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Abstract

The notion of flexicurity was introduced in the 1990s to promote a better job security and
social security of atypically employed (other than permanent full-time). The given paper
suggests an operational definition of flexicurity which implies the corresponding flexicu-
rity index. For analytical purposes two other indices, the Norm-security of ‘normally’,
i.e. permanent full-time, employed and the All-security of all, i.e. both ‘normally’ and
atypically employed, are defined.

The indices are derived from qualitative juridical data. For this purpose, employment
groups in different countries are ranked with respect to five partial criteria: the eligibility
to public pensions, to unemployment insurance, etc. Due to the specificity of criteria, the
ranking is generally possible and is not that confusing as the task of numerical evaluation.

A dedicated mathematical proposition estimates the error in the index which results
from ‘ordinal rounding’ of the input variables comparing to using the ‘exact’ variable
values. Thus even if the ‘exact’ (latent) variables are not known then the rank-scaled
input is sufficient to approximate the index which otherwise could not be obtained at all.

The index is calculated for 16 European countries for the years 1990-2003.

Keywords: Flexicurity, employment security, social security, employment protection
legislation, fringe benefits, European Union, statistical indices.

JEL Classification:
(C43 — Index Numbers and Aggregation
C51 — Model Construction and Estimation
J21 — Labor Force and Employment, Size, and Structure
J26 — Retirement; Retirement Policies
J65 — Unemployment Insurance; Severance Pay; Plant Closings
J83 — Workers’ Rights
J88 — Public Policy

Acknowledgement

The author thanks cordially his colleague Martin Kimmich who has updated the OECD
(2002) juridical data with European Commission/MISSOC (2004) data and whose expert
estimation of juridical issues significantly contributed to the confidence in the model
results.

A valuable help of Jonny Johansson (EuroStat, Luxemburg), Prof. Hans-Joachim Mit-
tag (EuroStat, Luxemburg), Brigitte Konig (Data Shop Berlin), Mrs. Kéhn (Data Shop
Berlin), Edeltraud Hoffmann (formerly at the IAB, Niirnberg), Dr. Ulrich Walwei (IAB,
Niirnberg), as well as of colleagues Dr. Ute Klammer, Dr. Martin Behrens Ph.D., Dr.
Torsten Neichoj, Heiko Massa-Wirth, Anke Thiel, and Kai Seibel is gratefully acknowl-
edged.






Contents

Introduction

Results

2.1 Themodel output . . . . . . . . . .. .. . ...
2.2 The Flexicurity index of European countries . . . . . . . ... ... . ...
2.3 The Flexicurity index of a single country . . . . . .. .. .. .. ... ...

Estimation

3.1 Composition of security estimates . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... ... ...
3.2  Estimates of employment security . . . . . . .. ...
3.3 Estimates of social security benefits . . . . . ... ..o

Methodology
4.1 Mathematical foundation . . . . . . . . .. ...
4.2 The accuracy of the indices . . . . . . .. ... .. ... ... ... ...

4.3 Proof of Theorem 1 . . . . . . . . . .
5 Conclusions
References

Appendix: Country tables and figures

13
13
13
20

21
21
21
22

31
31
32
34

35

37

39



CONTENTS



List of Tables

2.1

2.2

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

4.1

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

Norm-security, All-Security, Flexicurity for selected countries (own estima-
tlon) . ... 14
Employment categories in Germany and their level of employment security
and of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . . . . 18
Summary indicators of the strictness of employment protection legislation.

Source: own estimation based on OECD (1999) pp.52-53,66 . . . . . . . . 22
Evaluation (ranking 1-9) national groups of employees with respect to so-
cial security benefit 'Pension’. Source: own estimation based on OECD
(2002), p.146-148 . . . . . . 23
Evaluation (ranking 1-12) national groups of employees with respect to
social security benefit 'Unemployment insurance’. Source: own estimation
based on OECD (2002), p.146-148 . . . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... 24
Evaluation (ranking 1-12) national groups of employees with respect to
social security benefit 'Unemployment insurance’. Source: own estimation
based on OECD (2002), p.146-148 (continued) . . . . . . . . . ... .. .. 25
Evaluation (ranking 1-15) national groups of employees with respect to
social security benefit "Sick leave’. Source: own estimation based on OECD
(2002), p.146-148 . . . . .. 26
Evaluation (ranking 1-8) national groups of employees with respect to so-
cial security benefit 'Payed maternity leave’. Source: own estimation based
on OECD (2002), p.146-148 . . . . . . . . . . . ... 27
Evaluation (ranking 1-7) national groups of employees with respect to so-

cial security benefit 'Paid holidays’. Source: own estimation based on
OECD (2002), p.146-148 . . . . . . . . . 28

Standard errors o in “security %” for Norm-security, All-Security, Flexicurity 33

Employment types in Austria and their level of employment security and
of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . ... ... 40
Employment types in Belgium and their level of employment security and
of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . ... ... 42
Employment types in Switzerland and their level of employment security
and of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . . . . 44
Employment types in Czech Republic and their level of employment secu-
rity and of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . 46
Employment types in Danemark and their level of employment security
and of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . . . . 48

7



5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

5.10

5.11

5.12

5.13

5.14

5.15

LIST OF TABLES

Employment types in Spain and their level of employment security and of

social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . . . ... ..

Employment types in Finland and their level of employment security and

of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . ... .. ..

Employment types in France and their level of employment security and of

social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . . . .. ...

Employment types in Italy and their level of employment security and of

social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . . .. . . ..

Employment types in Netherlands and their level of employment security

and of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . . . .

Employment types in Norway and their level of employment security and

of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . ... ...

Employment types in Poland and their level of employment security and

of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . ... .. ..

Employment types in Portugal and their level of employment security and

of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . ... ...

Employment types in Sweden and their level of employment security and

of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . ... ...

Employment types in United Kingdom and their level of employment se-

curity and of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . .



List of Figures

2.1

2.2
2.3

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.9

5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

5.10

5.11

5.12

5.13

5.14

5.15

Norm-security, all-Security, and flexicurity for selected countries (model
estimation) . . . . . ..
Norm-security, All-security and Flexicurity of 16 countries . . . . . . . ..
Employment categories in Germany and their level of employment security
and of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . . . .

Employment types in Austria versus employment security and fringe ben-
efits (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . ... ... ... ...
Employment types in Belgium versus employment security and fringe ben-
efits (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . ... ... ... ...
Employment types in Switzerland versus employment security and fringe
benefits (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . .. ... ... ..
Employment types in Czech Republic versus employment security and
fringe benefits (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . . . .. . ..
Employment types in Danemark versus employment security and fringe
benefits (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . . ... ... ...
Employment types in Spain versus employment security and fringe benefits
(Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . . .. ... L.
Employment types in Finland versus employment security and fringe ben-
efits (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . ... ... ... ...
Employment types in France versus employment security and fringe bene-
fits (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . . . . ... ... ...
Employment types in Italy versus employment security and fringe benefits
(Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . . . ... ... ... .. ..
Employment types in Netherlands versus employment security and fringe
benefits (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . . ... ... ...
Employment types in Norway versus employment security and fringe ben-
efits (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . ... ... ... ...
Employment types in Poland versus employment security and fringe bene-
fits (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . . . ... .. ... ...
Employment types in Portugal versus employment security and fringe ben-
efits (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . ... ... ... ...
Employment types in Sweden versus employment security and fringe ben-
efits (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . ... ... ... ...
Employment types in United Kingdom versus employment security and
fringe benefits (Source: EuroStat and own estimation) . . . . . . .. . . ..



10

LIST OF FIGURES



Chapter 1
Introduction

Measure what is measurable, and make measurable what is not so.

Galileo (1564-1642)

The general employment insecurity has significantly increased in Europe in the recent
decade. In addition to unemployment, the number of atypically employed, like part-
time, fixed-term, or self-employed, has disproportionately grown since the 1980s (EuroStat
2003). The atypical employment is not only less secured but also provides less carrier
prospects and training chances (OECD 2002, p. 156-159). Besides, it often disqualifies
workers from social benefits, since the eligibility of atypically employed is substantially
lower than that of permanently employed (OECD 2002, p. 131). The growth of atypical
employment can be explained by several factors.

1. Rapid technological changes. Expanding information technologies are often im-
plemented within relatively short-time projects. Some projects are realized by small
temporary teams with a limited longevity and even by single individuals. These
particularities and dynamics are transmitted to all branches which use information
technologies and depend on their updates. Thus, the share of temporary employ-
ment in the total employment in France, Italy, Netherlands, and Spain doubled or
tripled during 1985-2000, attaining in Spain 35% (OECD 2002, p. 133). The annual
growth of self-employment in the non-agricultural sector in the OECD counties in
1990-1998 was 1.7%, whereas that of civilian employment 1% (OECD 2000, p. 159).

2. Globalization. Investments under globalization are easily made worldwide, indus-
tries and services move from one country to another, making permanent employment
restrictive for efficient economic performance. The market economy became total,
imposing economic priorities over social ones. The collapse of the Socialist Block
gave way to unconstrained capitalism. The employment protection legislation be-
came more relaxed, resulting in a number of negative effects on labour market and
social structure (OECD 1999, Chapter 2).

3. Long-term unemployment. During the 1990s the long-term unemployment in
the OECD has become a more serious problem then before. In 1990 the unemployed
for 6-12 months and for more than 12 months constituted respectively 44.6 and
30.9% of all unemployed. In 1998 these figures attained 48.6 and 33.4% (OECD
2002, p. 322). This means that the average duration of unemployment has increased.

11



12 CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

At the same time, the workers having experienced a long-time unemployment “are
more likely to be offered shorter contracts than other workers” (OECD 2002, p.
156).

4. Immigration. As stated by the OECD (2001, p. 171), “While admissions of new
permanent foreign workers are currently very few in number, especially in the Euro-
pean OECD countries, the temporary employment of foreigners appear to be becom-
ing more widespread. ... The temporary employment of foreign workers introduces
flexibility into the labour market.” Moreover, foreigners are overrepresented among
long-term unemployed (OECD 2001, p. 181-182) whose chances to get a ‘normal’
permanent job are relatively low (OECD 2002, p. 156).

5. High welfare. Finally, high earnings and accumulated welfare in some European
countries enabled a fraction of the population to turn to part-time jobs. For instance,
the demand for part-time employment by full-time employed in the Netherlands is
twice larger than vice versa. For women this ratio is even higher and surpasses three
times (OECD 1999, p. 33).

As a reaction to the growing flexibility of employment on the one hand, and decreasing
employment security and social security on the other hand, in the 1990s the notion of
flexicurity has been introduced to promote a better security of atypically employed (WSI
2000, Klammer and Tillmann 2001a). The notion emerged first in the Netherlands and
Denmark whose renown social security system is recognized as a “good-practice example”
(Braun 2001, van Oorschot 2001). Although some authors still consider the flexicurity a
specific Dutch/Danish phenomenon (Gorter 2000), the idea spread all over Europe in a
few years.

Since the notion is rather new, there are neither established definition of flexicurity,
nor means of its quantitative characterization. One definition was suggested by Wilthagen
(2001, p. 1) which was taken by Klammer and Tillmann (2001b, p. 16) as a reference:

Definition 1 Flezicurity ... [is] ... a policy strategy that attempts, synchronically and in
a coordinated way, to enhance the flexibility of labour markets, the work organization and
labour relations on the one hand, and to enhance security — employment security and
social security — notably for weak groups in and outside the labour market on the other
hand.

In the given paper we attempt to characterize the flexicurity with a quantitative
index. According to Definition 1, the flexicurity is a strategy, which is difficult to express
numerically. For operational purposes, the flexicurity can be alternatively defined in a
less broad sense, as a particular type of security, which degree can be measured:

Definition 2 Flexicurity is the employment and social security of atypically employed,
that 1s, other than permanent full-time.

The level of security can be estimated for each homogeneous employment category:
permanent part-time, fixed-term full-time, self-employed, etc. Then its weighted average,
with respect to the size of the employment groups, can be regarded as the Flexicurity
index; the capitalization distinguishes the index from the notion. (The measurement of
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some aspects of employment security has already been attempted by the OECD (1999,
Chapter 2); we elaborate this idea further.)

For analytic comparisons, we analogously define the Norm-security of ‘normally’ (per-
manent full-time) employed, and the All-security of all employed, with the corresponding
indices.

To be specific, let us illustrate these definitions with a simple example.

Example 1 (Flexicurity index) Suppose that the total employment falls into three
categories, one of ‘normally’ employed, and two of atypically employed. Let they differ in
the level of employment security and of social security, as shown in the table below:

Employment type
Permanent Permanent Fixed-term

full-time part-time full-time
Size of the group, in % to total employment 50 30 20
Level of employment and social security, Score in %
Employment security 95 90 30
Social security (fringe benefits) 85 70 70
Total security, score reduced to % ‘ 90 80 50
Normally Atypically

employed (= flexiby) employed

All employed

Then the Norm-security, Flexicurity, and All-security are, respectively,

N = 90%
30-80+20-50
F = = 68
30 + 20 % %
50 - 90 4 30 - 80 + 20 - 50
50 + 30 + 20 % %

If shares of employment categories and their levels of security change in time then we
obtain three dynamical indices.

