversion or excessive risk seeking occurs when the agent avoids taking or seeks 

risks that adversely would hurt or gain her as opposed to the principal. For example, 

management might avoid taking risks that might benefit shareholders, as the gains for 

management would be proportionately smaller compared to the negative effect a failure 

would have on their career (Eisenhardt, 1898; Hansen, 2012). This is further noted by Roberts 

(2004) who points out that: “The divergence of interests arises because the individual 

members of an organization typically do not bear all the costs and benefits of the actions they 

take and the decisions they make within the organization. Consequently, when they make 

decisions – about how to spend their time, how hard to work and on what risks to take – the 

choices that appear best from their personal point of view may not maximize the total value of 

the organization” (p. 118).  

 

 

4.1.1 Agency Literature on Strikes 

 
There is limited agency literature that explores striking behavior explicitly. One of few, 

however, is Ashenfelter and Johnson (1969), who explore the magnitude and frequency of 

strikes by studying the misaligned interests between respective stakeholders in labor contract 
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negotiations. The study points out that firms where labor groups are present actually not only 

includes two, but three parties in labor-management relations or negotiations: the firm 

management, the union management and the union members, and calls it the “three-party 

nature of collective bargaining” (p. 47). As such, they challenge the traditional assumption 

that bargaining situations between unions and management leading to strikes only includes 

two differing interests; the union attempting to maximize a certain utility or quantity, e.g. the 

member’s wages for the contract period, and the firm attempting to maximize profits and 

therefore to minimize the same, e.g. wages as used in this example. The authors point out that 

if the members expect an increase in wages, which is too high for management to accept, the 

union leadership is left with the following options: to start by simply trying to convince the 

members to accept lower wages, but if unsuccessful, they are left with the choices of either 

ignoring the members’ wishes and signing an agreement with management’s proposed wages 

or to initiate a strike. The authors then recognize that the reason for the first option often 

being neglected, is due to the interest to prevail union leadership: by choosing the first option 

their members will think they have “sold out” to management, which reduces their political 

claim and power of leadership (Ashenfelter & Johnson, 1969). Hence, they conclude that it is 

in the interest of the union leadership to always follow the interest of their members in order 

to sustain their political credibility.  

 

A second paper, also analyzing the diverging interests between management, employees and 

unions through an agency framework is Jonathan Macey (2019). The study supports 

Ashenfelter and Johnson’s (1969) view that the union’s interests to follow their members 

indeed can give rise to strikes. However, simultaneously Macey also recognizes the 

possibility for other specific agency costs as well, where a lack of governance of the union 

representing the members could result in corruption, self-dealing and collusion with 

management (Macey, 2019). Interestingly, in this very recent study, Macey also recognizes 

that there is a “large lack of focus on agency costs in the union context” and that “far less 

attention has been paid to addressing the agency costs in unionized firms than has been paid 

to addressing agency costs in the context of other public corporations” (p. 1).  

 

Lastly, one study that focuses on analyzing the agency costs of union strikes specifically, is 

Naiker, Navissi and Sridharan (2008), who research the negative effect on firm value 

resulting from legislation that enhanced the bargaining power of unions and subsequent risk 

of strikes. By using a sample of 99 publicly listed firms in New Zealand, the study found that 
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“the introduction of increased unionization imposed significantly higher agency costs” (p. 

15), which included an increase in the plausibility for unions to secure overall higher levels of 

wages and also a higher likelihood of strikes. The authors recognized that the increased 

likelihood of strikes implied a higher likelihood for frequent business-interruption costs, and 

as such, firms with higher probabilities of strikes had a lower valuation than their peers 

(Naiker et al., 2008). A second study that also recognized the agency costs of striking 

behavior is Donald Martin (1980). He points out that the union has the “ability to attract large 

members […] who are willing to commit resources to the formation, maintenance, and goal 

achievements of the [union] organization” (p. 193), and as in a union setting, these resources 

are in the form of human capital (unlike financial capital that shareholders provide to public 

corporations), they can withhold their “capital” by inducing strikes. When the union members 

withhold the resource of labor to the firm when pursuing their own goals (e.g. higher wages in 

labor contract negotiations), the firm incurs real loss of capital, or in other words creates an 

agency costs that has a declining effect on firm value (Martin, 1980).  

 

Nevertheless, as acts of self-interest might lead to outcomes that have a negative effect on 

firm value, economic theory has continued to focus on the possible control mechanisms 

employable to mitigate such costs. These will be focused upon next. 

 

 

4.2 Control Mechanisms 

 
According to Merchant (1985) organizational control “refers to the process that helps ensure 

the proper behaviors of the people in the organization” and that “these behaviors should be 

consistent with the organization’s strategy” (p. 4). In other words, control processes are 

designed to eliminate the adverse effects stemming from non-aligned interest, as the agent 

who acts on self-interest might do so at the expense of the firm’s (Zimmerman, 2011). An 

obvious control to ensure that the agent acts in the interest of the firm is direct monitoring of 

their behavior and its outcome (Zimmerman, 2011). Nevertheless, the asymmetric 

information between the agent and principal restricts the principal’s ability for such 

supervision, as there is no opportunity, or sufficient level of knowledge to do so (White, 

1990; Zimmerman, 2011). Furthermore, the real costs or required resources for direct and 

constant supervision might also be too costly to employ. Thus, agency costs, including 
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adverse selection and moral hazard occurs when the principle is unable to readily monitor the 

agent due to information asymmetry.  

 

As direct monitoring can demand unattainable resources in order to be implemented, there are 

other, supplement control processes that can help mitigate agency costs for the organization. 

Firstly, firms can implement accounting and reporting systems in order to measure 

performance. These can include budgetary control processes, where the agent’s outcome is 

directly compared to previously defined standards of acceptable performance parameters 

(Zimmerman, 2011). Another way of enforcing compliance is through bureaucratic control. 

Here, appropriate performance is assured through contracts, where the agent’s obligations to 

the firm are legally binding and any non-compliance results in legal fees (ibid.). Finally, 

market forces can also reduce agency costs as an available job market enhances the 

probability of outside replacement if an inadequate level of work has been provided 

(Zimmerman, 2011). The market for corporate control also ensures that the firm itself is 

governed efficiently, as firms with high agency costs tend to have low stock prices, which 

makes them an attractive target for being purchased (ibid.). Finally, the firm’s output also 

suffers from high agency costs, which reduces the ultimate customer demand, and such 

subsequent decline in sales can also force the firm into bankruptcy (ibid.). 

 

Nevertheless, rewards systems and their incentivizing and motivational effects have a large 

impact on agent behavior, as they concern the personal wealth of the agent themselves. As 

such, they inhabit the power to not try to punish or reduce the self-interest in agents through 

threats of replacement or legal fees, but instead to align it with the rest of the firm. Such 

incentivizing mechanisms will be explored next.  

 

 

4.2.1 Incentives as Control  

 

Performance management recognizes the inherent incentive problem arising from the 

asymmetrical risks borne by the principal and agency. In essence, the agent will not be 

motivated to provide effort that would create value for the firm, if she does not gain 

proportionate compensation for it. Successful rewards systems thus better align the 

performance of the firm to the performance of the worker. There are several system designs 
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that can create such alignment. Firstly, the payment structure with the strongest incentives is 

strict pay-for-performance, where the agent’s income is entirely or at least partially dependent 

on the success of the firm or project they work in (e.g. entrepreneurs or workers relying on 

commissions) (Lazear & Gibbs, 2015; Jensen, 2003; Murphy, 2013). The incentive here is 

clear; the agent’s own gains are entirely (or at least partially) dependent on their own 

provided level of effort, where low levels of effort is a financial punishment for themselves 

and vice versa. Important to note here though, is that level of effort and the performance 

measured need to be closely correlated in order for the payment structure to have the desired 

incentivizing and motivational effect (Lazear & Gibbs, 2015). The controllability principle 

needs to hold so that the outcome measured is controllable by the agent. If this is not the case, 

the worker will perceive their actions to have little influence on the outcome and consequently 

perceiving the compensation scheme as unfair, naturally resulting in an unwelcome de-

motivating effect instead (ibid.). Another, related, but more common system is bonus schemes 

that reward the employees based on previously defined budgetary targets, where the bonuses 

rewarded can either be entirely additional or partly substituted to ordinary income (Lazear & 

Gibbs, 2015). Here, the organization can deliberately decide on specific parameters they want 

the agent to achieve, and tie the agent’s personal benefits in congruence with the achievement 

of those goals (ibid.). Nevertheless, the controllability principle needs to hold here as well, as 

with all performance measurement systems, in order to avoid possible distortive effects (ibid.)  

 

Another, slightly separate motivational source worth to mention is intrinsic motivation. Pay-

for-performance or other monetary incentives can be described as generally extrinsic 

motivational factors, i.e., that motivate the agent to engage in actions that lead to a separable 

outcome or reward (Ryan & Deci, 2000). By contrast, for agents experiencing intrinsic 

motivation, the action they engage in is the reward itself. Generally, the activity needs to 

fulfill three psychological needs in order for intrinsic motivation to be possible: 1. Sense of 

autonomy: 2. Feelings of competence and: 3. Relatedness (Ryan & Deci, 2000). When the 

agent is intrinsically motivated they better internalize their job task and feel no conflict of 

self-interest when performing it. As such, intrinsic motivation can also result in the agent to 

act in the interest of the firm, despite the lack of external threats or the promise of rewards 

(ibid.).  
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4.2.1.1 Incentive Pay and Strikes 

 
Few recent studies that explicitly focus on the incentivizing power different payment 

structures have on solving agency costs mention strikes or other bargaining tactics. As strikes 

are only limitedly discussed as agency costs, this is perhaps not surprising. But the studies 

that indeed do mention how strikes could be reduced with payment incentives mostly only 

explore profit sharing specifically (i.e. where a part of the firms profits are shared as a part of 

employee wages). For example, in 1954, James Quill predicted that one main benefit of 

establishing profit-sharing plans for the firm was the reductions of strikes or other grievances 

(Quill, 1954). This was further stated by Joseph Scanlon (1948), as well as Mauleon and 

Vannetelbosch (1999), who recognizes that firms opted to install profit-sharing plans as an 

attempt to remedy the events of strikes or other soured firm-union relations. The idea is 

simple; profit-sharing (like pay-for-performance or bonuses) makes a part of the agent’s 

income dependable on the profits of the firm. As strikes are agency costs that lessen the value 

of the firm, these now also reduce the wealth of the agent. Thus, the agent has less incentive 

to engage in behavior that results in such agency costs, hence, the interests of the firm and the 

agent are better aligned (Mauleon & Vannetelbosch, 1999; Scanlon, 1948; Quill, 1954).  

 

One other specific form of profit sharing is different forms of employee stock ownership 

programs (ESOPs), however, which have gained particular traction in more industrial and 

human relations literature. Moreover, such literature reviewing ESOPs largely disputes the 

fact that profit-sharing plans would help reduce the risk of strikes, as they argue that other, 

non-monetary benefits needs to be coupled with it in order to achieve true alignment of 

interests. Importantly, studies exploring the airline industry specifically, mentions ESOP as 

the most popular and successful form of profit-sharing programs as well. As such, the 

literature available on ESOP explicitly is highly relevant for the current paper and will be 

explored more in detail in the following section.  

 

 

4.2.1.2 ESOP as Control 

 

ESOPs are programs, which allow all or a part of employees to own shares in the company. 

From the company’s perspective, ESOPs are established as a trust, to which it contributes 
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new shares or capital for repurchasing its own shares (NCEO, 2018). Another way of 

financing an ESOP can also be to issue debt in order to be able to repurchase the shares from 

the open market (ibid.). Generally, the contributions to the trust tend to be tax-deductible 

(within certain limits), regardless of how the stock is acquired (ibid.). Once the shares are 

contributed to the trust, they are allocated, or vested, to individual employee accounts based 

on certain criteria. Although establishing an ESOP contains common features, the subsequent 

structure of which employees gain rights and benefits can vary a great deal. Kruse (2002) 

provides four useful parameters, or design criteria, by which different ESOPs can be defined, 

namely: 1) The percentage of employees who participate in ownership; 2) The percentage of 

ownership held within the company by these employees; 3) The inequality of ownership 

stakes among employee-owners and; 4) The prerogatives and rights that ownership confers 

upon employees (p. 1). The chosen design criteria also carry different costs and benefits, 

which will be explored more in detail next.  

 

 

4.2.1.2.1 Benefits of ESOP 

 

The first commonly recognized benefit of ESOP, as with other profit-sharing plans, is that it 

transforms employees to owners, or in other words, transforms the agent, at least in part, to a 

principal. As previously reviewed, market contracting creates a conflict of interests between 

the employee and the firm, where the incentive of the firm is to extract most effort for the 

least pay while the incentive of the employee is directly opposite. Where employees are 

structured as part owners who own actual shares in the firm they work for, such conflict of 

interest can at least partly be eliminated (Freeman, 2007; Kruse, 2002; Caver, 1996; 

Hansmann, 1996). Hence, ESOP can aid in solving the inherent conflict of interests found 

between managers and labor as it essentially merges them together, creating a congruent goal 

of improving firm performance that increases the share price (ibid.). Such goal congruence 

can thus also create more uniform platform for negotiations between management and 

employees (and their unions) when discussing the terms of labor contracts (Caver, 1996; 

Hansmann, 1996). Moreover, as also outlined by agency-theory, labor-management relations 

are characterized by information asymmetries. These asymmetries arise when management 

have better knowledge of the future prospects of the firm, including profitability, employment 

or relocation needs, whilst labor know more about their own preferences, including the 
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minimum acceptable wages and the true attainable productivity level (Hansmann, 1996). This 

asymmetry can thus also lead to the adoption of strategic behavior such as strikes and 

lockouts in itself (Hayes, 1984; Hansamann, 1996). But where labor and management is 

better merged, the asymmetry grows smaller and can thus reduce the adoption of strategic 

behavior in bargaining situations (ibid.). What is additionally noted in Hansmann’s (1996) 

paper specifically is that it is most likely larger firms with stricter hierarchy that experience 

the most, or the largest information asymmetries, as these tend to have the largest division 

between labor and management.  

 

Secondly, multiple studies suggest that ESOPs can both lead to increased productivity, 

growth and firm performance (Caver, 1996; Freeman, 2007; Kruse, 2002). As early as the 

eighties Kotlowitc and Bean (1987) recognized that firms, which had implemented ESOPs, 

had twice the annual productivity rate and 11-17% higher growth rates compared to non-

ESOP firms. This was further confirmed ten years later, when Kruse and Blasi (1997) 

conducted a statistical test in their meta-analysis that showed that, on average, ESOP firms 

had both higher productivity and profitability than firms without ESOPs. Kruse later revisits 

this effect in 2002, by conducting a meta-analysis reviewing 32 prior studies either focusing 

on cross-sectional comparisons of firms with ESOP and counterparts without, or longitudinal 

studies where the effects of ESOPs are compared before and after the implementation. As 

identified by Kruse (2002), most prior studies are either favorable or neutral in finding a 

correlation between ESOPs and firm performance, but identify a clearer relationship between 

ESOPs and productivity gains, where productivity improves by an average 4-5% in firms with 

ESOPs. As such, productivity gains seem to be a common benefit recognized by most studies 

reviewing the effects ESOPs have on the firm, while increased firm performance is concluded 

to be more uncertain.  

 

Moreover, previous ESOP studies also outline various benefits from the employees’ 

perspective, rather than the firm itself. Firstly, by reviewing ten previous studies specifically 

exploring the effects of employment benefits and the presence of ESOPs, Kruse (2002) finds 

that a common result is that ESOP firms have better employee benefits than non-ESOP firms. 

Firstly, ESOP is associated with greater employment stability (Blair et al., 2000; Craig & 

Pencavel, 1992), faster employment growth (Quarrey & Rosen, 1993; Winther & Marens, 

1997), organizational growth (Logue & yates, 2001) as well as longer firm survival (Blair et 

al., 2000; Estrin & Jones, 1992). Additionally, three studies confirm that employee wealth 
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was on average higher or at least as high than wage levels in non-ESOP firms or workgroups 

(Blasi et al., 1996; Kardas et al., 1998; Scharf & Mackin, 2000). Blasi et al. (1996) found 8% 

higher average wage levels in public firms with ESOPs compared to counterparts that had not. 

Furthermore, Scharf and Mackin (2000) and Kardas et al. (1998) found that the wage levels 

were the same in both public ESOP and non-ESOP firms. According to these studies 

however, a prerequisite for higher or similar wage levels and also the normality within most 

ESOPs studied, is that ESOP comes on top of, not instead of, workers’ other income (i.e. 

normal salary).  

 

Finally, something, which can seen as beneficial for both employees and firms, however is 

increased employee job satisfaction and organizational commitment and overall motivation 

(Freeman, 2007; Kruse & Blasi, 2003).  However, by reviewing ten prior studies that studied 

the connection, Kruse and Blasi (2003) found that surprisingly, such job satisfaction, 

commitment and motivation was not caused by the size or the value of the ownership stake as 

brought by the ESOP, but rather by the ability and given right to participate in decision-

making. As such, the authors conclude that in order for the individual employee to gain such 

benefits, they need to receive voting rights alongside the profit-rights when becoming part-

owners. This is further supported by Kruse’s 2002 meta-analysis, where he found that the 

only characteristic within different designs of ESOP, which clearly had a causal and positive 

effect on employee job satisfaction, motivation and other behavioral parts was the employees’ 

sense of having the status of being an employee-owner, rather than the size and value of the 

ownership stake itself. He continues by drawing on Pendleton, Andrew, Wilson and Wright’s 

(1998) study, referring to the importance of “opportunities for participation in decision-

making” (p.4), as this is found to be more important to generate such sense or feelings of 

ownership than what can be created by just being an owner per se. As such, Kruse concluded 

that there is no clear automatic increase of such motivational benefits simply by being 

included in ESOPs, but that ESOP should include elements that generate the sense of 

ownership in order to achieve such benefits.  

 

The importance of participatory rights is in fact further strengthened by most other papers 

reviewing the possible benefits of ESOP, where in line with Freeman (2007) and Kruse 

(2002), they conclude that the actual benefits of ESOP cannot be “unlocked” if the profit-

sharing rights are not accompanied by control rights, or the rights to participate in decision-

making. Firstly, the importance of control for truly aligning interests is also noted by 
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Hansmann (1996) who explicitly points that only profit-rights cannot solve the inherent 

conflict of interest between labor and management, as the employee does not gain a true sense 

of being an owner, something which is naturally needed for an alignment of interests. As 

such, he also describes such plan to “arguably [also] lack most of the other benefits”, 

including the reduction of strategic behavior in bargaining situations (i.e. strikes or lockouts). 

More examples include studies by Quarrey and Rosen (1993), Winther and Marens (1997) 

and Kardas, et al., (1994), who all found the benefit of higher sales growth and higher 

productivity only to be true in the cases where the studied firms had higher, or at least 

perceived higher worker influence and generally larger employee participation in decision-

making. Such participation could be organized as participation groups, advisory committees 

or self-managing teams that allow employees to have “regular and meaningful input into 

decisions affecting their work” (p.661, Quarrey & Rosen, 1993). 

 

However, a separate and important point made by Caver (1996), is that the participatory 

management structure needs to include an increased level of transparency and communication 

of financial information, in order for the improvements of productivity and reduction of 

agency costs to hold, as “the exclusion of employees from ESOP investment choices and the 

lack of full information disclosure to the employees is likely to reduce motivation” (p.663). 

Kruse (2002) further notes this, and argues that owner-employees are entitled to getting a 

clear picture of the state of the firm as they, as new investors, should gain a clear picture of 

their personal financial wealth. Additionally, as also noted by both authors, such an increase 

of financial information is also needed in order for the employees to gain a real sense or 

feeling of ownership, which in turn would unlock the benefits of the program as outlined by 

other authors (Caver, 1996; Kruse, 2002).  

 

 

4.2.1.2.2 Costs of ESOP 

 

Apart from the benefits listed above, ESOPs can also have some notable and quite uniformly 

recognized drawbacks as well. Firstly, from the firm’s point of view, ESOPs can be quite 

financially costly to implement, as the capital for the ESOP trust or the stock repurchases can 

often be substantial and as such, require the issuance of new debt (Hansmann, 1996). 

Secondly, ESOP not only transforms the employees to owners, but also to investors, where 
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there is a significant financial risks borne by the workers as well (Hansmann, 1996; Caver, 

1996). As investors, employees can become significantly under-diversified if they have a 

large portion of their income or pension tied up in the company stock (ibid.). This is also 

further amplified if ESOP actually substituted ordinary income instead of supplementing it, as 

it makes the employees further dependent on the firm’s performance and survival (Caver, 

1996). Nevertheless, as Kruse’s (2002) meta-analysis further confirms, ESOP firms are often 

more likely to have other, defined pension programs for their employees, so that where 

ESOPs are set up as part of workers’ pension, this is also a supplement, not a substitute to 

normal, diversified pension plans. As such, Kruse makes the point that employee-owners 

should “constantly be reminded that such investments are not the basis for sound retirement 

planning” (p.7) and that it is the ESOP firm’s responsibility to ensure that their employees’ 

investments are adequately diversified. 

 

Another possible drawback of ESOPs is also that it might not only be financially costly for 

firms to implement ESOP, but that it also requires a lot of other resources, as it requires 

additional negotiations with employees and union representatives. Such negotiations can 

become quite extensive if several different work groups and thus several different respective 

unions are all involved, all required to compromise on the terms set out (Caver, 1996). Such 

complexity is also noted by Hansmann (1996), who points out that despite being necessary, 

participative management structures that enable employees to participate in organizational 

control also can give rise to various costs of collective governance. According to Hansmann, 

the higher the differences between workers, the higher the costs of collective governance. 

Essentially, such costs stem from conflicts of interests between the workers themselves, 

where e.g. different job characteristics or assignments, differences in accumulation of stock 

and investor horizons (older, soon-to-be retired workers vs. newly hired employees) all affect 

the individual worker’s preference in the outcome of the decisions. In such a way ESOP also 

becomes distinct from traditional investor-owned firms, which have the advantage of having 

one common goal among all owners: to maximize shareholder returns. Thus, from 

Hansmann’s extensive review he concludes that a large common factor in most firms, which 

have successfully implemented ESOP, have had a high homogeneity of the workforce 

participating in program.  

 

Finally, Caver (1996) also recognizes some potential downsides in implementing a 

participatory management structure; Firstly, giving decision rights for employees might be a 
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concern if the employees participating in decision-making simply lack managerial skills. 

Furthermore, the inclusion of decision rights also effectively reduces managements’ 

flexibility as well as authority, which might give rise to some additional difficulties or 

resistance within the management group as well. Indeed, such potential conflict is further 

noted by McHugh, Cutcher-Gershenfeld and Polzin (1999), who identify that the competing 

interests between management and employees does prevail while negotiating the optimal 

structure of the ESOP. They recognize that central interest of management is, in addition to 

increasing efficiency and financial performance, to retain managerial rights, flexibility and 

authority, which would essentially include limiting the voting and participation rights that 

other, non-managerial employees, have on decision making.  

 

Nevertheless, as previously established, the airline industry enjoys some distinct industry-

specific characteristics making it a unique industry for firms and workgroups to operate in. 

Moreover, ESOPs have also historically been implemented in various airlines before, with 

various designs and outcomes, where previous authors have studied such implementations as 

well. Thus, it is highly useful and relevant for the current paper to review such literature more 

in detail in the following section.  

 

 

4.2.1.2.3 ESOP in Airlines 

 

ESOPs have been implemented in various high-profile airlines before with varying success, 

which has lead to several authors conducting either single- or multiple case studies in order to 

understand the circumstances affecting such outcomes. Firstly, in 1994 Whichman conducted 

a case study on the Pacific Southwest Airlines (PSA) to determine if job status or skill levels 

of the employees would have an affect on the resulting ESOP. PSA implemented an ESOP in 

1984 encompassing all its 3800 employees, and was subsequently characterized by a large 

variance in both occupational skill levels and union representation across all the different 

work groups. The general benefits of PSA’s ESOP involving all employees, included a 15% 

stake in both ownership as well as participation in profits, and also included the right to select 

4 out of 16 directors of the Board. Wichman found that the opinion of the program indeed 

varied based on occupation and skill-level, where work groups with the highest level of skills 

and status, which included pilots and supervisors, were the groups that were most engaged 
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with the ESOP. These groups were also found to have most actual, or realized participation, 

as they had both the skill and opportunity to do so, and as such, were also the least concerned 

about the program. Other, lower-skilled workgroups, including ground personnel and 

mechanics, showed a higher level of alienation to the program and also expressed the largest 

concerns. The concerns included, inter alia, the wage concessions that had followed (as the 

ESOP had partly substituted other income at PSA) possible management manipulation in 

trying to “hide” the profits of the firm and, apart from board representation, the general lack 

of other participation rights in operational decision-making. Finally, Wichman also notes that 

workgroups that had no union representation, or workgroups represented by unions who saw 

the ESOP as unfavorable, led to lower interest and subsequent engagement to the program. 

Again, pilots had a union supportive of the ESOP, which further enabled them to commit and 

engage to the program.  

 

A second case study on ESOP implementations in airlines is Caver’s multiple-case study in 

1996, outlining four different cases of airlines implementing ESOPs in the past. Starting in 

1983, the first case outlined by Caver concerned Eastern Airlines, who gave 25% of its 

common stock to its employees in return for 18% large wage reductions. However, all 

workgroups, including pilots, flight attendants, mechanics and non-contract workers, all 

received one seat on Eastern’s board of directors, as well as the right for “codetermination” on 

management issues, including company books and general business plan, together with 

general management. Although successful at first, Eastman’s chairman reverted his promise 

on revoking the wage cuts by extending them by another year, which led to a collapse both in 

labor-management relations and their “codetermination” management structure. In 1993 two 

additional airlines, Trans World Airlines (TWA) and Kiwi International, also implemented 

large-scale ESOPs, giving their employees a 45% and 100% ownership stakes respectively. 

Although the structural changes both resulted from simultaneously imposed large wage 

concessions, the airlines enjoyed large improvements in operations mainly stemming from 

better customer service and lower cost structures. What was distinct in Kiwi airlines however, 

was the complete lack of influence on management decisions, and the improvements of the 

program also diminished after its initial success. Finally, in 1994 United Airlines adopted 

ESOP in order to avoid larger-scale sales of assets and employee layoffs. 55% of the airline’s 

shares were sold to its 54 000 employees, who also received the right to elect three out of 

twelve board members and a protection for layoffs for the following five years. In return, and 

similar to the other cases mentioned, the employees had to agree on large wage cuts (up to 
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15,7%) and tightened working conditions (including cuts in holidays and longer working 

hours) for the same five years, which initially allowed United to more successfully compete 

with low cost carrier alternatives that had entered the market.  

 

From the case studies outlined above, Caver thus concludes that it is common for airlines to 

implement ESOP as a form of wage concessions, where substituting ordinary income with 

company stock reduced the actual cash payable in employee wages. He also identifies the 

productivity improvements as stated by other authors studying ESOPs outside of the airline 

industry, by noting that both TWA and Kiwi initially enjoyed improvements in customer 

service. Nevertheless, Caver, similar to prior authors, also stresses the importance of 

combining ESOP with employee participation in the management of the company as well as 

the importance of creating an ownership culture, which ultimately was not the case in Eastern 

and Kiwi arguably resulting in the unsuccessful outcomes after their initial improvements. As 

such, Caver is optimistic about the possibilities of wider adoption of ESOPs in the airline 

industry, pointing out that as long as management sees ESOP as a genuine opportunity to 

cooperate with employees to improve the airline, rather than a mere “bridge to permanent 

wage concessions”, airlines should be able to gain both the “hard” benefits (i.e. productivity 

gains and lower labor costs) as well as the “soft” benefits (i.e. improved motivation, morale 

and employee relations) promised by the program.  

 

More recently, the United Airlines ESOP has become an increasingly high-profiled case 

compared to some of the rest, however, as the firm filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy in 2002 

following a sharp fall in passenger traffic, both attributable to a work slow-down by their 

pilots and the 9/11 terrorist attack in 2001 (Fotsch & Case, 2017). As such, newer studies 

have specifically researched the circumstances for their economic downfall, as it arguably 

could be tied to the ESOP that was implemented. By using negotiation theory, Lamberg et al. 

(2003) argue that suboptimal stakeholder management in the ESOP was the main cause for 

UAL’s bankruptcy and thus makes the point that ESOPs could threaten a firm’s survival. As 

previously mentioned, UAL employees bought out 55% of the firm’s shares in 1994, while 

simultaneously agreeing to large wage concessions and tightened working conditions in a 

fixed five-year period. Initially, as also noted by Caver (1996), this not only enabled UAL to 

compete with lower cost carriers, but also improved their overall profitability and 

performance, where UAL managed to outperform their main competitor, American Airlines 

(Lamberg et al., 2003). Nevertheless, three years later, employee relations worsened, as 
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employees and their unions saw the fixed wage concessions as unfair: the firm was 

experiencing one of its most profitable periods in history, but the employees received no 

increased compensation – something they felt entitled to as they saw themselves as largely 

responsible for the improvement (ibid.). At the same time, management had made the 

wrongful assumption that the job security offered with the deal, as well as the appreciation of 

stock value from the increased performance, would be enough to offset the negative effect of 

the reduction in ordinary income (ibid.). In 2000 these conflicting views developed into an 

open conflict, which ultimately resulted in the pilots announcing a “work slow-down” by 

refusing over-time and shortened holidays, resulting in UAL having to cancel over 20 000 

flights during that year, reducing their and on-time performance from 80% to 41% (Fotsch & 

Case, 2017; Lamberg et al., 2003). Lamberg et al. (2003) argue, however, that the pilots’ 

work slow-down was not the main reason for the bankruptcy, but that the root cause of the 

problem started at the first negotiations of the implementation of ESOP in 1994. They state 

that, from a negotiation theory point of view, UAL’s management mismanaged, or misjudged, 

their stakeholder groups as they “overestimated employee-owners’ commitment to the 

company and simultaneously underestimated unions’ power as the representatives of these 

employee groups” (p.390). As such, they urge firms to “correctly identify stakeholders” and 

to “manage these relationships with appropriate strategies” (p.390), as it is pivotal to the 

actual outcome of the (ESOP) negotiations. 

 

Although Lamberg et al., largely blames the negotiations that implemented the ESOP for 

UAL’s later Chapter 11 bankruptcy, other scholars point to alternative explanations. Among 

them, Rosen (2002), who recognizes that although the ESOP included formal control rights in 

the form of reserved board seats for employee representation, the actual employee 

participation in management, and the resulting “ownership culture” remained small. In fact, 

the intentions of the ESOP can be seen as flawed in the beginning, as it was implemented as 

an alternative to avoid large asset sell-offs and labor layoffs while management was mostly 

interested in succeeding in setting temporarily permanent wage concessions (Rosen, 2002). 

As the deal also had an expiration date after five-years, Rosen argues that inherently, both 

sides of the ESOP were largely indifferent to truly making the program part of their culture. 

This is further noted by Fotsch and Case (2017), who argue that “management did virtually 

nothing to help employees understand the business of which they were now owners, or to 

encourage a culture of ownership”. The authors further mention, that the wage concessions 

associated with the ESOPs in UAL and other airlines are not the norm, but that most 
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successful ESOP firms supplement, rather than substitute ordinary pay with company stock. 