What follows is just an elaboration of this idea:

e We consider eight employment categories instead of three.

e The employment and social security is characterized by six criteria instead of two.
e The security criteria are weighted: More important criteria get more weight.

e We consider 16 European countries for the years 1990-2003.

Thus, the indices operate on the following 4-dimensional structure:

8 employment categories x 6 juridical criteria X 16 countries x 14 years = 10752 data .
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The bottle-neck is estimating the level of employment security and the level of social
security. The scores of the employment security (= employment protection legislation) in
different countries is taken from the OECD (1999, p. 66). For this purpose, the OECD
has defined an index based on several measurable factors: the norms of notice periods
(in weeks) and severance pay (in monthly wages) for individual and collective dismissals,
compensation pay (in monthly wages) and related provisions following unjustified dis-
missals, the number and duration (in months) of allowed successive temporary contracts,
and some others.

As for the social security, the information is available only in a qualitative juridical
form (OECD, 2002, p. 146-148). Converting such information into metrical scores is
hardly reliable. In the given paper we overcome this difficulty by ranking employment
groups in different countries with respect to five partial criteria: the eligibility to public
pensions, to unemployment insurance, to paid sick leave, to paid maternity leave, and to
paid holidays. Due to the specificity of criteria, the ranking is generally possible and is
not that confusing as the task of metrical (numerical) evaluation.

The next step is justified by a dedicated mathematical proposition which backs up the
use of ranks instead of continuous variables in a complex index. The proposition provides
an estimate of the error in the index which results from such ‘ordinal rounding’ of the
input variables comparing to using the ‘exact’ variable values. Thus even if the ‘exact’
(latent) variables are not known then the rank-scaled input is sufficient to approximate
the index which otherwise could not be obtained at all.

To make the motivation clearer, the model is introduced from the results. Then we go
in some details, and finish with methodological foundations and mathematical arguments.

Chapter 2, “Results”, describes the model output.

Chapter 3, “Estimation”, is devoted to constructing the scores of employment security
and of social security.

Chapter 4, “Methodology”, contains a mathematical proposition backs up deriving
metrical indices from qualitative data.

Chapter 5, “Conclusions”, summarizes the paper and outlines the main properties of
the indices introduced.

The Appendix contains some additional tables and figures.

It should be emphasized that the paper presents an approach rather than a final result.
To make reliable conclusions, the security should be estimated from more detailed juridical
data.



Chapter 2

Results

2.1 The model output

All tables and figures of this paper are produced by a computational model. It is imple-
mented in the C++-based MATLAB computer environment, Version 6, Release 13. The
program outputs eps-files of figures, IXTEX text files of tables and a IXTEX head file which
calls the figures and tables. After having run the MATLAB program it suffices to run
the IXTEX head file to obtain the complete set of tables and figures as they appear in this
paper.

The set contains the following items:

e A general ‘Europe’-table with the three yearly indices for the 16 countries. The
table is coupled with a figure which displays 48 curves.

e 16 country tables with details on constructing the three indices for the given country.
Each country table is coupled with a figure which visualizes this information.

e Six security-criteria tables with specifications, how the given criterion is fulfilled.
Each table contains juridical data and rankings of the eight employment categories
in the 16 countries.

e Index-accuracy table with error estimations for the three indices for 16 countries.

2.2 The Flexicurity index of European countries

The summary Table 2.1 is coupled with Figure 2.1. Each cell of Table 2.1 contains three
numbers arranged in a vertical triple with the Norm-security (top), All-security (middle),
and Flexicurity (bottom) for the given country for the given year. Blanks mean the
non-availability of the corresponding data.

The last column provides the country ranks with respect to each index for the year
2002, the last one with complete data on all the countries considered. The highest indices
(all with rank 1) are attained by Sweden. Then go the Netherlands with ranks 3,2,2.
Denmark and Germany are ranked moderately, with (8,6,6) and (6,7,8), respectively.
The worst places occupy the United Kingdom (with ranks 16,16,14), Portugal (with ranks
9,14,16), Spain (15,15,11), and Czech Republic (14,13,15).
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16 CHAPTER 2. RESULTS

Table 2.1:

Norm-security, in %
All-Security, in % for selected countries (model estimation)
Flexicurity, in %

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Ranks
66.5 66.6 66.6 66.7 66.7 66.8 66.8 66.9 66.9 67.0 67.1 67.1 67.2 67.2| 6

DE

Germany 61.3 61.7 61.5 61.3 61.1 61.0 60.8 60.5 60.5 60.4 60.3 60.3 60.3 7

49.5 49.9 49.6 49.1 48.8 48.7 48.8 48.7 49.0 49.3 49.1 49.3 49.2 8

65.4 654 654 654 65.4 65.4 654 654 654 654 654 65.4 654 654 10
AT 58.5 58.3 58.3 582 58.2 58.2 58.2 58.1 9
Austria 40.5 41.8 42.2 424 43.1 43.2 43.3 43.7 10
BE 63.0 63.0 68.0 68.0 68.0 638.0 63.0 63.0 68.0 68.0 68.0 63.0 68.0 68.0| 5
Belgium 60.5 61.1 60.9 60.7 60.7 60.6 60.6 60.9 60.8 61.5 61.3 61.3| 5

43.0 44.4 444 445 445 44.9 454 46.5 47.4 50.0 49.4 50.1| 7

64.6 64.6 64.6 64.6 64.6 64.6 64.6 64.6 64.6 64.6 64.6 64.6 64.6 64.6| 12
CH 57.7 57.3 57.6 57.5 57.4 57.6 57.8 57.4| 10
Switzerland 49.5 49.1 49.7 49.7 495 50.2 50.6 50.3| 5
CZ 55.9 55.9 55.9 55.9 55.9 55.9 55.9 55.9 55.9 55.9 55.9 55.9 55.9 55.9| 14
Czech  Re 50.7 50.4 50.0 49.7 49.6 49.5 48.9| 13
public 32.2 31.1 30.9 30.7 30.3 29.8 29.6| 15
DK 66.2 66.2 66.2 66.2 66.2 66.2 66.2 66.2 66.2 66.2 66.2 66.2 662 66.2| S

b L |611 613 613 611 613 613 612 61.0 609 61.0 609 611 61.0 60.7| 6
anemark | 539 535 53.3 53.0 53.2 52.9 52.5 52.5 51.9 51.5 51.3 50.6 50.4 50.1| 6
61.6 60.9 602 59.5 58.8 58.1 57.4 56.7 56.0 55.3 54.7 54.0 53.3 52.6| 15

gsam 49.7 495 488 48.4 A7.8 AT.6 ATA A7.3 A72 AT3 ATA 469 46.8 46.6| 15
36.2 37.2 37.3 36.8 37.0 37.7 37.6 38.0 38.3 38.8 39.3 39.0 39.3 39.5| 11