Finally, Rosen (2002) also mentions the case of Southwest airlines, who contrastingly did 

succeed in developing an “ownership culture” with high employee influence on day-to-day 

operations. Southwest values were further coupled to empowering their employees, by putting 

“employees first, customers second, and shareholders third” (p.4). Southwest Airlines remain 

one of the few airlines that are stably profitable today, which Rosen mentions as an indication 

that “Employee ownership can and does work in the airline industry. It just failed at United” 

(p.4).  

 

 

4.3 Sub-Conclusion 

 

Conclusively, agency theory broadly focuses on the misaligned interests and goal 

incongruence between employers and employees and the costs arising from such 

misalignment. The costs can be described as the decline in firm value resulting from the 

employee acting in their own interest to the detriment of the principal’s, and is further fuelled 

by the inherent information and risk asymmetry characterized by the relationship. Agency 

theory literature focusing on striking behavior specifically recognizes that the union 

leadership’s interest is to serve their member’s interest, which can explain some of the 

frequency of strikes (Ashenfelter & Johnson, 1969). Furthermore, strikes can also result in 

lower enterprise values and can thus be classified as agency costs in their own right (Martin, 

1980; Naiker et al., 2008). Nonetheless, it is recognized that there is a notable lack of studies 

that explore the agency costs of strikes specifically, something also noted by Mayce (2019), 

who states that agency costs (such as strikes) arising in unionized firms “have not received the 

attention they so desperately deserve”.  

 

Moreover, because agency costs can result in a very tangible decline in firm value, economic 

theory has focused on the mechanisms that can control them. Such mechanisms include, inter 

alia, direct monitoring, reporting systems, bureaucratic control or threats of replacement. 

Nevertheless, when such traditional controls are unsuccessful due to information asymmetry 

or a general lack of resources, other financial and non-financial incentivizing mechanisms are 

preferred. Financial, extrinsically created motivation can stem from bonus- or other profit-

sharing schemes, which can create a better alignment of interests by connecting the agent’s 
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personal wealth to the firm’s. Such an effect has also been studied in the context of strikes, 

where previous authors have noted that as an agency cost, strikes have a decline on firm 

value, and that such event might be avoided if the employees’ personal finances would be 

better correlated to this cost (Mauleon & Vannetelbosch, 1999; Scanlon, 1948; Quill, 1954).  

 

However, literature reviewing another form of profit-sharing, namely ESOPs, largely disputes 

the fact that profit-sharing plans would help reduce the risk of strikes, as they argue that other, 

non-monetary benefits needs to be coupled with it in order to achieve true alignment of 

interests (Freeman, 2007; Hansmann, 1996; Kruse & Blasi, 2003; Quarrey & Rosen, 1993). 

The authors identify that ESOPs that implement participatory decision rights alongside the 

profit rights, as well as induces a general “culture of ownership” are most successful in 

achieving the possible benefits arising from the implementation. In other words, the intrinsic 

motivation created by participation in decision-making present in the structure of ESOP, 

makes ESOP the preferred control mechanisms over other profit sharing plans (Caver, 1996; 

Ryan & Deci, 2000). Other benefits produced by ESOPs can also include an increase in firm 

productivity, employee job satisfaction and general commitment and motivation. On the other 

hand the costs of ESOP include the risk of under-diversification for the investor employees. 

Furthermore, the participatory rights in decision-making can strip management of their 

flexibility and authority in firm operations, which can be seen as a cost from managements’ 

perspective as well. Lastly, other costs include the sheer financial cost of founding the ESOP 

as well as the collective bargaining costs arising from different workgroups participating in 

the program.  

 

Finally, various forms of ESOPs have been implemented in airlines before, with various 

successes. A common factor in most unsuccessful cases has been a simultaneous 

implementation of wage concessions. Furthermore, and more importantly, a distinguishing 

factor of airlines where the implementation has been successful was the effective creation of a 

participatory management structure as well as the introduction of an ownership culture with 

the program. The failure to introduce such a structure arguably also caused the demise of 

initially successful programs, such as the case with the American airlines Kiwi International 

and TWA.  

 

Nevertheless, none of the airlines in the previously outlined cases had implemented ESOP as 

an explicit solution to reoccurring strikes. Therefore, it is of high interest and relevance to 
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provide a more illustrative case example of the most recent and most profound airline strikes 

in recent history, namely the SAS 2016 and 2019 pilot strikes, in order to properly assess 

ESOP’s appropriateness to perform as the most suitable control mechanism to align the 

conflicting interests. Thus, to properly illuminate, connect and analyze the literary points put 

forth above, a case illustration of SAS will be presented below.  

 

 

 

 

 

5. ANALYSIS 
 

 

This section will attempt to answer the research question more directly, by illustrating the 

previously outlined theoretical concepts with the case of SAS’ pilot strikes in 2016 and 2019. 

Part one will concentrate on the first part of the research question and thus illustrate exactly 

how strikes can be understood as an agency cost. In doing so, it is vital to examine the 

underlying agency relationship structure between SAS pilots and SAS management, including 

its divergence of interest and inherent risk and information asymmetry. Thus, the first part of 

the analysis starts by analyzing the agency relationship and ends with an illustration of the 

actual costs this has resulted in for SAS. Part two will then illustrate how ESOP can alter the 

agency relationship structure so that this cost can be reduced. The last part of the analysis 

ends by also reviewing other important design criteria needed for a successful implementation 

of the program, illustrating their fit in the airline industry and SAS specifically.   

 

 

5.1 The Agency Relationship  

 

As outlined by agency theory, agency costs are the decline in firm value resulting from agents 

pursuing their own interest to the detriment of the principal’s, when the interests are not 

aligned (Zimmerman, 2011). Furthermore, the relationship is characterized by an inherent risk 

and information asymmetry that can cause agency costs as well (Eisenhardt, 1989; 

Zimmerman 2011). Thus, and as outlined by the research methodology, we need to adopt the 
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critical realist philosophy of first reviewing the underlying relationship structure between 

SAS managers and pilots in order to properly understand how and why strikes occur, as it 

defines the scope of action for each party. Therefore, the analysis begins by exploring both 

the conflicting interests as well as the information and risk asymmetry between SAS 

managers and pilots, and discovers how these relationship characteristics have led and most 

likely will lead to previous and future pilot strikes for SAS. To illustrate this concept, the 

events leading up to and the main reason for the SAS strikes will be explored through the 

agency theory lens, while drawing on some useful industry characteristics that also influence 

the scope of action. Finally, to illustrate just how costly such relationship can be if left 

unaltered, the actual costs of both pilot strikes are elaborated on as well.  

 

 

5.1.1 The Reason for SAS strikes 

 
The present section will start the analysis by reviewing the specific reasons for both SAS 

strikes, outlining the conflicting interests present as well as what those specific interests were. 

As previously noted, SAS has experienced strikes quite frequently, with the most profound 

ones being the pilot strikes in 2016 and 2019. The events leading up to the first strikes started 

on the 9th of June 2016 and the 2nd of April in 2019 respectively, when the media and airline 

warned of a strike after the pilots’ unions has rejected new contract offers (SvD, 2016a; SvD, 

2019a). Thus, as stated previously, the main reason for SAS’ pilot strikes were disputes about 

new labor contracts. This is further confirmed by the first interview conducted for the study, 

where Swedish pilot A stated that “When the firm and the pilots cannot agree, the 

negotiations stop. Then you have to turn to external factors like mediators [and] if it reaches 

this far, and you are this far from each other that you can’t agree, then it can end in a strike”. 

Both warnings became reality, as SAS announced that the negotiations that had lasted up to 

two months failed to reach an agreement on the labor contract terms, and the media confirmed 

the strikes on June 11th, 2016, and April 26th, 2019 respectively (SPG, 2019; SvD, 2016b). 

The next section will thus illustrate how such a dispute can be understood better by using 

agency theory, while also connecting these factors to the specific industry environment SAS 

operates in.  

 

 



	 48	

5.1.1.1 Non-Aligned Interests  

 

When applying agency theory to a negotiation-setting, the situation is characterized by 

employees and unions attempting to maximize a certain utility or quantity, such as the 

member’s wages for the contract period, while the firm and its management would attempt o 

maximize profits and therefore attempt to minimize the wages required (Ashenfelter & 

Johnson, 1969). Such divergence of interest is also naturally evident in both labor contract 

disputes between SAS pilots and management. This is particularly clearly exemplified in a 

quote published by the Swedish Newspaper SVD during the 2019 strike, where the president 

of the SAS section in SPF, Wilhelm Tersmeden stated that “there was not even an embryo of 

a discussion” between the negotiating parties (SvD, 2019b). Furthermore, during the 

interview Swedish Pilot A clearly also noted: “It is a struggle between two wills. The 

company wants to do everything in its power to cut down as much as possible, while the pilots 

obviously want […] their [job] security and […] benefits”. Thus, the labor contracting items 

up for dispute do not only include pay, but also consist of other, non-financial elements as 

well. As such, it is useful to examine these separately in the following two sub-sections.  

 

 

5.1.1.1.1 Pay 
 

First and foremost, the level of wages is up for dispute in each strike. From SAS 

management’ perspective, the pilots and their unions requires vastly higher wage levels than 

what the company could, or were willing to offer. In 2016, where SPF rejected SAS 

managements’ offer for new employment contracts, Mattias Dahl, CEO of the Swedish 

Aviation Association (Svenska Flygbranchen) stated that Pilots requested 10% higher wages 

while SAS offered 2,2%, a level which other worker groups (including cabin personnel) had 

already accepted (SvD, 2016a). Similarly, as outlined by an article by SVD in 2019, 

negotiation manager for SAS Torbjörn Granevärn claimed that the increase in pay and 

holiday demanded by the pilots and their unions would together increase SAS costs by 45% 

and that he “didn’t know how that could be financed” (SvD, 2019c). He further pointed out 

that the average pay for SAS pilots is SEK 93 000 a month and that the demanded increase in 

pay represented a 13% increase from that level, which should be compared to the rest of the 

Swedish labor markets that on average get pay increases of 2,3% (ibid.).  
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Simultaneously, the pilots’ union heavily disputed the statements made by management 

during both strikes.  Firstly, in 2016 Wilhelm Tersmeden, the president of the SPF SAS-

department, disputed Mattias Dahl’s claim that their wage increase requirement would be 

10%, by saying that they only required wage increases of 3,5% (SvD, 2016a). Furthermore, 

Tersmeden claimed that SAS pilots had fallen behind fair wage increases in general, referring 

to the cost efficiency programs employed by SAS that both decreased wages and increased 

working hours (ibid.). In 2019, the situation was extremely similar, when the union opposed 

the managements’ claim the average pay of pilots was not SEK 93 000 but SEK 34 000, and 

that only the most senior pilots could rise to levels of around SEK 98 000 (Reuters, 2019). 

Once again, the pilots also saw themselves behind fair industry benchmarks (SPG, 2019; 

SvD, 2019d).   

 

Thus, the SAS case clearly illustrates what theory predicts: that the management’s, or 

principal’s objective is to try to control wage levels to boost profitability, while it is in the 

pilots’, or agent’s interest to increase the same parameter. This is hardly surprising, however. 

Instead, what is of interest is that there is a few industry characteristics that clearly emphasize 

each party’s interest and as such, might, at least partially, account for some of the frequency 

of pilot strikes in the industry. Firstly, as depicted in the background section previously 

provided, the airline industry changed radically after its restrictions for open competition were 

lifted. This, in turn, created an increased pressure for keeping costs down for older, traditional 

airlines like SAS. When combined with the large reoccurring fixed costs and high exposure to 

fluctuating fuel prices characterized by the industry, it creates a particular pressure for 

keeping other, controllable costs, such as labor, restricted to a minimum. Hence, although it is 

the classical assumption that management wants to minimize wages, other, external quite 

unique factors within industry further enhances the need for such control. On the other hand, 

as also previously mentioned, pilots have made a large personal investment into their pilot 

education, where Scandinavian pilots are required to pay up to SEK 1 million in order to 

complete their training. As such, their subsequent compensation once hired is expected to 

compensate for their initial investment. Such expectation is confirmed by the interviewee 

respondent Swedish Pilot B, who states that “If you have an education that costs you over 1 

million kroners, then you want a return on it too”. In Scandinavia such investment is also 

quite unique, as most other educations, including universities, do not claim any tuition fees at 
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all. Thus, the specific job characteristics of the pilot also emphasize their claim to maximize 

wage levels, creating an even larger divide between the two interests.  

 

 

5.1.1.1.2 Working Conditions 

 

The second part of the labor contract disputes concerned general working conditions in both 

SAS pilot strikes. In 2019 pilots and the unions argued there to be “too many weekend hours” 

and were dissatisfied with previously cancelled cooperation agreements that included clauses 

of job security and career options (SPG, 2019). In the media, Wilhelm Tersmeden also 

commented that the goal had been to come to an agreement, but that the union was met by a 

management who were not sincere about compromising, while simultaneously “expecting to 

enforce deteriorating working conditions, unpredictability of working hours and a general 

lack of job security” resulting in the union and pilots to “not have another choice” than to go 

on strike (SvD, 2019e). Although less pronounced, similarities are to be found in the 2016 

strike as well, where the union, in addition to the claimed 3,5% wage increase also demanded 

that the contracts should include “more clarity and order” in the working schedules and rights 

for leisure time (SvD, 2016a). The importance of non-financial elements in the labor contract 

in general is further strengthened by both interviews, where both pilots recognize working 

hours to be “very important” for pilots. Swedish Pilot A also comments that it is often not pay 

levels that give rise to disputes, although it might be depicted so in the media, but rather the 

demand for more leisure time.  

 

Again, although such demands may be common to many industries and jobs, it is especially 

pronounced for pilots and the airline industry. First of all, pilots earn a monthly and not an 

hourly salary and as such, firms can create productivity and profitability by increasing 

working hours (Swedish Pilot B, 2020). Secondly, the airline industry and the pilot job is 

characterized by no natural holidays or shifts as flights depart day and night, and the demand 

for commercial travel normally increases instead of stagnates during national holidays. As 

such, favorable working schedules become an important factor to discuss during negotiations 

as well (Swedish Pilot A & B, 2020).  
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Conclusively, SAS pilot strikes are an illustrative case of diverging interests, not only within 

levels of pay, but also working hours and schedules, where management offers less wages and 

less favorable working hours than what pilots and their unions are willing to accept, which 

ultimately leads to negotiation stand-stills where both parties are far from an agreement. Such 

non-alignment is further increased by the specific industry and job characteristics inhabited 

by the airline industry and pilot job respectively. These include external pressure for 

controlling labor costs as well as an incentive to increase working hours from the firm’s point 

of view, while pilots desire wage compensation for the uniquely expensive education as well 

as a more favorable working schedule as the industry lacks any common holidays or working 

hours.   

 

Nevertheless, another similarity, which occurred in both SAS strikes and encompassed all 

contractual items, was a dispute about past agreements that drastically altered the labor 

contracts going forward. Namely, as SAS was on the verge of bankruptcy in 2012, the airline 

had to agree to induce new discussions with labor unions that would reduce wages and 

increase working hours and retirement ages, in order to receive loan guarantees from all 

Scandinavian countries securing their survival. Both pilot interviewees further acknowledged 

that all SAS employees, including pilots, were fully willing to agree to the new, less favorable 

pay levels and conditions, as they understood that it was necessary for SAS to survive. 

Indeed, according to Swedish Pilot A, the unions and their members together with SAS 

management had successful discussions where parties agreed on the decisions that were 

necessary to take. As seen, the cost-reduction efforts implemented by SAS not only secured 

their survival but also turned their profitability around, where 2013 became their first 

profitable year since 2007. However, conflicts arose when management wanted to retain the 

previously defined levels in the new contract proposals in 2016 and 2019, which arguably 

played a big role in instigating both strikes. Since 2012, SAS profitability had recovered 

remarkably and thus, as noted by both interviewees and the public media, the pilots felt 

cheated of receiving some improvements in their wages and working conditions as well. In 

the newspaper SVD in 2016, CEO of the Swedish Airline Association, stated that “SAS has 

indeed recovered well since four years back” but that agreeing to the unions wage proposals 

would “jeopardize the company’s finances” (SvD, 2016b). Simultaneously the Swedish pilot 

union SPF issued a press release saying that “Since 2009 the Swedish pilots have reduces 

their wages with 20% in relation to the Swedish wage mark. During the same period the 

productivity has increased with circa 20%” (ibid.). Similarly, in media excerpts from 2019, 
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SPF SAS-section’s CEO Wilhelm Tersmeden commented that SAS pilots’ compensation had 

“lagged” although the company had made significant, new investments elsewhere (SvD, 

2019d). As such, there seems to be an interesting, albeit temporary, goal congruence between 

all parties, where the congruent goal was to secure the survival of SAS, i.e. everyone’s 

employer. But as soon as the company’s profitability was recovered, the temporarily gained 

congruence diminished, resulting in strikes that re-jeopardized the company’s financial 

position. In other words, there is a clear lack of correlation between the profitable 

performance of the firm and the pilots’ personal returns, resulting in distorted incentives 

eventually harming SAS once they had regained their financial position. Furthermore, SAS 

management and pilots assumingly also have very different levels of knowledge on the actual 

profitability of the company, which can induce further mistrust in that the wage levels and 

working conditions offered are fair. As such asymmetric information might play its own role 

in incentivizing striking behavior, this will be explored in more detail next.  

 

 

5.1.1.2 Information Asymmetry  
 

As outlined in the literature section, labor-management relations are characterized by 

information asymmetries. Because the employee and unions have less information of the 

probability and possibility of the firm to pay certain wages, they are more likely to adopt 

bargaining tactics, such as strikes, to gain this information (Hansmann, 1996; Hayes, 1984).  

 

By examining the case of the SAS strikes in 2016 and 2019, it is evident that the wage 

required and the wage offered by the pilot unions and management respectively are incredibly 

divided. For example, as previously mentioned, SAS CEO of Swedish Aviation Association 

Mattias Dahl claimed that the Swedish union required wage increases of 10% while SAS 

offered 2,2% during the 2016 strike. Furthermore, as also noted, the situation was similar in 

2019 when negotiation manager Torbjörn Granevärn was quoted by the media stating that the 

pilot unions required a wage increase of 13%, which would, together with the demanded 

increase in holiday, raise SAS costs by 45%. As the divergence is so drastic, and the pilots’ 

requirements so seemingly unrealistic, it could be assumed that the pilot-management 

relationship indeed is characterized by an underlying information asymmetry of the 

company’s profitability. Hence, the asymmetry thus might lead to unions simply placing 

unrealistic demands on the company, but also to a situation where the union and employees 
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are fully knowing that the request is unrealistic, but with the aid of striking aims to discover 

“how high they can go”. An indication of strikes being a tactic for gaining new information 

might be that the 2019 pilot strike was settled by a mere 3-4% wage increase, effectively 

around 10% less than what was initially demanded, but something that was still stated “a 

success” by Wilhelm Tersmeden in the media (SvD, 2019b). An increase of 3-4% is also well 

above the average wage increase of 2,3% in the Swedish labor market, indicating that the 

strike indeed resulted in a discovery that a higher wage level than the market average was 

achievable.  

 

Finally, Hansmann (1996) also makes the point that information asymmetries are especially 

pronounced in larger firms with a highly hierarchical structure or where there is an otherwise 

large division between labor and management. As previously noted, the pilot job includes 

very unique job characteristics, uncommon to most other job descriptions both within and 

outside of the aviation industry. As such, the specific industry-environment of SAS 

emphasizes the information asymmetry as well, where their pilots and managers have 

drastically different job tasks, which could have an additional increasing effect on the 

frequency of strikes as well. Nevertheless, it is not only information asymmetry that might 

incentivize pilots to opt for strikes, but also the risk asymmetry of the resulting benefits and 

costs affecting the firm and pilots respectively. Thus, such risk asymmetry is relevant to 

explore next.    

 

 

5.1.1.3 Risk Asymmetry 

 

A second characteristic specific to labor-management relations are the different levels of risk 

between the principal and the agent, where asymmetries in the benefits and costs resulting 

from the agent’s actions might lead to distortive incentives (Roberts, 2004). Clearly, in the 

unions’ and their members’ point of view, a strike has been worth pursuing, as it has been the 

decision undertaken several times. In other words, the benefit of going on strike has 

seemingly outweighed its cost for pilots historically. A reason for this might be that, as 

previously also noted, the pilot job includes some special lock-in effects in the form of 

appropriate experience and the right certificates to operate specific airplane models. During 

the interviews, both Swedish Pilot A and B also mention that before becoming employed, 

prospective pilots need to undertake various tests, including intelligence tests and flight tests, 
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which bring some actual financial costs to hiring new pilots as well. Thus, it might be 

beneficial for airlines to keep their workforce, or as noted by Swedish Pilot A “if you have a 

well-functioning pilot force, you want to keep it”. As such, the main risk involved for the 

individual pilot involved in a strike is the risk of losing their pay for a limited period, rather 

than the immediate threat of unemployment, as the firm has an interest in retaining them. 

Subsequently, this industry-specific factor also might increase the attractiveness to pursue 

strikes, especially if the outcome could gain him more favorable contractual terms, as the risk 

involved in striking is dramatically reduced. For example, in the 2019 case, which was the 

longer strike, the pilots lost only one week of wages, which represents around 2% of yearly 

pay if compared with all weeks of the year. But on the other hand, as all pilots collectively 

stopped working, SAS lost 650 Million. To put it in perspective, SAS had an operating profit 

of SEK 1,1 billion in 2019, indicating that the magnitude of the loss was over 50% of their 

yearly operating profit (SAS, 2020b). Thus, there is a significant asymmetry in the risks borne 

by the two parties as well, as the costs are dramatically disproportioned. It is not only 

financial costs that are caused by strikes, however, but also other tangible and intangible 

losses that could have a longer-lasting effect as well. Thus, in order to illustrate just how big 

effect such an agency cost can have as well as to promote the urgency to solve it, the actual 

costs incurred by SAS after both strike settlements will be reviewed next.  

 

 

5.2 The Agency Cost of Strikes 

 

As previously defined, in both SAS strikes, the pilots’ interest was to gain higher wages and, 

inter alia, less working hours while SAS managements’ interest was the opposite. In order to 

better bargain for their interest to possibly hold, or at least move the final decision closer to 

their preference, the pilots went on strike. In 2016 the strike lasted for four full days until an 

agreement was finally reached, which included the initially proposed 2,2% wage increase, 

coupled with grants for gradual wage increases overtime as well (SvD, 2016a). The events in 

2019 were even more profound, as the strike lasted seven days encompassing almost all SAS 

pilots, where an agreement was finally reached on May 2nd , after “marathon discussions” 

lasting over 30 hours (SvD, 2019f). The terms accepted by both parties included pay increases 

between 3-4% during the coming years, a re-installment of the cooperation agreement 

including a more clearly laid out working schedule and promise of job security (ibid.).	As 
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previously mentioned, the financial losses of SAS were SEK 650 million in 2016 and SEK 

650 million in 2019. As such, the decision of striking had large negative financial 

consequences for the firm. In other words, the pilots’ choice of striking in order to pursue 

their self-interest of higher wages and better working conditions to the detriment of the 

principal’s interest resulted in the decline of firm value and as such, can readily be classified 

as an agency cost.  

 

It is not only financial losses from stopped operations that contribute to the loss in firm value, 

however, but also the actual loss in equity value as well. On both instances SAS share price 

dropped dramatically after the strikes occurred. In the beginning of June 2016 the SAS Group 

shares were sold at approximately SEK 23 on the Stockholm stock exchange (Appendix 5). 

At the end of the month the stock was traded at SEK 16, representing a 30% decline in share 

value. Similarly, the end of March in 2019, before SAS had issued any warnings of upcoming 

pilot strikes, the SAS Group share price was a around SEK 23 but was as low as SEK 13 in 

the end of May when the full magnitude of the strikes was realized, which is almost a 45% 

decrease in value (ibid.).  What is further notable is that after both instances, the share price 

did not recover very quickly either. Naturally, other, unrelated factors might also affect the 

decrease in share price, but it seems that after both events the share price maintained its new, 

lower level, for at least six months in a similar manner before returning to its initial level of 

slightly above SEK 20 (Appendix 5). Such decline in equity value clearly not only affects 

SAS, but also SAS shareholders who see a decline in their personal wealth as well.  

 

Another stakeholder group also affected by the pilot strikes was the customers of SAS. In 

2016 the 1000 flights cancelled was estimated to have affected 100 000 passengers in total. In 

2019 the number was as high as 370 000 customers, a result of a total of 4000 cancelled 

flights. This was inter alia also separately noted by a quote from SAS CEO Rickard Gustafson 

in the Swedish media, stating that it is indeed the customers who are taken hostage in the 

striking situation, and that they should be both considered and prioritized by both parties 

while engaging in negotiations (Berlingske, 2019). Most customers were also left without 

refunds for their cancelled flights as SAS argued that the strike was outside of their control. 

Thus, SAS also suffered some reputational losses, including an increased mistrust in their 

reliability and service levels, in addition to the more obvious, financial losses (SvD, 2019g).   
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Despite the large declines in firm value that resulted from the strikes, media excerpts of 

statements by the union after both agreements were reached indicate a satisfaction of the 

outcome. For example, in a Swedish Newspaper in 2016, vice president of SPF’s SAS section 

Jesper Olsson commented that the union was “very happy” with the agreement, and when 

asked if striking had been worth it he answered that “[…] we have stood up for our members. 

We have made the considerations we considered reasonable in this context” (SvD, 2019g). 

Furthermore, he also stated that they always “keep their customers in mind” but that “still, 

now it was also important to work for our members and take on this conflict” (ibid.). 

Similarly, in 2019, the president of SPF’s SAS department Wilhelm Tersmeden was asked by 

the same newspaper if the union see themselves as a winner in the conflict, to which he 

answered that “[…] for us there was some very central issues that got resolved and we are 

very satisfied with the result” (SvD, 2019b). As such, it further highlights the pilots’ and their 

unions’ clear prioritization of their own interest, which in turn leads both to the detriment of 

the firm as well as negatively affecting other stakeholders. It also outlines the structurally 

negatively correlated, or non-alignment of success, where an outcome resulting in a large loss 

for the firm simultaneously is advantageous to its employees.  

 

 

Conclusively, the inherent non-aligned interests between SAS managers and SAS pilots 

prohibited them from reaching an agreement on the optimal wage levels, working hours and 

schedules as laid out in the new labor contracts. Furthermore, there is an evident lack of 

correlation between pilots’ own return and the return of SAS, resulting in structural goal 

incongruence, where the profitability of the company does not entail any personal benefits for 

the pilots, but rather quite the opposite. Furthermore, such asymmetry is also notable in the 

risks borne by each party, where the firm’s and the pilot’s costs of the strikes are of different 

proportions, making it something worthwhile for pilots to pursue in order to support their goal 

of higher wages and other favorable working conditions. Finally, the agency relationship also 

seems characterized by different levels of knowledge on the firm’s performance, which is 

further enhanced by the large division of labor between SAS managers and pilots. Thus, such 

distinctive characteristics of the agency relationship inherently led to the agency cost of two 

employee strikes causing a considerable decline in SAS firm value. Thus, as it is the 

relationship structure that inherently causes the agency cost, there is a considerable risk that 

future labor contract negotiations in SAS might result in new strikes as well, which can 

significantly hurt the company’s finances in a recurring fashion. As such, it is of extreme 
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relevance and importance to closer examine what incentivizing mechanisms ESOP can offer 

that might positively align both the pilots’ risk profile and their interests with the rest of the 

firm, thus creating a more permanent goal congruence with SAS management as well. 

Consequently, the incentive mechanisms of ESOP, together with other important design 

criteria needed for a successful implementation, will be reviewed next.  

 

 

5.3 The Controls of ESOP 

 

As previously outlined, the characteristics of self-interested behavior, goal incongruence, as 

well as asymmetric risk and information in the agency relationship between SAS pilots and 

their principal has caused the agency cost of strikes, which have had vast negative financial 

and reputational effects on the company. Thus, in order to mitigate the risk for the agency 

cost to reoccur, it is valuable to review how the incentivizing mechanisms in ESOP could be a 

preferable solution to align the pilots’ interest with the firm’s. Presently, SAS has no 

employee-owners as seen by their ownership structure in section 3.2.2. However, interestingly 

SAS almost did implement such a program between 2007 and 2008, as stated by their 2009 

Annual Report as well as various articles by the media (Dagens Nyheter, 2007a; Renvall, 

2007; SAS, 2010). According to SAS, the intention of the program was to engage and 

motivate their employees, as well as to improve their cooperation with the employees and 

their unions, aiming to avoid future conflicts through dialogue (ibid.). However, as also stated 

by the report, due to the 2008 financial crisis SAS’ priority became “cost savings and the 

impact the falling market and financial crisis was having on SAS” (p. 112, SAS, 2009). Since 

the initial program’s postponement, there are no further mentions of ESOP in SAS Annual 

Reports or press statements (SAS, 2020d; SAS Annual Report; 2010; 2015; 2017; 2020b). 

Nevertheless, the consideration of an implementation still shows that SAS recognized some of 

the benefits carried by ESOP. It also showcases that such an implementation would be 

possible and as such, become an even more interesting solution to review. The first part of the 

following section will thus start by identifying how ESOP could align the interests, as well as 

reduce the risk and information asymmetry between SAS pilots and SAS managers that 

represent the firm. The second part will then end by further reviewing other specific design 

criteria also coupled with the program,, which can prove vital for the program’s success as 

well. 
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5.3.1 Aligning Interests 

 

As previously outlined, ESOPs are an ownership structure, which allows all or a part of the 

employees to own shares in the company, where shares are allocated, or vested from a 

company trust to individual employee accounts. In other words, ESOPs transform employees 

to owners, which can theoretically aid in solving the inherent conflict of interests found 

between managers and labor, as it essentially merges them together and creates the joint goal 

of maximizing the firm’s performance and subsequent share price (Freeman, 2007; Kruse, 

2002; Caver, 1996; Hansmann, 1996). However, as outlined by previous authors, a 

prerequisite for making this alignment succeed is not only to mechanically align the financial 

interest by tying the individual employees’ income to the value of the firm, but is also 

characterized by other, equally important design criteria. As such, it is useful to examine these 

incentives separately. The coming section thus begins by shortly reviewing how the financial 

incentives in ESOP might create goal congruence for SAS pilots and managers. The second 

section will then follow by examining how the non-financial incentives, namely the 

participation rights in decision-making, carry valuable support in possibly reducing SAS’ 

pilot strikes as well.  