63.7 68.3 68.0 67.7 674 67.1 66.7 664 66.1 658 65.5 65.1 64.8 64.5] 11

Fl 61.2 60.8 60.7 60.6 60.7 60.5 60.4 60.2 59.9| 8
Finland 49.6 50.0 50.1 50.5 514 51.3 51.6 51.3 515/ 4
603 60.3 603 603 603 60.3 60.3 60.3 60.3 60.3 60.3 60.3 60.3 60.3| 13

FR 54.2 544 544 547 547 549 55.0 55.1 55.3 554 55.8 56.0 56.1 55.8| 11
France 404 40.6 40.9 42.3 42.8 439 445 452 46.1 46.6 47.7 48.0 47.9 46.9| 9
- 761 761 761 761 76.1 761 761 76.1 761 761 76.1 761 761 76.1] 2
Ttaly 61.3 61.3 615 61.4 61.3 61.0 60.8 61.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 612 61.4 61.4| 4
98.2 28.6 32.0 30.1 31.9 31.7 32.0 32.9 33.3 34.6 354 35.7 359 356 12

753 753 75.3 753 753 75.3 753 753 753 753 75.3 753 753 53| 3

NL 69.2 69.5 69.5 69.2 68.7 68.4 (8.6 68.7 63.8 G8.8 68.7 68.3 68.3 2
Netherlands ¢ 6 615 61.9 61.3 60.8 60.8 61.5 61.5 61.9 62.1 625 62.1 62.4 2
O 63.6 68.6 63.6 63.0 68.6 63.6 63.6 68.6 63.6 G3.6 68.6 63.6 68.6 636 4
Norway 64.5 654 65.3 65.3 654 65.5 655 65.5 65.4| 3
58.7 604 60.2 59.8 60.1 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.1| 3

66.2 662 662 662 662 662 66.2 662 662 662 662 662 662 66.2| 7

PL 54.8 543 540 54.2| 12
Poland 304 33.1 347 36.5| 13
- 69.0 68.7 634 682 679 67.6 67.4 671 663 665 663 66.0 65.7 65.5] O
Portugal | 716 SL1 530 528 5L 514 505 500 501 50.2 50.5 49.5 49.2 49.0| 14
975 250 249 23.9 23.0 23.1 23.0 241 269 27.5 285 27.2 281 27.9| 16

828 323 82.8 828 328 82.8 828 828 828 828 828 828 828 828 1

SE 76.8 76.8 76.8 T6.8 76.6 76.5 76.4 762 76.2| 1
Sweden 68.4 67.6 67.4 67.2 67.1 66.2 655 64.9 65.5| 1
UK 168 468 468 46,8 46.8 468 46.8 468 46.8 46.8 468 468 46.8 463 16
United  |42.0 42.0 42.0 42.0 419 41.8 41.9 41.9 42.0 42.1 422 422 42.2 420| 16
Kingdom |32.9 33.1 335 33.6 33.6 33.6 33.8 33.9 340 341 342 343 34.1 34.0| 14




2.2. THE FLEXICURITY INDEX OF EUROPEAN COUNTRIES
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Figure 2.1: Norm-security, all-Security, and flexicurity for selected countries (model esti-

mation)
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Portugal, the highest All-security by Sweden, and the highest Flexicurity by the
Netherlands.

Figure 2.1 visualizes the development of the three indices for all the 16 countries by
48 curves. The country’s three curves, Norm-security, All-security, and Flexicurity, are
always located in the descending order. Indeed, the normally employed are most secured,
and flexibly employed are least secured. Since the All-security is the weighted average of
the Norm-security and the Flexicurity, the corresponding curve goes in between.

The relative location of the curves and the character of their variation have the fol-
lowing meaning; see Figure 2.2:

The country’s three curves are close to each other. This possibility is realized if normally
and atypically employed have close levels of security. (Norway, Netherlands, Sweden,
Denmark, Germany, Switzerland, United Kingdom.)

The country’s three curves are distant from each other. In this case both normal and
atypically employed are numerous, but the latter are discriminated, that is, are little
secured comparing to the normally employed. (Portugal, Poland, Italy.)

The Norm-security curve goes far beyond the other two which are close. This possibility
is realized if the atypically employed dominate in number and are discriminated
(not occurred in the observations).

The Flexicurity curve goes far below the other two which are close. 1t means that
the atypically employed constitute an insignificant minority which is discriminated.
(Czech Republic, Austria, Belgium.)

An index curve has a leap. It is an indication at a radical change in the employment
protection laws. Theoretically it may be also caused by an abrupt change in the
proportion between the employment categories. (Portugal, Ttaly.)

An index curve ascends or descends gradually. Such a behavior reflects a gradual evo-
lution of the proportion between the employment categories. (Spain, France, Bel-
gium.)

The Norm-security increases. It means tightening the employment protection legislation
for normal employment. (Germany.)

The Norm-security decreases. It means a relaxation of the employment protection legis-
lation for normal employment. (Spain, Finland, Portugal.)

The Flexicurity increases. It usually indicates at a decreasing relative share of self-
employed (who are least secured) in the total share of atypically employed. For
instance, if some permanent full-time jobs are replaced by part-time and/or fix-
term jobs then the total number of atypically employed increases. Although the
number of self-employed remains the same, their share in the atypical employment
decreases. (Italy, Poland, Belgium, Austria.)

The second possible cause is tightening the employment protection legislation for
flexibly employed. (France.)
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Figure 2.2: Norm-security, All-security and Flexicurity of 16 countries
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Table 2.2: Employment categories in Germany and their level of employment security and
of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)