 

 

5.3.1.1 Financial Incentives  

 

What was common in both SAS strikes was that the level of pay was disputed. Furthermore, 

as also noted, the correlation between the pilots’ and the firm’s performance is rather 

negative, where a decrease in wages for the pilots can regain the profitability of the firm. This 

is further showcased in the cost-reduction programs implemented by SAS, where SAS was 

able to regain profitability after their near-bankruptcy in 2012 by, inter alia, reducing their 

pilots’ wages. Yet, as the company was turned around, the contractual terms still limited any 

increase in private gains for the pilots, who arguably played a large role in the performance 

improvement. Such negative correlation is further illustrated by SPF’s quote in the newspaper 

SVD, stating that Swedish pilots had reduced their wage mark with 20% since 2009, and 

during this time productivity also had increased by 20%.   
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By allocating shares to the all SAS pilots, their personal wealth better correlates with the 

firm’s. The performance improvement can be seen directly in SAS share price, where in 2012 

it was at SEK 6 at its lowest (Appendix 5). However, in May 2016 and March 2019, before 

the 2016 contract negotiations started the share price was as high as SEK 23, indicating a 

280% increase since 2012. If, the pilots had been shareowners, their personal finances would 

have been affected by the 230% share price increase, thus aligning the benefits for the firm 

with the benefits of the pilots more effectively. It is not clear how large SAS’ previously 

planned ESOP would have been, but by reviewing the cases outlined by Caver (1996), the 

ownership stakes have ranged from 15%-100% in airlines previously. As previously noted, 

SAS currently has 382,582,551 shares outstanding, so if SAS were to follow PSA’s example 

by allocating 15% of their equity to their employees, a total of 57 387 383 shares would be 

distributed. However, PSA’s ESOP did encompass all employees and as such, it might be 

unrealistic to assume only SAS pilots would receive as much as 15% in equity. As SAS 

employs little over 10 000 people, pilots represent approximately 14% of their workforce and 

thus, a more realistic assumption might be that SAS pilots would get 14% of the 15% of the 

equity, corresponding to around 5700 shares per pilot. Thus, a 230% increase in share price, 

from SEK 6 to SEK 23, would entail an increase from SEK 34 400 ($3500) to SEK 132 000 

($13 400). As the average monthly salary of pilots range between $6000-$8000, such an 

effect would practically increase the equity from half to double of a month’s salary. As such, 

the implementation of ESOP could also reduce the general dissatisfaction of pay levels 

evident in SAS’ unsuccessful labor contract negotiations. This is also supported by both 

interviewees, who both liked the notion of implementing a program that would align the 

personal wealth of the pilots’ to the firms better, where Swedish Pilot A explicitly stated that 

“if you can find a program that would include the pilots in the profits […] then I absolutely 

think that it would be a good incentive for the pilots”.  

 

From SAS’ point of view providing employees with shares can also be a cheaper option than 

implementing increases in ordinary income or other profit-sharing methods, such as increased 

cash bonuses (NCEO, 2020). Furthermore, ESOP includes some significant tax benefits, 

where all contributions or dividends paid through the program are tax deductible (Rosen 

2014). Leveraged ESOPs also carry some unique benefits as a corporate finance technique, as 

it opens up for the possibility to refinance old debt by raising new equity, which can improve 

the after-tax cash flow (ibid.). As such, the program might also carry some separate benefits 
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for SAS in addition to possibly reducing future strikes, making it attractive for both parties to 

implement.  

 

Nevertheless, it is not only the pilots’ financial benefits that are better correlated with the 

firm’s, but also their cost. Put more explicitly, ESOP can also create a larger symmetry of risk 

as well. As this is an important factor, which might reduce incentives for striking as well, it is 

elaborated on next.    

 

 

5.3.1.1.1 Reducing Risk Asymmetry  

 

If SAS pilots were structured as shareowners, they would naturally also carry the risks of 

share price decreases in addition to the benefits of share price increases. As previously 

outlined, employee strikes had a significant financial damage for SAS, while the greatest 

financial risk for pilots only included the lost wages for the time they were on strike. 

Historically, SAS’ share prices dropped by 30% and 45% after the pilot strikes had occurred. 

If part of the pilots’ income were in the form of shares, striking would have a more vast and 

direct negative effect on their personal wealth as well. Furthermore, as also noted, the share 

price value remained impaired for up to six months after the strike occurred, also making the 

effect more long-term than only loosing part of a month’s pay. As such, it should create a 

natural dis-incentive for pilots to undergo strikes. Finally, as evident, strikes can have some 

negative reputational effects as well, where customer trust can be eroded. Thus, the more 

intangible effects of a damaged reputation might lead to even longer-term losses in value 

stemming from customer preferences shifting to other competitors. As previously noted, 

pilots are not as mobile a workforce than other transport-providers, due to lock-in effects 

including appropriate experience. Furthermore, when asked if a twenty-year career at the 

same airline was a normality in the industry, Swedish Pilot A answered that “Indeed it is. If 

you find a company that is stable and that can survive for that long, it is very common”. Thus, 

pilots also tend to have a long-term interest in the airline they work for. If, in addition to place 

of employment, SAS pilots’ personal finances (possibly also including their pension) would 

be more directly tied to the long-term interest of the firm, the long-term negative reputational 

and financial effects future strikes would have on SAS might be taken more into 

consideration.  
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Nevertheless, as consistently highlighted by all prior authors reviewing ESOPs: in order for a 

true alignment of interest to succeed, the inclusion of control rights in addition to the profit 

rights is also needed (Freeman, 2007; Hansmann, 1996; Kruse & Blasi, 2003; Quarrey & 

Rosen, 1993). Thus, how such non-financial incentives can reduce the incentives for SAS 

pilots to strike will be illustrated next.  

 

 

5.3.1.2 Non-Financial Incentives 

 

According to all prior authors analyzing the effects of ESOP, interests cannot be aligned 

unless the participative employees also gain a sense of ownership, which is not purely 

achieved by the financial interest (Freeman, 2007; Hansmann, 1996; Kruse & Blasi, 2003; 

Quarrey & Rosen, 1993). Such effect is inter alia also shown in the United Airlines case, 

where the employees received a majority share of the firm, but still initiated work-slowdowns 

as a protest to fixed, lower, wage levels, effectively sabotaging their income (Fotsch & Case, 

2017). Thus, a main reason for the downfall had arguably been United’s lack of participatory 

management structure promoting the true culture of ownership (ibid.). Furthermore, as seen in 

the both the 2016 and 2019 SAS pilot strikes, disagreements in working conditions, including 

hours and schedules also played a large role in the disputes about the future labor contracts, in 

addition to the level of wages. As such, an alignment on pure financial income might not be 

enough to completely offset labor contract disputes, as non-financial contractual items, such 

as the re-installment of the cooperation agreement in 2019, would still cause disagreements. 

Thus, in addition to the financial incentives provided by ESOP some control rights would also 

be required in order for SAS pilots’ interest to truly align with the firm’s.  

 

Currently, it is not evident that SAS would have any intentional participatory management 

structures. Firstly, as previously noted, Swedish pilot A also underlined that: “When the firm 

and the pilots cannot agree […] you have to turn to external factors like mediators [and] if 

[…] you are this far from each other that you can’t agree, then it can end in a strike”. As 

evident by media, union representatives from the pilots’ side always handled the previous 

pilot strikes in SAS, while SAS indeed hired mediators in negotiating both labor contract 

proposals from their side. Hence, it seems that SAS managers and pilots, who ultimately are 

the ones responsible for determining and performing work requirements respectively, rarely 
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interact with each other while discussing the terms. Moreover, when asked if he would see 

participation program as beneficial during the interview, Swedish Pilot A stated that “SAS is a 

perfect example where such groups have been used successfully before. This was the situation 

when SAS was close to bankruptcy and the pilots sat down with management and came up 

with a plan to cut down […] that ultimately saved the company”. Thus, it would seem that it 

is mostly during extraordinary instances any interaction takes place, and as such, mostly 

regard requirements of pilots accepting drastically reduced pay and increased working hours. 

Finally, as previously also noted, SAS has three board seats for employee representatives. It is 

not, however, specified which workgroup they represent, but rather they seem to represent 

each Scandinavian country. 

 

Thus, the installment of participative management structures would most likely aid in 

bringing the parties closer, and might provide a better forum for actually discussing pilots’ 

working conditions in a more open manner, not always connected to new proposals of 

contracts or discussion on how to recover from a looming bankruptcy. Such participation 

could be organized as participation groups, advisory committees or self-managing teams that 

would allow pilots to have a more regular albeit meaningful input into decisions that affect 

their work (Quarrey & Rosen, 1995). Currently, all discussions between labor and 

management are also often described as quite hostile and often referred to as “conflicts” or 

“disputes” by the general media. Thus, a participative management structure might remove 

some of the stigma now associated with such interactions, by normalizing the forum and 

increasing their frequency they take place in. As previously mentioned and highly important 

for the present study, is also that SAS’ planned implementation of an ESOP in 2007 and 2008 

was indeed part of a larger effort to improve the cooperation between the union and 

management in order to avoid future strikes and disputes, by installing the goal of solving 

issues through improved dialogue (Dagens Nyheter, 2007a; Renvall, 2007). As such, it further 

showcases the practical possibility and willingness of the relevant stakeholders to consider 

this change.  

 

What is also evident in Swedish Pilot A’s answer regarding participation programs is that the 

discussions were successful in creating a temporary goal congruence securing SAS’ survival. 

However, as a non-alignment of profit prevailed after SAS’ performance improved, the goal 

incongruence re-emerged. Consequently, if the profit-sharing abilities of ESOP create a better 

alignment of interests and is further coupled with the sense of ownership emerging from the 



	 63	

inclusion in decision-making, a more temporary goal congruence might be created. Finally, 

by engaging in decision-making, the pilots might also gain a psychological satisfaction, or an 

intrinsic motivation from the activity of being in control in itself, which could bring their 

interest closer to the firm’s as well (Caver, 1996; Ryan & Deci, 2000).  

 

However, as also pointed out by Caver (1996) and Kruse (2002) a participative management 

processes need to include transparent and increased communication of financial information 

in order to not have a de-motivating effect for the participating employees. Furthermore, as 

previously also outlined, the relationship between SAS management and pilots is 

characterized by asymmetric information, which can, if left unchanged create additional 

incentives for striking. Thus, it is relevant to review how an increase in both the 

communication and level of information coupled with ESOP’s decision-making structure 

could reduce such information asymmetry as well.  

 

 

5.3.1.2.1 Reducing Information Asymmetry 

 

As previously outlined, SAS managers and pilots inhabit different levels of knowledge of 

SAS’ profitability, where SAS strikes might have, at least partially, been an effort to gain 

such information. Furthermore, as SAS managers and pilot also have large differences in 

skills and work tasks between the two groups, the asymmetry can become further pronounced. 

On the other hand, true authors reviewing ESOP also highlight the importance of combining 

the participative management structure with an increase in the transparency of financial 

information (Caver, 1996; Kruse, 2002). Thus, the participative management structure in the 

ESOP, which is needed to actualize the alignment of interest between SAS pilots and 

managers, might also function as a vehicle to simultaneously reduce the inherent information 

asymmetry between the two parties. By increasing communication of more detailed and 

transparent financial information during the participation groups, pilots might actually gain a 

better understanding of SAS’ financial state as well. Thus, as new investors, SAS pilots are 

entitled to getting a clear financial picture of the firm, which might carry the benefit of 

reducing the incentive to strike through a reduction of information asymmetry, while 

simultaneously also increasing the sense or culture of ownership (Kruse, 2002).  
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Conclusively, by implementing an ESOP, SAS could achieve a better alignment of interest 

between the pilots and the firm. Firstly, ESOP’s profit-sharing structure through stock 

ownership establishes the performance of the firm as more temporary goal congruence. The 

stock ownership further improves the alignment of the pilots’ and the firm’s risk profiles, as 

the pilots’ personal wealth will be directly affected by any increases and decreases in firm 

value. As such, it should create a natural dis-incentive for pilots to pursue strikes as such 

events have historically had large negative impacts on SAS’ equity value. However, as 

promoted by prior scholars, the psychological sense of being an owner needs to be promoted 

by participatory management structures in order for the alignment to actualize. This is further 

exemplified by the case of SAS, as it is evident that the reason for strikes not only includes 

the financial aspect of wages, as well as is characterized by a large divide between 

management and pilots who seemingly lack any regular cooperation. As such, the ESOP 

needs to include participatory rights for pilots if SAS is to align the pilots’ interest of the firm. 

Lastly, the participatory management structure also needs to include a high level of 

transparency and communication of financial information for pilots, as the new investors of 

the firm. Such inclusion will not only increase the motivation and sense of being an owner, 

but will also aid in reducing the inherent information asymmetry present in SAS’ pilot-

management relations and as such, might have a dis-incentivizing effect on pilot strikes as 

well.  

 

Although according to agency theory, ESOP’s most important effect that can minimize future 

strikes is the alignment of interest between pilots and the firm as described above, there are 

some additional concerns that also need to be considered if SAS were to implement an ESOP. 

Thus in order to also make the suggestions put forth more tangible, some of these additional 

and more practical considerations will be reviewed next.  

 

 

5.3.2 Other ESOP Design Criteria 

 

By analyzing previous studies on former implementation of ESOPs in other airlines, some 

valuable additional concerns can be applied to the case of SAS as well. Firstly, as noted by 

previous authors, in order for an ESOP to not further reduce the income of the employees, the 

stock allocation should supplement and not substitute ordinary income (Blasi et al., 1999; 
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Freeman, 2007; Kardas et al., 1998; Scharf & Mackin; 2000). As the level of pay was central 

in both SAS pilot strikes, further reducing the pilots’ pay level by the implementation of 

ESOP could lead to an encouraging and not a discouraging of undertaking more protests. 

Furthermore, Caver (1996) also state that as long as management sees ESOP as a genuine 

opportunity to cooperate with employees to improve the airline, rather than a mere “bridge to 

permanent wage concessions”, the success of the program is more likely. Thus, although SAS 

and SAS management would have an incentive to reduce ordinary income when 

implementing the ESOP to improve profitability, this should be avoided in order to mitigate 

the risk for future disputes and strikes. Finally, as previously noted a large potential drawback 

in ESOPs is the increased employee risk resulting from under-diversification as an investor 

(Hansmann, 1996; Caver, 1996). Such risk is further increased if a larger portion of the 

employees’ ordinary income and defined pension plans would be substituted and not 

supplemented by their employer’s stock (ibid.). Thus, in order to also avoid increasing the 

pilot’s financial risk as new investors, SAS should refrain from substituting their ordinary 

wages or diversified pension plans with company stock.  

 

Secondly, as identified by Wichman (1994), McHugh et al. (1999) and Freeman (2007), the 

unions representing the employees also play a role in the implementation of the ESOP, where 

the employees’ influence on the design increased with union involvement. Furthermore, as 

also separately pointed out by Wichman (1994), union support could lead to higher interest, 

commitment and engagement to the program. Thus, it would be important for SAS to get all 

pilot unions’ support in implementing the ESOP. Something promising that can be seen in 

media excerpts between 2007 and 2008, when SAS was considering to implement an ESOP, 

is that the unions seemed to support the idea (Dagens Nyheter, 2007b; Sydsvenkan, 2007). 

Thus, it further illustrates that such a program could be realistic to consider implementing 

again. 

 

Thirdly, as mentioned by previous analyses studying the implementation of ESOP, is the 

employees’ frequent concern of job security to be included in the program (McHugh et al., 

1999). As such, previous ESOPs implemented at airlines have also included job security 

provisions in the program (Lamberg et al., 2003; Fotsch & Case, 2017). When asked if job 

security would be an important provision to include in the ESOP, both pilots interviewed 

stated that such a provision would be extremely valued and important, where Swedish Pilot B 

went as far as saying “Absolutely, job security is the Alpha and Omega”. Furthermore, as 
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previously also stated, pilots tend to have a long-term interest to stay within the same firm, 

where twenty-year long careers are the norm. Finally, one of the 2019 strike elements was 

also the removal of cooperation agreement, which included clauses of job security and career 

options. Thus, it would be useful for SAS to couple such a valued element as job security with 

the program to further assure that the pilots and their unions would support it.  