Year Employment type, in % to total employment/Score of its security, in % Indices
Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full- Full-  Part- Part- All-  Flexicu-
nent  anent  term term time time time time |Security rity
full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
time time ployed ployed ployed ployed
in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-
ture ture
% % % % % 0 % 0 % %
1990 69.3 11.8 8.1 14 1.3 7.0 0.1 0.9 61.3 49.5
66.5 65.5 68.8 68.8 8.8 9.8 5.8 8.8
1991 71.1 11.2 8.0 1.2 1.0 6.6 0.1 0.8 61.7 49.9
66.6 65.6 68.0 68.0 8.8 9.8 5.8 8.8
1992 69.9 11.7 8.5 1.1 1.0 6.9 0.1 0.8 61.5 49.6
66.6 65.6 67.2 67.2 8.8 9.8 5.8 8.8
1993 69.2 12.2 8.2 1.2 1.0 7.2 0.1 0.9 61.3 49.1
66.7 65.7 66.4 66.4 8.8 9.8 5.8 8.8
1994 68.4 12.7 7.8 1.5 1.0 7.6 0.1 0.9 61.1 48.8
66.7 65.7 65.6 65.6 8.8 9.8 5.8 8.8
1995 67.8 13.2 7.9 1.5 0.9 7.6 0.1 1.0 61.0 48.7
66.8 65.8 64.8 64.8 8.8 9.8 5.8 8.8
1996 66.5 13.6 8.8 1.3 0.9 7.9 0.1 1.0 60.8 48.8
66.8 65.8 64.0 64.0 8.8 9.8 5.8 8.8
1997 65.0 14.3 9.2 14 0.9 8.1 0.1 1.1 60.5 48.7
66.9 65.9 63.2 63.2 8.8 9.8 5.8 8.8
1998 63.8 15.0 9.5 1.5 0.8 8.0 0.1 1.2 60.5 49.0
66.9 65.9 62.4 62.4 8.8 9.8 5.8 8.8
1999 62.6 15.5 10.1 1.7 0.9 8.1 0.1 1.2 60.4 49.3
67.0 66.0 61.6 61.6 8.8 9.8 5.8 8.8
2000 62.3 16.0 9.8 1.7 0.8 8.2 0.1 1.2 60.3 49.1
67.1 66.1 60.8 60.8 8.8 9.8 5.8 8.8
2001 61.9 16.8 9.4 1.7 0.8 8.1 0.1 1.2 60.3 49.3
67.1 66.1 60.0 60.0 8.8 9.8 5.8 8.8
2002 61.8 17.3 9.0 1.8 0.8 8.1 0.1 1.2 60.3 49.2
67.2 66.2 59.1 59.1 8.8 9.8 5.8 8.8
2003 67.2 66.2 58.3 58.3 8.8 9.8 5.8 8.8
Composition of the security score, in %, for each employment category in 2002 Criterion weight
Empl.security| 63.5 63.5 53.0 53.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Pension 60.0 50.0 40.0 40.0 50.0 60.0 20.0 50.0 1.0
Unempl.insur.| 61.5 61.5 53.8 53.8 7.7 7.7 7.7 7.7 1.0
Sick leave 93.8 93.8 93.8 93.8 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 1.0
Matern.leave | 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 11.1 11.1 11.1 11.1 1.0
Paid holidays| 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 1.0
Weighted sumj 67.2 66.2 58.3 58.3 8.8 9.8 5.8 8.8 1.0
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Figure 2.3: Employment categories in Germany and their level of employment security
and of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)
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The Flexicurity decreases. It indicates at an increasing share of self-employment and/or
at relaxing the employment protection legislation for atypically employed. (Sweden,
Denmark.)

2.3 The Flexicurity index of a single country

To be specific, consider the case of Germany. The related model output is displayed in
Table 2.2 coupled with Figure 2.3. The columns of the table represent eight employment
categories, somewhat more refined than the six categories considered by Hoffmann and
Walwei (2000) and five considered by Klammer and Tillmann (2001c, p. 514):

1. Permanently full-time employed
Permanently part-time employed
Fixed-term full-time employed
Fixed-term part-time employed

Full-time self-employed in agriculture
Full-time self-employed not in agriculture

Part-time self-employed in agriculture

o N ot W

Part-time self-employed not in agriculture.

Each table cell contains two elements arranged in a vertical pair. The top number is
the size of the given employment group in the given year in %. The data are available
from the EuroStat (2004), except for the year 2003.

The bottom number of the pair is the level of security of the given employment group
in the given year. This estimation is independent of the group size, and the corresponding
estimates are given for all years (although the data on the size of employment categories
is missed for 2003).

Figure 2.3 depicts each number pair by a color rectangle. Its length is the size of the
given employment group in the given year. Its height is the level of security. The black
background shows the ‘security deficit’, that is, the residual which is necessary to attain
the 100%-security.

Such a representation visualizes the three security indices as follows.

e The Norm-security is the surface ratio of the left color rectangle to its framing black
rectangle.

e The All-security is the surface ratio of the whole colored area to its framing black
rectangle.

e The Flexicurity is the surface ratio of the whole colored area but the left rectangle
to its framing black rectangle (also with no left rectangle).

The evolution of the three indices during 1990-2003 is shown in the right-hand plot of
Figure 2.3.
The Appendix contains similar tables and figures for the other 15 European countries.



Chapter 3

Estimation

3.1 Composition of security estimates

The bottom section of Table 2.2 displays the composition of security estimates for each
employment category for the year 2002. The estimate is composed from six partial esti-
mates, each obtained with respect to a certain partial criterion:

1. Strictness of the employment protection legislation (EPL) as given by the OECD
(1999, p. 66)

2. Entitlement to paid holidays (OECD 2002, p. 144-150)

3. Entitlement to paid sick leave (OECD 2002, p. 144-150)

4. Entitlement to paid maternity leave (OECD 2002, p. 144-150)

5. Entitlement to participation in a public pension scheme (OECD 2002, p. 144-150)
6. Entitlement to paid maternity leave (OECD 2002, p. 144-150).

The total estimate is a weighted average of the six scores. The criteria weights are 5,
1,1, 1, 1, 1 to reflect the equal importance of employment security represented by one
criterion and of social security represented by five criteria. These weights are displayed
in the bottom-right sub-column of Table 2.2.

The contribution of each partial estimate into the total security estimate is depicted in
Figure 2.3 for the year 2002. Each color rectangle is split into six layers whose thickness
are proportional to the weighted scores of partial criteria.

3.2 Estimates of employment security

The estimates of the level of employment security in Germany in 2002 constitute the first
row of the bottom section of Table 2.2. They are based on the scores suggested by the
OECD (1999, p. 66) reproduced in Table 3.1. In our study these aggregated indicators
are taken for granted; for their detailed derivation see the source cited.

The situation for late 1980s and late 1990s is attributed to the years 1989 and 1999,
respectively. Then, for each country, the indices for 1990-2003 are obtained by linear

23
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Table 3.1: Summary indicators of the strictness of employment protection legislation.
Source: own estimation based on OECD (1999) pp.52-53, 66

Regular employment Temporary employment (Collective dismissals

Late 1980s Late 1990s | Late 1980s  Late 1990 Late 1990s

Score 06 Score 06 Score 0—6 Score 0—6 Score 06
Germany 2.7 2.8 3.8 2.3 3.1
Austria 2.6 2.6 1.8 1.8 3.3
Belgium 1.5 1.5 4.6 2.8 4.1
Switzerland 1.2 1.2 0.9 0.9 3.9
Czech Republic 2.8 2.8 0.5 0.5 4.3
Danemark 1.6 1.6 2.6 0.9 3.1
Spain 3.9 2.6 3.5 3.5 3.1
Finland 2.7 2.1 1.9 1.9 2.4
France 2.3 2.3 3.1 3.6 2.1
Ttaly 2.8 2.8 5.4 3.8 4.1
Netherlands 3.1 3.1 2.4 1.2 2.8
Norway 2.4 2.4 3.5 2.8 2.8
Poland 2.2 2.2 1.0 1.0 3.9
Portugal 4.8 4.3 3.4 3.0 3.6
Sweden 2.8 2.8 4.1 1.6 4.5
United Kingdom 0.8 0.8 0.3 0.3 2.9

regression. Since the scores for collective dismissals are available only for the late 1990s,
their scores are assumed constant over the whole period of observations.

For employees, the score “Collective dismissals” is added to the scores “Employment
protection legislation”. For self-employed, the score “Collective dismissals” is always
assumed 0.

The resulting scores are normalized, that is, proportionally reduced to the range 01,
with 0 and 1 being attributed to the county/year with the lowest and highest score, re-
spectively. The scores computed in this way constitute the employment security estimates
for every employment category, for every country and for every year.

3.3 Estimates of social security benefits

Tables 3.2-3.6 are devoted to employees’ entitlement to a certain social security benefit.
The first vertical section contains juridical data. The section is extracted from the joint
table provided by the OECD (2002, p. 146-148) updated and completed by Martin Kim-
mich from the MISSOC data base — Mutual Information System on SOCial Protection of
the European Commission (2004). The second vertical section contains an ordinal evalu-
ation given however sometimes in fractions (and corresponding ranks in the parentheses)
of employment groups in different countries with respect to the entitlement to the benefit
considered.

The evaluation has been also performed by Martin Kimmich. His task was to order
8 x 16 = 128 employment groups in different countries with respect to each of five social
security criteria. He has usually started from rank 1, giving it to the best groups with
respect to the given criterion. Next he has attributed rank 2 to the next-best groups,
and so on. Sometimes he has found that certain groups should be put between the ones
already ranked. In order not to renumber the ranks he just attributed these groups the
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Table 3.2: Evaluation (ranking 1-9) national groups of employees with respect to social
security benefit 'Pension’. Source: own estimation based on OECD (2002), p.146-148

General conditions

Employment type

Statu- Employ- | Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full-  Full- Part- Part-
tory ment nent anent term  term  time time time time
right dura- full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
tion time time ployed ployed ployed ployed
in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-
ture ture
Germany yes >325 | 2.5(4) 3(5) 3.5(6) 3.5(6) 3(5) 2.5(4) 4.5(8) 3(5)
EUR
and 60
months
Austria yes 180-300 | 3(5) 3.5(6) 3(5) 3.5(6) 3(5) 3(5) 3.5(6) 3.5(6)
months
with
earn-
ings >
309
EUR
Belgium yes all 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1.5(2) 1.5(2) 1.5(2) 1.5(2)
Switzerland yes 1 year 2(3) 2(3) 2.5(4) 2.5(4) NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5)
Czech Republic | yes  not ap- |NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5)
plicable
Danemark yes all 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
Spain yes 15 3(5) 3(5) 4(7) 4(7) 3(5) 3(5) 3(5) 3(5)
years
Finland yes a 1(1) 2(3) 1(1) 2(3)  1.5(2) 1.5(2) 2(3) 2(3)
month
and
mini-
mum
earn-
ings
France yes all 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 2(3) 2(3) 2(3) 2(3)
Ttaly yes  Hyears | 2.5(4) 3(5) 3.5(6) 3.5(6) 2.5(4) 2.5(4) 3(5) 3(5)
Netherlands yes all 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
Norway yes all 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
Poland yes it varies |[NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5)
Portugal yes 15 3(5) 5(9) 4(7) 5(9) 3(5) 3(5) 5(9) 5(9)
years
with
>120
days
Sweden yes all 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
United Kingdom| yes earn- 2(3)  2.5(4) 2(3) 2.5(4) 2(3) 2(3)  2.5(4) 2.5(4)
ings >
thresh-

old




General conditions Employment type

9¢

Statutory ~ Conditions | Permanent Permanent Fixed-term Fixed-term  Full-time Full-time Part-time Part-time
right full-time part-time full-time part-time self-employed self-employed self-employed self-employed
in agriculture not in in agriculture not in
agriculture agriculture

Germany yes 12 months in 2(5) 2(5) 2.5(6) 2.5(6) 6(12) 6(12) 6(12) 6(12)
last 3 years
or 6 months

if a ”seasonal

worker”

Austria yes 52 weeks in 2(5) 2.5(6) 3(8) 3(8) 6(12) 2(5) 6(12) 2.5(6)

past 24
months and
earnings >

309 EUR

Belgium yes 312 days in 3(8) 4(10) 3(8) 4(10) 6(12) 6(12) 6(12) 6(12)

past 18

months for
< 36 years
old and more
days for
older age
groups

Switzerland yes 6 months in 1.5(3) 1.5(3) 1.75(4) 1.75(4) NaN(7) NaN(7) NaN(7) NaN(7)

the past 2
years; 12

months for a
repeat claim

Czech Republic yes 12 months in 2(5) 2(5) 2.75(7) 2.75(7) NaN(7) NaN(7) NaN(7) NaN(7)

past 3 years

Danemark volontary 52 weeks in 2(5) 2(5) 2.75(7) 2.75(7) 2.5(6) 2.5(6) 2.5(6) 2.5(6)

participation past 3 years;

34 weeks for
part-timers

Spain yes 360 days in 2(5) 2(5) 2.5(6) 2.5(6) 6(12) 6(12) 6(12) 6(12)

past 6 years

Finland yes 43 weeks in 1.75(4) 4(10) 2(5) 4(10) 1.75(4) 1.75(4) 4(10) 4(10)

past 24
months and
> 18 hours

per week
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General conditions

Employment type

Statutory
right

Conditions

Permanent
full-time

Permanent
part-time

full-time

Fixed-term Fixed-term
part-time

Full-time

in agriculture

Full-time

not in
agriculture

Part-time
self-employed self-employed self-employed self-employed
in agriculture

Part-time

not in
agriculture

France

Ttaly

Netherlands

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Sweden

United Kingdom|

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes, if
earnings >
minimum
wage
yes

yes

yes

4 months in
past 18

months
52 weeks in

past 2 years
26 weeks in

the last 39

. weeks
mcome past

year > 125%
of basis; or
mean income
past 3 years
> 100% of

basis
365 days in

past 18
months

540 days in
past 24

months
6 months in

the past 12

months
some

employment
in the

previous 2
years and

contributions

paid > some
multiple of
threshold

3.5(9)

4.5(11)

1.5(3)

3.5(9)

1.25(2)

1.25(2)

3.5(9)

4.5(11)

1.5(3)

3.5(9)