 

Finally, there are some more technical terms to be settled if SAS were to implement an ESOP. 

As previously outlined, the actual scope of the ESOP can be defined within four decisions: 1) 

The percentage of employees who can participate in the ownership; 2) The percentage of 

ownership held within the company by these employees; 3) The inequality of ownership 

stakes among employee-owners and; 4) The prerogatives and rights that ownership confers 

upon employees (Kruse, 2002). The fourth point was settled in the previous section, as both 

participation and profit rights were deemed important to support the true interest alignment 

achievable by the program. Nevertheless, the other three questions remain open.  

 

Regarding the first decision, the larger the scope of the program, the larger its possible cost: 

where a serious cost of participatory management structures is the cost of collective 

bargaining, which arise when the employees participating are too different to establish a 

common standpoint, or interest (Hansmann, 1996). Furthermore, Wichman (1994) also 

acknowledged that it was the pilots and supervisors who became most engaged with the 

ESOP, as they had the skill-level and status required for the opportunity to participate in any 

decision-making. Finally, the scope of this study is to review how an implementation of 

ESOP can mitigate pilot strikes specifically. Thus, as far as the present study’s 

recommendations go for deciding on which employees should be included in the ESOP, only 

pilots are suggested, as they are a quite homogenous workgroup who also provide a good fit 

for an ESOP with participatory management structures due to their higher status and skill-

level. However, on the other hand both interviewees stated quite explicitly, that it would only 

be fair to include all employees of the airline, as everyone belongs to the same “team”. 

Furthermore, if only pilots were to receive increased wealth and decision-making power from 

stock ownership, it might cause protests and strikes by other workgroups such as cabin 

personnel or mechanics who would see their exclusion as unfair. Finally, the ESOP SAS was 

implementing in 2007 was meant to include all employees (Dagens Nyheter, 2007a; SAS, 

2010). Thus it showcases the assumed practical possibility for SAS to structure the new ESOP 
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in a similar way, if this is deemed important by the different workgroups and their respective 

unions. 

 

Another, related design choice to make is how to allocate, or vest the ESOP shares to all 1400 

pilots in SAS. Common choices are to either base the allocation on the seniority, or gathered 

experience by the employee or alternatively, based on the amount of working hours 

performed (NCEO, 2020). However, as also noted by Swedish Pilot B during the interview, if 

pilots fly too many hours, they become a dangerous safety risk for all passengers travelling 

with them. Thus, in order to avoid the potentially dangerous distortive incentive of flying too 

many hours in order to acquire more personal wealth, the allocation should not be based on 

the amount of work performed. Instead, a possibility would then be to supplement the already 

existing seniority list with the additional benefit of receiving company shares as ranked by the 

most valued experience. Finally, how big the employee share ownership should be remains 

another important factor to consider. As seen by previous ESOP implementations in airlines, 

the ownership stake has varied from 15% to 100% (Caver, 1996; Wichman, 1994). The 

portion of the stock allocation to employees naturally also affects the capital structure of SAS, 

as equity ultimately needs to be acquired before it can be allocated to the employees 

participating in the program. As such, SAS’ financing possibilities will also affect the size of 

the program, where a larger equity share might be unrealistic to finance (at least without 

simultaneous wage concessions). Nevertheless, the scope of the current study does not 

include the financial analysis necessary to determine exactly how the ESOP should and can be 

financed by SAS and subsequently how large the equity share allocated to the program should 

be. However, as pointed out by prior authors, the benefits of ESOP, including job satisfaction, 

commitment and motivation was not caused by the size or the value of the ownership stake as 

brought by the ESOP, but rather by the ability and given right to participate in decision-

making (Kruse & Blasi, 2003). As such, the actual ownership stake given to the employees is 

not as crucial design criteria as the successful creation of work participation groups that create 

an ownership culture within the company. Nevertheless, as SAS did consider implementing 

an ESOP in 2007 for all employees, it again points to their possibility of finding the right 

sources of finances and subsequent capital structure in order to practically succeed in giving 

at least a part of their equity to their employees.  
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6. DISCUSSION 

 
 
From the analysis above, it is evident that by adopting a critical realist perspective and 

framing strikes as an agency problem, it is possible to outline the principal-agency structure 

of the relationship between pilots and managers, including the agency assumptions it is 

characterized by. Firstly, the theoretical framework identifies that agency costs are a 

consequence of the pilots’ acts of self-interest, while their goals are incongruent to the firm’s 

(Ashenfelter & Johnson, 1969; Zimmerman, 2011). The case of SAS illustrates this point by 

showcasing the constant competing interests in how the labor contracts should be structured, 

including items such as wages and working conditions, which have led to serious financial 

and reputational losses for the company. What the case also showcases is the apparent 

negative correlation of the financial benefits between the pilots and the firm, where both 

strikes included protests on stagnated wage levels during a time that was profitable to the 

firm, i.e. representing a clear goal incongruence between the two parties as well. As such, the 

case of SAS also seems to represent a typical airline struggling with deteriorating industrial 

relations. For example, British Airways also experienced a pilot strike in 2019, which was the 

result of the pilots feeling cheated off higher wage levels although the company’s profitability 

had improved as well (Topham, 2019). Similarly, United Airlines conflict also arose out of a 

perceived unfairness in compensation at a time, which was highly profitable for the airline 

(Lamber at al., 2003). Thus, such similarity further confirms the rationale for using a single 

case study as it shows a representativeness of other, similar cases (Yin, 2003) 

 

Nevertheless, the insight that interests are unaligned in labor contract negotiations is quite an 

obvious, or common insight, which is also clear in the fact that such discussions are often 

referred to as “disputes” by the general media. Rather, what the agency framework also 

outlines is that the relationship is characterized by an inherent asymmetry in the levels of 

information and risk profiles as well, which can provide some further insight into their actions 

taken (Eisenhardt, 1989; Roberts, 2004). Firstly, as highlighted by the case of SAS, the initial 

wage demands made by the pilots were seemingly unrealistic, but after the strike had ended, 

the agreed upon levels were significantly lower; something still referred to as a “success” by 

union representatives (SvD, 2016a; SvD, 2019c). This is in line with previous authors 

including Hansmann (1996) and Hayes (1984), who recognize that strikes might be a 

bargaining tactic in order to gain more information on the firm’s possibility to pay certain 
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wages, where any proposed wages actually might be known to be unrealistic. Furthermore, as 

the analysis also points out, SAS managers and pilots are likely to have vastly different job 

tasks. Thus, something also corresponding to Hansmann’s (1996) findings is that the larger 

division of labor might increase the information asymmetry possibly causing strikes as well.  

 

Secondly, what is also evident in the case of SAS is that the actual financial cost of the strike 

was disproportionately large for SAS compared to their pilots. The longest strike in SAS 

history lasted for a week in 2019, indicating that the largest salary loss for their pilots would 

only approximately be 2% of their yearly pay. On the other hand, the same strike resulted in 

company losses corresponding up to 50% of SAS’ yearly operating profits. Thus it showcases 

an asymmetry in the risks borne by each party and is in line with Roberts (2004) and 

Eisenhardt (1989) who recognize that differences in the level of risk borne by the two 

conflicting parties might result in agency costs as well. Furthermore, Zimmerman (2011) also 

argues that a disciplining or controlling force that can aid in reducing agency costs is an 

available job market, which enhances the probability of outside replacement. As also 

identified in the analysis, however, airlines have an apparent preference in maintaining the 

same pilot force long-term as pilots need the right experience and certificates to be able to fly 

specific airplane models. As such, the risk of unemployment that could normally arise from 

striking is effectively reduced, which might have provided an additional incentive for SAS’ 

pilots or pilots in general to choose such an action in order to gain more beneficial contractual 

terms.  

 

Thus, by framing strikes, and SAS strikes specifically, as an agency problem, the analysis was 

able to uncover important relationship characteristics, in addition to conflicting interests, that 

might be some of the primary reasons for SAS pilots to opt for strikes. Such discovery further 

led to the identification of the proper control mechanisms provided by ESOP that could alter 

the relationship. Firstly, as shown in the case of SAS, the financial incentives could be better 

aligned by transforming SAS pilots to shareholders: in 2016 and 2019 their share price had 

increased by 230% compared to the price during their near-bankruptcy suggesting that if the 

pilots were share-owners as well, they might have been be less dissatisfied by their personal 

financial position. Thus, in line with previous theory reviewing how ESOP, and other profit-

sharing schemes can affect strikes, it was recognized that the financial incentives of becoming 

a shareowner could aid in positively correlating the pilots’ financial incentives to the firm’s 

(Mauleon & Vannetelbosch, 1999; Scanlon, 1948; Quill, 1954). Furthermore, what the SAS 
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case also showcased was that after both strikes, their stock price fell by 30% and 45%. If the 

striking pilots also were shareholders, striking would directly hurt their financials as well, 

which supports authors including Zimmerman (2011) and Roberts (2004), who point out that 

a better alignment with the costs in addition to the benefits might act as a dis-incentive to 

strike as well.  

 

Finally, as also presented in the analysis, a reduction of the information asymmetry identified 

by the agency framework would require other, non-financial controls as well. As also evident 

in the case of SAS, the disputes concerned other contractual items than pay, indicating that 

the financial incentives provided by ESOP might not suffice for complete interest alignment. 

This is also in line with most studies that have researched ESOP, which argue that 

participatory management structures in the form of work groups or advisory committees is 

needed alongside the profit-rights in order to evoke the benefits promised by the program 

(Freeman, 2007; Hansmann, 1996; Kruse & Blasi, 2003; Quarrey & Rosen, 1993). 

Furthermore, as also shown by the analysis, the only forums where SAS managers and pilots 

seemingly interact are during crises handling, with all other negotiations apparently being 

handled by mediators and other representatives external to the firm. Thus, the findings further 

align with the proposed need for the inclusion of decision-rights promoting a closer 

cooperation and subsequent psychological alignment between the two parties. Interestingly, 

by adopting the lens of agency theory it is recognized that the participation structure might 

simultaneously aid in reducing the information asymmetry as well, where both Caver (1996) 

and Kruse (2002) recognize the need for increasing the level and communication of financial 

information in order to make the ESOP participatory structure work. 

 

Nevertheless, what is also recognized by most research conducted on ESOP and on the 

implementation of ESOP in airlines previously, is that if the program fails to create a culture 

of ownership promoting the psychological sense of being an owner, the success of the 

program can quickly diminish (Caver, 1996; Fotsch & Case, 2017; Lamberg et al., 2003; 

Rosen, 2002; Wichman, 1994). Although, the same authors promote the achievability of the 

task through the successful introduction of participation groups as well as increasing the 

financial information provided to the pilots, a change of culture is an incredibly difficult task 

to do. As a case company, SAS is also characterized by a particularly long company history 

and prevalent corporate values of being the Scandinavian leader in aviation. In fact, as 

previously mentioned, they also started as a governmentally owned flagship carrier and are 
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still partially owned by the Swedish and Danish government. As such, it might prove 

extremely difficult to substitute their traditional, historical culture with the new structure and 

psychological mindset needed for the ESOP to succeed.  

 

Furthermore, another potential obstacle in introducing a participatory management structure 

in the company is the potential issue arising from the pilots’ incompetence in deciding on firm 

matters. Although Wichman’s (1994) study on the airline PSA concluded that pilots were one 

of the workgroups that could participate most in the decision-making due to their higher skill 

and status level, the large difference in work tasks of pilots and management could make 

actual participation difficult. Allowing pilots to participate also opens up for new potential 

conflicts from management’s side as well, as the change effectively reduces their managerial 

rights, which might be worsened by the fact that the workgroups are so different (McHugh et 

al., 1999).  

 

Nevertheless, according to both Caver (1996) and Kruse (2002), the pilots’ participation can 

be aided by increasing the communication of financial information given to them as new 

investors of the firm. Because pilots factually become new investors, their receipt of financial 

information and subsequent possibility of participation in decision-making is effectively 

legitimized as well. Furthermore, as highlighted by Wichman (1994), a large concern amongst 

employees after the implementation of ESOP might also be the possibility of management 

“hiding” the true profits of the firm in order to keep the profits for themselves. Thus, a high 

level of transparency in the financial information is also needed in order to avoid such new 

agency costs possibly resulting from managements’ actions or manipulation. Yet, increasing 

the financial information provided also increases the possibility for pilots to exploit it in their 

favor. If the interests are not aligned as much as predicted or wished for but the pilots still 

receive decision-rights, the decisions taken might not necessarily be in the interest of the firm 

at all. As further also pointed out by Hansmann (1996), ESOP is quite distinct from traditional 

investor-owned firms, as the employee-owners might have other interests than purely 

maximizing the share price. Thus, such other, potentially differing interests should be 

seriously considered before decision-rights are distributed.  

 

Still, as outlined by authors promoting ESOP, a remedy for such alignment is naturally the 

financial interests carried by the program; if the pilots’ financial benefits and risks are aligned 

with the firm’s, the decisions taken should theoretically always be towards the congruent goal 
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of increasing the firm’s share price (Freeman, 2007; Kruse, 2002; Caver, 1996; Hansmann, 

1996). Nevertheless, such alignment might practically only be achievable when the financial 

stake carries enough incentive. Although no concrete suggestion of how big the employee 

ownership stake should be was given, an example of an allocation 2,1% of SAS equity to 

their pilots was presented in the analysis. Based on this example, SAS’ pilots could own 

equity either worth half or double a pilot’s average monthly salary, based on the lows and 

highs of SAS historical share prices. Although it is a notable sum to receive and certainly 

exceeds the loss in wages from one week of striking, it is questionable if it would carry the 

persuasive power needed for a true alignment of the financial risks and benefits as suggested 

by theory. Furthermore, as also previously noted, a clear cost of ESOP is the potential 

increased employee risk, which is worsened if ordinary income is substituted and not 

supplemented by company stock. Therefore, although increasing the percentage of shares 

owned compared to ordinary income might align the interests more closely, it would create 

some severe under-diversification risks for the investor employees. Finally, as also seen in the 

comparable case of United Airlines, management had assumed that the job security and the 

stock appreciation included in the ESOP would offset any future dissatisfaction of pay 

(Lamberg et al., 2003). This assumption proved incorrect, however, as conflicts arose again 

just six years after the program’s implementation. Thus, any stock appreciation resulting from 

an improvement in firm performance might also not provide enough financial incentive to 

completely offset future disputes.  

 

Nevertheless, as theory also suggests, it is not the size or value of the ownership stake in the 

ESOP that would unlock the benefits by the program, but rather the control rights that can be 

implemented through it (Kruse & Blasi, 2003; Pendleton et al., 1998). Thus, although 

difficult, SAS and other comparable airlines should place a larger effort in promoting a sense 

and culture of ownership in order for their pilots to positively align and adopt the interest of 

their principal’s. Furthermore, although some of the other potential issues presented by the 

program may be very real and should be seriously considered, they should still be weighed 

against the historical costs of the strikes combined with the realization that such costs might 

reoccur if this new structural change is neglected. Hence, although larger changes naturally 

introduce new challenges, such challenges might be preferable to the agency costs 

experienced today. 
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7. CONCLUSION 

 

 

Conclusively, the paper aimed to answer the following research question:  

 

How can pilot strikes be understood as an agency cost and how can ESOP help solve it?  

 

By applying the lens of agency theory, strikes can be understood as an agency cost that results 

from the pilots’ act of self-interests, their non-alignment to the firm’s financial benefits and 

costs, as well as their lesser information of the firm’s financial position in general. Firstly, the 

pilots’ non-alignment to the firm’s financial interest causes dissatisfaction in the level of pay 

during times when the firm is profitable, which results in protests during new labor contract 

negotiations. Furthermore, the pilots’ additional interest in also maximizing other, non-

financial utilities, including vacation and leisure time, further fuels the disputes. Second, the 

financial non-alignment also largely protects pilots from the financial costs that can arise from 

strikes, effectively enhancing the incentive to engage in them. Finally, pilots’ lesser 

knowledge of the financial state of the firm can also result in strikes, as striking might 

represent an effort to discover the firm’s true affordable wage levels. 