6(12)

6(12)

6(12)

6(12)

NaN(7)

6(12)

2.5(6)

6(12)

6(12)

6(12)

6(12)

6(12)

NaN(7)

6(12)

2.5(6)

6(12)

6(12)

6(12)

6(12)

6(12)

NaN(7)

6(12)

2.5(6)

6(12)

6(12)

6(12)

6(12)

6(12)

NaN(7)

6(12)

2.5(6)

6(12)

(penuryuod) 71-9%T°d ‘(2002)
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Table 3.4: Evaluation (ranking 1-15) national groups of employees with respect to social
security benefit 'Sick leave’. Source: own estimation based on OECD (2002), p.146-148

General conditions

Employment type

Statu- Employ- | Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full-  Full- Part- Part-
tory ment nent anent term  term  time time time time
right dura- full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
tion time time ployed ployed ployed ployed
in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-
ture ture
Germany yes all 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 6(15) 6(15) 6(15) 6(15)
Austria yes (not month- | 1.5(2) 3.5(9) 1.5(2) 3.5(9) 6(15) 3.5(9) 6(15) 3.5(9)
for ly
on-call  earn-
work-  ings >
ers) 309
EUR
Belgium yes 3 2(4) 2(4)  2.5(5) 2.5(5) 3.5(9) 3.5(9) 3.5(9) 3.5(9)
months
Switzerland volun- 3 2(4) 2(4) 2.5(5) 2.5(5) NaN(8) NaN(8) NaN(8) NaN(8)
tary  months
partici-
pation
Czech Republic | no  not ap- | 6(15) 6(15) 6(15) 6(15) NaN(8) NaN(8) NaN(8) NaN(8)
plicable
Danemark yes > 72 1(1) 359 1(1) 3.5(9) 3.75(10)3.75(10)3.75(10) 3.75(10)
hours
in past
8 weeks
Spain yes 180 4(11) 4.5(13) 5(14) 5(14) 4(11) 4(11) 4.5(13) 4.5(13)
days in
past 5
years
Finland yes all 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
France yes 800 3(7)  4(11) 3.5(9) 4(11) 6(15) 5(14) 6(15) 5(14)
hours
in past
12
months
Ttaly yes all 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 6(15) 6(15) 6(15) 6(15)
Netherlands yes all 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)  6(15) 6(15) 6(15) 6(15)
Norway yes 14 days | 1.5(2) 1.5(2) 1.5(2) 1.5(2) 2(4) 2(4) 2(4) 2(4)
Poland yes 30 days |1.75(3) 1.75(3) 1.75(3) 1.75(3) NaN(8) NaN(8) NaN(8) NaN(8)
Portugal yes 6 3.5(9) 3.5(9) 3.75(10)3.75(10) 4(11) 4(11) 4.25(12)4.25(12)
months
Sweden yes all 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1.5(2) 1.5(2) 1.5(2) 1.5(2)
United Kingdom| yes 3 2.5(5)  4(11) 2.75(6) 4(11)  3(7) 3(7)  3.25(8) 3.25(8)
months
and
earn-
ings >
500

EUR.




General conditions

Employment type

Statutory Contribu-  Beyond |Permanent Permanent Fixed-term Fixed-term Full-time Full-time Part-time Part-time
right tion contract | full-time part-time full-time part-time  self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
period ployed in ployed not ployed in ployed not
agriculture in agriculture in
agriculture agriculture
Germany yes all yes 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 6(8) 6(8) 6(8) 6(8)
Austria yes monthly yes 1(1) 3(4) 1(1) 3(4) 5.5(7) 3(4) 5.5(7) 3(4)
earnings >
309 EUR
Belgium yes all yes (at 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 3(4) 3(4) 3(4) 3(4)
benefit
level)
Switzerland yes all yes 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5)
Czech Republic no not yes 6(8) 6(8) 6(8) 6(8) NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5)
applicable
Danemark yes > 120 yes 1.5(2) 3(4) 1.5(2) 3(4) 1.5(2) 1.5(2) 1.5(2) 1.5(2)
hours in
past 13
weeks
Spain yes 180 days in no 3(4) 3.5(5) 3.5(5) 3.5(5) 3(4) 3(4) 3.5(5) 3.5(5)
past 5 years
Finland yes all yes (by the 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
state
France yes 200 hours yes) 1.75(3) 3(4) 3(4) 3(4) 1(1) NaN(5) 1(1) NaN(5)
per quarter
in past 6
months or
800 hours
in past year
Italy yes all no 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1.5(2) 1.5(2) 1.5(2) 1.5(2)
Netherlands yes all no 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
Norway yes all yes 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
Poland yes 6 months no 3(4) 3(4) 3.5(5) 3.5(5) NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5) NaN(5)
Portugal yes 6 months yes 3(4) 3(4) 3.5(5) 3.5(5) 6(8) 6(8) 6(8) 6(8)
Sweden yes all yes 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
United Kingdom|  yes 26 weeks yes 3(4) 4(6) 3.5(5) 4(6) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
and
earnings
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Table 3.6: Evaluation (ranking 1-7) national groups of employees with respect to social
security benefit 'Paid holidays’. Source: own estimation based on OECD (2002), p.146—
148

General conditions Employment type
Statu- Contri- |Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full-  Full- Part- Part-
tory bution | nent anent term  term  time time time time
right  period full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
time time ployed ployed ployed ployed
in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-
ture ture
Germany yes 6 3(4) 3(4) 3(4) 3(4) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7)
months
Austria yes 6 3(4) 3(4) 3(4) 3(4) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7)
months
Belgium yes all 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7)
Switzerland yes pro 2(3) 3(4) 2(3) 3(4) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7)
rata
Czech Republic | yes NaN(4) NaN(4) NaN(4) NaN(4) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7)
Danemark yes all 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7)
Spain yes NaN(4) NaN(4) NaN(4) NaN(4) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7)
Finland yes >14 | 15(2) 15(2) 1.5(2) 15(2) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7)  6(7)
days or
> 35
hours
per
months
France yes 1 2(3) 2(3) 2(3) 2(3) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7)
month
Ttaly yes all 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7)
Netherlands yes all 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7)
Norway yes all 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7)
Poland yes all 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7)
Portugal yes 30 days | 2(3) 2(3) 2(3) 2(3) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7)
Sweden yes all 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7)
United Kingdom| yes 13 4(5) 4(5) 4(5) 4(5) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7) 6(7)
(not for  weeks
all (cur-
sectors) rently
under
consid-
eration
to
remove
this
restric-
tion)
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corresponding intermediate rank, say, 1.5.