 

The implementation of an ESOP can thus solve it by aligning the pilots’ financial interest and 

risk to the firm’s, as well as by providing a participative management structure that can 

transform the pilots’ psychological sense into that of an owner’s. Firstly, by transforming 

pilots into shareholders, the ESOP can better align the financial benefits of the pilot’s to the 

financial success of the firm, which can decrease the dissatisfaction in wages. Secondly, as 

share prices tend to decrease drastically after the event of a strike, giving equity to the pilots 

also correlates their financial risk better, creating a natural disincentive to strike as well. 

Finally, by providing a source for non-financial sources of intrinsic motivation through a 

participatory management structure, the ESOP can aid in transforming the pilots’ 

psychological sense into becoming an owner, which is required for true interest alignment to 

occur. Such structure could also provide a more neutral forum for agreeing on other 

contractual items besides pay, which could further reduce the disputes by normalizing and 

increasing the interactions such discussions take place in. Lastly, by further supplementing 

the participatory management structure by an increased level of financial information 
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provided to the pilots, their knowledge of the financial state of the firm is also increased, 

which effectively reduces the information asymmetry plausibly blamable for strikes as well.   

 

 

 

 

 

8. FUTURE RESEARCH 

 

 
Firstly, as the present study only uses SAS as an illustrative example to highlight the 

theoretical concepts presented, it should act as a catalyst for further and more in-depth 

empirical research. The in-depth analyses could either continue to explore the case of SAS or 

include other, comparable airlines experiencing similar managerial relational problems, and 

should prioritize the inclusion of empirical data from key sources of personnel. As such, the 

analyses would further test the usefulness of applying agency theory in the context of strikes, 

as well as increase the representativeness of the sample and subsequent external validity of 

the research. Furthermore, although the theoretical concepts provide useful ideas and 

concepts, the scope of a more in-depth analysis might also include more technical solutions 

on how the ESOP should be structured and financed, which might provide some welcome 

insight for the decision-makers actually responsible for implementing such a solution. 

Moreover, as the lens of agency theory rarely has been used in examining strikes before, 

another approach might be to test the generalizability of the results presented. For example, a 

multiple-case study on different airlines or a research comparing different workgroups in the 

aviation industry might prove useful in investigating if other industry- or job-specific 

characteristics fit in explaining the frequency of strikes through this particular framework. 

Moreover, the assumption that unions act in the interest of their members and that managers 

act in the interest of the firm’s during and leading up to employee strikes might also be 

challenged, where the application of agency theory to a specific firm-setting might uncover 

some other conflicting relationship structures as well. Finally, the qualitative research method 

itself might also be challenged, by simply conducting a quantitative research that can model 

the frequency of strikes through some agency-driven assumptions, which might provide 

additional insight and validity by increasing the possible sample dramatically.  
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Appendix 1 

 

Interview Guide – Swedish Pilot A and B 

 

Who are you? 

What work experience do you have? 

How would you describe the pilot job? 

− How do you become a pilot? 

− What are important values/job characteristics for pilots? 

What are the main reasons for pilot strikes? 

− What do the disputes involve around? 

In your opinion, what were the main reasons for SAS’ pilot strikes?  

− Who was involved in them? 

− What was the outcome? 

Thoughts on implementing an ESOP in SAS? 

− Should it include all employees? 

− Is job security needed? 

− Thoughts on increased decision-making rights for pilots? 
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Appendix 2 

 

Interview – Swedish Pilot A 

 

Interviewee: Jag heter alltså [Swedish Pilot A] och arbetar som pilot på [Global Airline] och 

är placerad i Göteborg. Jag är kapten där, pilot såklart där. Där har jag jobbat i 20 år faktiskt, 

inte som kapten men totalt sett i 20 år. 

 

Interviewer: 20 år är rätt länge! Är det normalt att ha en så lång karriär hos samma bolag? 

 

Interviewee: Det är det faktiskt. Om du hittar ett företag som är stabilt och som kan klara sig 

så länge så är det väldigt vanligt. Man har ju ett system – något som heter senioritetslista – 

den som är sist in är först ut. Det finns en specifik rangordning som du får den dagen då du 

blir anställd och den positionen håller du i företaget. Den bestämmer då väldigt mycket om 

din lön exempelvis. Är det dåliga tider och man skall säga upp någon så är de som först får gå 

som är längst ner på senioritetslistan också. Allt detta är ju incitament att ju längre du stannar 

på ett företag desto tryggare blir du, ju längre får du stanna kvar och ju högre lön får du. Är 

du på ett bra företag är det ofta att du stannar länge – så ja. 

 

Interviewer: Ser du någon orsak till… eller finns det någon speciell orsak från företagets sida 

att de vill behålla samma piloter länge? 

 

Interviewee: Ja alltså… för piloter är ju erfarenhet med ratings och så vidare väldigt viktigt. 

Det finns mycket kostnader involverat i en pilotkår, det är dyrt att hålla uppe och få igång. 

Man vill också få tag på rätt människor som är testade. Oftast när du anställer en pilot hos oss 

eller på SAS – trots att du har dina certifikat och lång erfarenhet eller flygigt de rätta 

flygmodellerna – så räcker inte det utan du måste göra tester som visar att du har en viss 

kompetens. Inte teoretiskt utan mer att du har psykiskt sätt att klara av trycket att klara av att 

flyga. Intelligenstester, man skall också göra personlighetstester som visar att du är en normal 

person som klarar av att hantera svåra situationer och så vidare. Där är mycket man måste gå 

igenom innan man kommer igenom till företaget och därför blir det extra kostsamt. Så det är 

svårt att få tag på piloter. Man kan inte ta dem från gatan, det är mer komplext än så. Har man 
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en välfungerande pilotkår så vill man gärna behålla den. Det är inte så lätt att ersätta piloter 

som det är kanske att få tag på en läkare liksom. 

 

Interviewer: Okej, det visste jag faktiskt inte, eller jag trodde piloterna var mera mobila som 

en arbetsgrupp. Men är det något mera som är väldigt specifikt till pilotyrket som du kommer 

att tänka på? Finns det någon specifik orsak man vill bli pilot till exempel? 

 

Interviewee: Jo alltså… anledningen at du vill bli pilot är för att du vill ha ett utmanande jobb 

som du tycker att är roligt för att du älskar att flyga. Samtidigt är det ett stort ansvar men det 

betalar väldigt bra också. Och det är som vilket annat arbete som helst som är svårt och finns 

få platser av – de blir välbetalda. Men det är ändå inte som många tänker… att kanske lönen 

är det om lockar en utan jag skulle nog säga att det är intresset i att flyga som är orsaken till 

att du blir pilot. Men det passar inte alla människor heller – alla kan inte bli piloter. Dels så 

har man kanske inte kapaciteten teoretiskt sett, vilket ju inte är så svårt förstås – men som kan 

vara en blockering. Men en stor blockering kan ju vara att man inte är lämpad som pilot för 

att man inte kan flyga tillräckligt bra alltså, att man inte lyckas ta sig igenom testerna; de 

psykologiska och mentala testerna och det kan vara en stor spärr. Och det klarar inte alla så 

det är en väldigt nischad bransch. Eller många kan flyga men då du skall flyga på de stora 

bolagens nivå så krävs det desto mera än en vanlig pilot. Det krävs att du har en högre 

kapacitet simultanmässig stresstålighet, tredimensionellt tänkande och så vidare. Och det 

testar man på de här testerna. Och det är inte alla som kan det och därför har det blivit en 

grupp som är välbetalda som också har ett jobb som är mera prestige-rikt. Har det varit i alla 

fall, det har dock suddats ut mycket på senare år. Och det har kontrakterna och lönerna också 

faktiskt, eller de har försämrats rätt mycket faktiskt.  

 

Interviewer: Okej på vilket sätt har det ändrats? 

 

Interviewee: Ja – det har inte ändrats mycket till det negativa faktiskt. Det har funnits en 

avreglering av flyget vilket har gjort att det har kommit in en massa lågprisaktörer på 

marknaden. Vad de har gjort är att de har förändrat bilden. På olika sätt har de skurit ner på de 

kostnaderna som man behöver ha i ett flygbolag. Ibland rättvist ibland inte rättvist. Men de 

har skurit ner lönerna på kabinanställda, de har skurit ner lönerna på de avtalen som man gör 

med flygplatser, de har skurit ner på de kostnaderna man har för passagerarhantering, 

baggagehantering, ansvarstagande och även pilotlönen. När man gör detta kan man ju få ner 
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flygpriserna, men det blir ju till en kostnad av andra saker. Och det har gjort att många företag 

har tyckt att ja men om de kan så kan ju vi också. Det har satt ett tryck på andra företag att de 

inte behöver betala sina piloter lika mycket som de gjort innan. Och då blir det sorts krig, ett 

priskrig. Kan Ryanair eller Easyjet få ner lönerna sådär mycket, varför kan inte vi? Och så 

vidare. Till slut så kommer du till resor som du kan åka för 300 kronor, svenska kronor, till 

London – det är ju inte hållbart helt enkelt. 

 

Interviewer: Låter som en stor förändring alltså. Har dessa ändringar fört med sig andra 

konsekvenser? Eller ja… vad jag menar är att tror du också pilotstrejker kan vara en orsak av 

en sådan ökad kostnadspress i industrin? Varför brukar strejkerna uppstå helt enkelt? 

 

Interviewee: Alltså – en strejk uppstår när avtalsförhandlingarna stoppar. Då bestämmer man 

hur företaget skall se ut de nästa kommande 2-3 åren. Och man bestämmer hur mycket pengar 

man skall ha, skall man tillåta detta och inte detta, får vi lov att åka såhär mycket – det är 

mycket som bestäms. När företaget och piloterna inte är överens så blir det stopp i 

förhandlingarna. Och då får man använda sig av yttre faktorer som förmedlare och så vidare. 

Går det till det, eller om man är så pass långt ifrån varandra, så till slut så , och det blir så att 

företaget vill att vi skall jobba väldigt, väldigt mycket och vi säger men nej det kan vi inte gå 

med på, och vi är så långt ifrån varandra så att vi inte kommer överens så kan det till slut bli 

strejk. Och för att komma tillbaka till din ursprungliga fråga: ja absolut. Det blev absolut 

ökade konflikter ut av detta, företaget vill göra så mycket som möjligt för att skära ner så 

mycket som möjligt medan piloterna vill såklart ha – det är fel att säga så mycket som möjligt 

– men de vill ha sin trygghet, de vill ha sina fördelar och så vidare. Företaget ser ju att varför 

skall vi ta på oss mera kostnader då detta fungerar jättefint – vi tjänar bra med pengar medan 

piloterna ha sina fördelar. Så det är en kamp mellan två viljor.  

 

Interviewer: Är det så du ser att SAS strejkerna också startade? 

 

Interviewee: Vad SAS gjorde – alltså först gick piloterna med på att skära ner i sina löner och 

gå med på massa nedskärningar för att företaget skulle överleva då de var nära konkurs några 

år sedan. Och detta är den stora förändringen som skett på SAS de senaste åren då. Vad som 

senare har hänt, det är att SAS har kommit på fötter, det har blivit lite bättre, de har gjort 

bättre siffror. Och sen - När man ser att siffrorna går bra så vill man ju gå tillbaka. Och då har 
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piloterna sagt OK nu vill vi få tillbaka en del av det som vi sa att vi skulle hjälpa till med till 

dess att företaget hade kommit på fötter. Och då sa företaget nej. Och då blev det strejk.  

 

Interviewer: Så var det mest lönerna där var i fokus eller var det något annat som också 

orsakade denna konflikt? 

 

Interviewee:  Nej alltså…Många gånger är media väldigt duktiga på – eller företaget är 

väldigt duktiga på att utnyttja media och få det till att se ut som att det är piloterna som redan 

tjänar så mycket pengar vill ha mer pengar och därför blir det strejk. Men det är inte så enkelt 

som det. Väldigt många gånger om värdesättande att få lov att vara hemma, vara med sina 

familjer. Så arbetstiden och timmarna är också väldigt viktiga – eller är ett väldigt viktigt 

element i arbetskontrakten.  

 

Interviewer: Okej jag förstår! Det låter alltså som två olika viljor, som du säger, som helt 

enkelt har olika intressen i hur mycket som skall arbetas och för vilka lönenivåer. Om vi då 

återkommer till det som jag undersöker, alltså delägarprogram, så ville jag gärna fråga dig lite 

om dina tankar runt det. Så alltså delägarprogram är ett program som tilldelar arbetstagarna 

aktier utöver vanlig inkomst, och gör så att arbetstagarna bli investerare och på så sätt ta del 

av bolagets framgång. Hur ser du, eller vad är dina tankar om att införa ett sådant program för 

piloterna?  

 

Interviewee: Jag tror absolut att det kan vara till god fördel om man skapar – för vad det 

handlar om egentligen, är att piloter är ett väldigt starkt fackligt förbund.  De har havt väldigt 

mycket makt, eller väldigt mycket att säga till om för att de vet vad de snackar om helt enkelt. 

När du har ett företag och vinst och företagets vinstmarginal – det kan antingen bli en stor 

aktieutdelning till ägarna, en stor bonus till cheferna eller så kan pengarna gå tillbaka till sina 

anställda. Det handlar om en fördelning och det handlar om vem som skriker mest, får mest, 

oftast. Så de pengarna finns ju, det är bara en fråga om vad man gör med dem.  Kan man hitta 

en modell som gör så att piloterna blir delaktiga i den vinsten igenom en sorts bonus som 

piloterna kan ta del av så tror jag absolut att det skulle vara ett gott incitament för piloterna. 

 

Interviewer: Okej! Och såna program är ju som du också nämner en form för 

vinstdelningsprorgram, men det kan också införas andra rättigheter till att vara mera 

involverad i beslutstagandet. Jag menar att… som investerare kunde piloterna också få en mer 



	 90	

legitim rättighet till att få ta del av – och vara med att bestämma om olika saker som berör 

dem. Tror du detta också kunde vara ett bra incitament? 

 

Interviewee: Faktiskt är ju SAS ett väldigt bra exempel på var sådant har lyckats förr. För de 

har ju lyckats väldigt bra att komma överens om saker och ting som har räddat företaget. Just 

med hjälp av de här diskussionerna och komma fram till en plan för att skära ner i lägen då 

bolagets framtid var osäkert. Så de är ju ett levande bevis på detta. Men jag tycker att, om 

man i grunden, och annars också kan skapa ett bra samarbete med sina anställda som är 

piloter, och kunna skapa en bra kommunikation… en bra kommunikation där man bestämmer 

saker tillsammans. Jag tror att det är den bästa grunden till att få ett fungerande företag 

faktiskt. 

 

Interviewer: Ja men då helt till sist… så tänkte jag bara höra dina tankar om ett par till 

specifika val man har om man väljer att införa ett sådan hänt program i ett företag. För det 

första, så kan de inkludera klausuler om arbetstrygghet – är detta någonting som du skulle 

anse som viktigt som pilot?  

 

Interviewee: Ja absolut. Arbetstrygghet är väldigt viktigt för piloter… som jag sa så fungerar 

ju till exempel senioritetslistan som ett incitement att ju längre du blir på samma företag desto 

tryggare blir du. Detta är ju så inte bara i firmans intresse utan också i piloternas då man vill 

stanna kvar på ett välfungerande företag och ha en lång karriär hos det.   

 

Interviewer: Okej! Men helt till sist då – om SAS skulle införa ett delägarprogram – tror du 

det skulle vara viktigt att alla anställda skulle få ta del av det eller kunde det fungera som ett 

incitament endast för piloterna?  

 

Interviewee: Nej detta är ju ingenting som piloterna bara skall få ta del av. Det är ju inte bara 

de som är delaktiga till att företaget går bra, det är ju en hel grupp som jobbar tillsammans. 

Piloterna har ju en del att se till om men det vore väldigt orättvis om det bara är piloterna som 

överhuvudtaget skulle få någonting så att säga. Det är som med alla arbeten så har man olika 

kvalifikationer och jag tycker inte det är mera rätt att du skall få betalt efter den 

kvalifikationen som du gör, fast det är det det handlar om många gånger. 
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Appendix 3 

 

Interview – Swedish Pilot B 

 

Interviewee: Ja mitt namn är alltså [Swedish Pilot B] och jag har arbetat på [Global Airline] 

sedan 2007. Tidigare jobbade jag på [Global Airline] i UK 2005-2007 och före det jobbade 

jag på [Regional Swedish Airline] i Sverige 1999-2005. 

 

Interviewer: Okej så du har faktiskt en del erfarenhet från andra bolag än [Global Airline] 

också. Var [Regional Airline] ditt första flygblogag? 

 

Interviewee: Ja det var där jag började att lära mig rent praktiskt… det är ju manga år sen det 

men ja… det var där jag började efter att ha blivit klar utbildad till pilot. 

 

Interviewer: Okej! Är pilotutbildningen lång – eller hur blir man pilot egentligen?  

 

Interviewee: Nja alltså tidsmässigt är det inte en så krävande utbildning. Alltså det tar ju lite 

tid också – men det är mest satsningen. Hur mycket, rent finansiellt, som man satsar som 

pilot.  För att bli pilot… du behöver inte bara böcker utan du behöver ett flygplan att flyga då 

du skall utbilda dig. Du måste använda en simulator också så det finns andra kostnader än 

böcker också involverat i detta. Därför blir det en rätt så hög kostnad för att utbilda sig till 

pilot.  

 

Interviewer: Hur hög kostnad ungefär? 

 

Interviewer: Ja man får faktiskt betala runt en miljon kronor för att få startverktygen att kunna 

söka in till olika bolag. Men det garanterar inte att du blir pilot på grund av att du måste göra 

massa tester. Du kan inte få det jobbet du vill ha och så vidare. Men därför ser man kanske 

också att piloter har högre lön också: om du har en utbildning som kostar dig över en miljon 

kronor så vill du ha en avkastning på detta också.  

 

Interviewer: Kan man sen anställas var som helst, eller är det sedan lätt att flytta bolag efter 

att man fått sin grundutbildning?  
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Interviewee: Nej… Förs och främst tror jag att pilotyrket är lite speciellt. Det är lite svårt att 

få tag på bra piloter först och främst. De ska ha bra utbildning, de ska vara socialt kapabla och 

passera testerna på de olika nivåerna och olika företagen. Och när du väl har fått en homogen 

pilotbild så har olika flygbolag lite olika sett att operera. Och man lär sig detta med tiden. 

Detta är ju inte en stor faktor men jag tror att man… som pilot börjar du med dina första 

certifikat och du har väldigt liten erfarenhet. Du är väldigt grön. Du kan flyga och du kan the 

basics. Men med åren så bygger man sig erfarenhet som blir väldigt, väldigt värdefullt i hur 

du agerar som pilot och hur du fungerar som pilot. Hur du kan kontrollera svåra situationer 

och så vidare.  Det är någonting som man inte riktigt kan köpa utan det måste man ju leva och 

arbeta dig till erfarenheten. Det tar ett antal år innan du får upp den här kompetensen. Därför 

så när du väl pratar om kapten och styrmän, du börjar alltid som styrman som är lägst i 

kockpiten. Efter ett antal år när du har fått mer erfarenhet så blir du kapten i stället. Det är på 

grund av att du har fått lära dig, att du har fått erfarenhet för att bli mer noga, och du har så en 

bättre förmåga att ta hand om situationerna som uppstår. Ett företag, när du väl sätter igång 

skall man både ha kaptener och styrmän, och du vill gärna ha folk som gärna är utbildade på 

de här företagen som man har. Du kan inte bara sätta igång ett flygbolag och ta folk från gatan 

för att flyga det. För att om till exempel det här företaget flyger airbus 340, som är en 

flygplansmodell. Om man skall ha det är flygplanet i sitt företag så måste man ha piloter som 

har utbildning och som kan flyga 340 modellen. Du kan alltså inte ta en pilot som flyger 

jumbojet och säga vet du vad, nu skall du flyga 340. Det fungerar inte. De kan inte för man 

behöver simulatorutbildning etc. så det finns rätt så mycket grejer i grunden som behövs för 

att få flyga just den här modellen. Erfarenhet räcker inte utan du måste också ha en utbildning 

på den här specifika typen.  

 

Interviewer: Finns det någonting annat du kan tänka på som är väldigt specifikt till 

pilotjobbet? Något annat än till exempel lönen eller certifikaten som du nämnde som också är 

viktiga med tanke på arbetsbeskrivningen? 

 

Interviewee: Ja… alltså med tanke på själva arbetet så är arbetstid något som är väldigt, 

väldigt viktigt för piloter. Inte på grund av personliga skäl utan för mänskliga skäl. En pilot 

kan jobba 24/7, 365 dagar om året. Det finns liksom ingen jul, inget nyår, midsommar eller 

någonting sånt. Inte heller helger som alla andra har, såna gränser. Alltså jag älskar verkligen 

mitt jobb som pilot och har alltid gjort det och jag har under mina år jobbat både med 
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långlinje trafik och kortlinjetrafikt. Men det absolut viktigaste för mig är dock att kunna 

planera mitt liv utför jobbet med familj och vänner. Det är inte alltid så lätt att till exempel få 

ledigt på barnens lov i skolan, vilket gör att det kan vara svårt att planera resor med familjen, 

för att barnen inte får ledigt från skolan.  Och så kan man inte jobba hur mycket som helst 

som pilot och sedan komma tillbaka och fortsätta lika bra nästa dag heller. Du kanske blir 

trött, utsliten och då är du en säkerhetsrisk.	Om du är en säkerhetsrisk så kan du ju göra 

misstag som du inta har gjort annars och då kan det bli farligt. Det finns strikta linjer, eller 

regler, för hur mycket vi får jobba i månaden. Hur länge per dag, hur mycket på en vecka osv. 	

 

Interviewer: Vad är reglerna där – eller hur fungerar pilotlönen i jämförelse med 

arbetstimmar?  

 

Interviewee: Ja alltså ju mer flygtimmar du kan få ut ur en pilot desto mer profit kan företaget 

få. Om jag som pilot jobbar hundra timmar per månad, men om reglerna kan tillåta mig att 

jobba tvåhundra per månad då kommer företaget tjäna dubbelt mer pengar utan att företaget 

behöver betala mera. Om man jämför Europa med USA… det hände ett visst antal olyckor för 

några år sedan. Och man kunde komma fram till att olyckorna hända på grund av pilot 

fatigue, att piloterna hade jobbat för mycket. På grund av var man inte lika skärpt och duktig 

på sitt arbete och då upptäckte man inte vissa fel man skulle ha gjort annars och då blev det en 

olycka till följd. Detta var ett statligt organ som kom fram till detta. Vad man gjorde i USA 

var att man skapade ett system för piloter för hur mycket man får lov och jobba per månad, 

vecka och dag som var mera restriktivt då man insåg att piloter inte får flyga för länge och att 

de därför blev nöd till att skapa ett bättre regelverk som kontrollerar detta. I Europa, tog man 

samma information men i stället för att ta restriktiva åtgärder tillåt man i stället piloterna att 

flyga mer. I ställer för att lyssna på vetenskapsmännen så lyssnade man på de stora företagen 

som ville att piloterna skulle jobba mer och få mer pengar och profit.  

 

Interviewer: Ser du att det har – alltså sådana krav har ändrats inom industrin eller har det 

alltid varit liknande krav från företagets sida?  

 

Ja alltså sakta men säkert har avtalen blivit sämre. Det är ju inte bara pengar som kostar utan 

ett avtal kan ju också vara i en form av trygghet – en anställningstrygghet som kostar pengar 

och den har ju försvunnit mer och mer för piloter. Både löner och avtalsmässigt: man jobbar 
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mer, man blir tröttare som pilot, man får mindre i lön, du får mindre pensioner. Så avtalet i sig 

har ju varit väldigt avgörande till mycket liksom.  

 

Interviewe: Tror du det har varit en orsak till strejker – och då tänker jag ju också på SAS 

strejkerna specifikt?  

 

Interviewee: Jo… alltså absolut handlar det också om att få mera fritid och bättre 

arbetsscheman. Det är det man försöker få tillbaka. Så många gånger är det också detta 

strejkerna handlar om. Det är inte då alltid – som många kanske anser eller tror – att det 

handlar om pengar utan att man vill ha mer fritid. Och för SAS ja... de har ju också genomgått 

större omstruktureringar för att kunna hållas i industrin, eller överleva som ett bolag. Och så 

har ju pilotlönerna också sänkts på grund av detta. Historiskt sett har ju dock aldrig pilotlöner 

gjort att flygbolag gått dålig eller i konkurs, men för att SAS kunde genomföra sin 

omstrukturering så gick piloterna med på att sänka sina löner och sa OK detta måste vi göra – 

om vi inte får ner dessa kostnader kommer vi inte att överleva. Så för att överleva så gick 

piloterna med på att OK – vi kommer jobba såhär mycket mer, vi kommer gå ner i lön såhär 

mycket och så vidare. Men med tiden – vad som har hänt är att man urholkar pensionsavtalet, 

din lön, din arbetstid… och sen gick det ju faktiskt bättre för dem också men då blev avtalen 

med piloterna inte ändrade – eller det blev inte några förbättringar och sen blev det en 

konflikt. För de såg ju det som orättvist helt enkelt.  

 

Interviewer: Okej men vad tänker du då om möjligheten att införa ett delägarprogram som 

kanske kunde anpassa företagets resultat med de anställdas? Alltså att de anställda kunde ta 

del av framgången?  

 

Interviewee: Ja alltså som pilot kunde detta säkert vara till fördel, men jag har lite dålig insikt 

i sådana delägarprogram, tror att det kan påverka beslutsfattningen på flightdeck, ekonomisk 

vinning på kort sikt är sällan förenlig med säkerhet. Så man skall nog också vara lite försiktig 

med vilka incitament man ger också tycker jag… 

 

Interviewer: Ja det är helt klart! Men så… om vi inte bara snackar om piloter utan också 

resten av företaget… tycker du det skulle vara viktigt, eller rättare sagt nödvändigt att 

inkludera andra arbetsgrupper än piloter i ett sådant program? 
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Interviewee: Ja det är absolut nödvändigt. Alla anställda i flygbolag tillhör ”teamet” och ska 

ha samma möjligheter! 

 

Interviewer: Okej… och vad med arbetstrygghet – det finns ju som en potentiell del av 

arbetskontrakten i branschen redan, men ser du det som viktigt att potentiellt införa som en 

del av ett nytt program också? 

 

Interviewee: Ja absolut. Jag ser det som super viktigt. Anställningstrygghet är A och O för 

piloter och för att göra ett kontrakt som alla skulle vara nöjda med – eller godkänna – så är 

detta något som borde införas. Absolut.  

 

Interviewer: Och till sist – utöver de sistnämnda så är det också väldigt vanligt att införa 

beslutsrättigheter som kommer med att man blir en investerare i företaget. Beslutsrättigheter 

kan då vara mera oformella eller formella och ja… helt enkelt strukturerade som olika 

grupper som får vara med och diskutera om arbetssaker som berör dem – piloterna då i detta 

tillfälle. Ser du detta som något som kunde gynna SAS? 

 

Interviewee: Ja jag tycker att de som har ansvaret för bolaget ska vara lyhörda för förslag som 

kommer från de anställda. De som oftast då varit längre i branschen, men i slutändan är det ju 

de som tar besluten. Men jag är lite osäker, som utomstående vet jag inte helt hur en sådan 

omstrukturering skulle fungera i SAS, så jag kan inte svara på det så direkt. Det är ju väldigt 

komplext men en sådan hän modell som du säger, som man ska ta del av företaget och få en 

del av företaget, det är nog en väldigt svårt att göra… men om man lyckas hitta en bra modell 

så kan den absolut vara väldigt hjälpsam för piloterna och företaget att arbeta tillsammans. 

Det tror jag! 
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Appendix 4 

 

SAS Board of Directors 
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Appendix 5 

 

SAS Stock Price 1.1.2016-31.12.2019, in SEK 
 
Date Open High Low Close 
1/1/2016 24,40 28,60 23,10 24,60 
2/1/2016 24,90 25,30 19,30 23,20 
3/1/2016 23,70 25,30 20,70 23,10 
4/1/2016 22,90 25,30 22,40 23,00 
5/1/2016 22,90 23,60 21,50 22,80 
6/1/2016 23,00 23,00 15,30 16,00 
7/1/2016 16,10 18,30 16,00 16,80 
8/1/2016 16,80 19,50 16,30 17,70 
9/1/2016 17,80 19,70 16,40 17,10 
10/1/2016 17,00 17,00 15,00 15,30 
11/1/2016 15,20 15,60 13,25 15,10 
12/1/2016 15,00 15,50 13,80 14,60 
1/1/2017 13,90 14,65 13,40 14,15 
2/1/2017 14,40 16,10 14,15 14,85 
3/1/2017 14,80 15,20 14,10 14,30 
4/1/2017 14,35 14,85 14,15 14,60 
5/1/2017 14,60 16,30 14,40 16,00 
6/1/2017 16,00 18,90 15,80 18,40 
7/1/2017 18,40 20,80 18,40 19,30 
8/1/2017 19,30 20,10 17,90 19,60 
9/1/2017 19,80 26,40 19,50 26,10 
10/1/2017 26,10 27,10 23,60 25,90 
11/1/2017 25,90 27,70 22,60 25,80 
12/1/2017 25,80 26,40 21,20 21,30 
1/1/2018 21,30 23,50 18,83 19,07 
2/1/2018 19,00 22,66 17,61 21,30 
3/1/2018 21,34 21,70 19,09 19,80 
4/1/2018 19,80 22,06 18,87 21,94 
5/1/2018 21,94 22,66 18,61 18,84 
6/1/2018 18,99 19,28 16,68 17,19 
7/1/2018 17,20 17,69 16,45 17,27 
8/1/2018 17,26 21,12 16,54 20,24 
9/1/2018 20,32 22,86 20,32 21,48 
10/1/2018 21,24 21,82 18,46 20,68 
11/1/2018 20,52 22,60 20,52 22,34 
12/1/2018 22,76 23,26 19,03 20,80 
1/1/2019 20,80 24,72 20,46 24,44 
2/1/2019 24,50 24,96 23,12 23,36 
3/1/2019 23,36 23,48 18,53 18,70 
4/1/2019 18,72 19,87 17,30 17,32 
5/1/2019 17,32 19,48 12,54 13,29 
6/1/2019 13,65 13,77 11,62 12,38 
7/1/2019 12,64 14,26 12,08 13,29 
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8/1/2019 13,31 14,41 11,72 13,45 
9/1/2019 13,47 13,89 12,26 12,54 
10/1/2019 12,63 15,23 12,31 15,08 
11/1/2019 15,11 20,14 14,70 20,02 
12/1/2019 20,06 20,46 14,94 15,27 
 

Yahoo Finance. (2020). SAS AB. Retrieved May 10, 2020, from Yahoo! Finance: 
https://finance.yahoo.com/quote/SAS.ST/history?p=SAS.ST 

 