The original fraction-valued ranks are then automatically converted to integer-valued
ranks given in the parentheses. No evaluation is shown by NaN (not a number). As
traditional in some empirical studies, missing data are replaced by mean values. The
non-evaluated possibilities get the rounded middle rank. For instance, if there are R = 15
rank degrees (R is maximal integer-valued rank) then NaN is ranked 8.

The metrical scores of employment groups for each partial criterion are derived from
the integer-valued ranks. At first the ranks are specially normalized, that is, each rank
r is replaced by 775, where R = maxr for the given table (the reasons are explained in

the next chapter). The top rank is thereby replaced by S = RLH, and the bottom-rank,
is replaced by S = %. Then the scores S are inverted by applying the transformation

1 — S to the end of attributing higher scores to higher ranks.

The scores of German employment categories with respect to six security criteria are
shown in the bottom section of Table 2.2 for the year 2002. Since the data on social
regulation is not available for every year, we approximately assume that these estimates
remain constant over the whole period of observations.

The six scores of an employment group in a given country (one for the employment
security and five for social benefits) are then summarized with the weights of the partial
criteria (in our case weights 5, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1 are converted to normalized weights 0.5, 0.1,
0.1, 0.1, 0.1, 0.1, which total is 1). The weighted sum of partial scores is considered as
the aggregate score of the employment and social security of the given employment group
in the given country.
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Chapter 4

Methodology

4.1 Mathematical foundation

Using ordinal ranks for metrical scores is a great advantage, since ranking juridical cases
is much more reliable than estimating them metrically. This subsequent substitution of
scores for ranks requires a mathematical explanation. The underlying idea goes back to
the justification of Borda’s (1733-1799) method of marks by Laplace (1749-1827); for the
modern account see Black (1958), Tangian (1991), and McLane and Urken (1994).

Recall that Borda has proposed to evaluate candidates to the members of the Royal
Academy of Sciences in Paris by the sum of their ranks in the ballot schedules provided by
active members of the Academy. Laplace supposed that these ranks were manifestations
of some latent metrical estimates. He argued that n ordered metrical estimates (scores)
with the uniform distribution had the ratio of their expectations as their ranks

P1 ot oo U =1:2: ... :n;

see Kendall and Moran (1963) for the rigorous proof. By the central limit theorem
(Kendall and Stuart 1958, Korn and Korn 1968) a sum of a large number of metrical
scores is well approximated by the sum of their expectations, or ranks. Laplace has con-
cluded that in a large statistical model metrical scores can be replaced by ranks with a
negligible error.

This way of thought can be implemented with a greater precision and not for a large
number but for a few metrical estimates (scores). Thus, expert ranks are regarded as
rounded metrical scores with a certain rounding error. The ranking is however assumed
correct. Our goal is to estimate the total error in the indices Norm-security, All-security,
and Flexicurity.

Theorem 1 (Accuracy of a metrical index derived from ordinal data)
Consider a set of options which are independently ranked with respect to several criteria
numbered by k. Let under the kth ranking the options fall into Ry ranking classes, i.e. Ry
1s the maximal rank in the kth evaluation. On the other hand, suppose that the ranks are
backed up by some metrical scores uniformly distributed in the segment [0;1].1

'In statistics the uniform distribution it is a standard default assumption if the distribution is not a
priori known.
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Suppose that a certain option is evaluated by a weighted sum of its scores and of its
ranks, respectively

I = Zwksm, where all  wg > 0, Zwkzl,
k

Tk
I = w
; "Re +1

where s,, s the rith score in the ordered (')~ set of scores under the kth criterion.
Then the ‘rounding inaccuracy’ A = I — I has the expectation and the variance,
respectively,
pw=EA = 0
5 o Tr(Ry —7p+1)
c°=VA = w 4.1
; k(Rk + 1)2(Rk + 2) ( )
1 w?
< = 4.2
- 4 Xk: R, +2 ( )

4.2 The accuracy of the indices

Since we accept the OECD estimation of the strictness of employment protection legisla-
tion, the accuracy should be estimated only for the weighted sum of five scores of social
benefits.

In our five evaluations in Tables 3.2-3.6 the maximal ranks and normalized weights
are respectively

R, = 9,12,15,8,7
w, = 0.1, k=1,...,5 .

Substitute these values into the approximate inequality (4.2) and obtain

o? = 0.0011
o = 0.0329 .

That is, the standard ‘rounding error’ is under 3.29% measured in % of the ‘security scale’,
where the indices are defined.

The estimations by the exact formula (4.1) for every country for every year are shown
in Table 4.1. The exact accuracy estimate is performed as follows. The formula (4.1) is
applied to find the standard error of security estimate for a given employment group.

e The error inherent in the Norm-security for a certain country in a certain year is just
the error inherent in the security estimate of the first national employment group
in the given year.

e The error inherent in the All-security is the weighted error of all national employ-
ment groups in the given year, with the actual eight weights (for the given year)
of the national employment categories. Their scores are no longer independent as
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Table 4.1:
Norm-security
Standard errors o in “security %” for  All-Security
Flexicurity

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 fmax o
DE 1.37 1.39 1.37 1.37 136 1.35 134 133 1.31 1.30 130 1.29 1.29 1.39
Cormany 1.58 1.59 1.58 1.58 1.58 1.58 1.58 1.57 1.57 1.57 157 1.57 1.57 1.59
158 1.59 158 1.58 1.58 1.58 1.58 1.57 1.57 1.57 1.57 1.57 157 1.59
137 135 1.35 1.34 133 133 132 1.31 1.37
AT 154 154 154 154 154 154 1.54 1.54 1.54
Austria 1.54 154 154 1.54 154 154 1.54 1.54 1.54
BE 1.49 150 1.49 1.48 1.48 1.47 1.47 1.46 1.44 143 143 141|150
Belgium .71 171 171 171 171 171 171 171 1.71 .72 172 1.72|1.72
171 171 171 171 171 171 171 171 171 .72 1.72 1.72 | 1.72
126 1.25 125 124 124 123 122 121]1.26
CH 1.64 1.64 1.64 1.64 164 164 1.64 1.64 ]| 1.64
Switzerland 164 1.64 1.64 1.64 1.64 1.64 1.64 1.64|1.64
CZ 110 1.10 1.09 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.06] 1.10
Czech  Red 1.24 124 124 124 124 124 124 1.24
public 1.24 124 124 124 124 124 124 1.24
141 141 142 141 143 143 1.44 142 144 145 145 148 1.48 1.46 | 1.48
e 1.75 175 175 1.75 175 1.76 1.76 1.75 1.75 1.76 1.76 1.76 1.76 1.76 | 1.76
Danemark |4 75 175 175 175 175 176 1.76 1.75 1.75 1.76 1.76 1.76 1.76 1.76 | 1.76
S 1.06 1.04 1.03 1.03 1.02 1.01 1.02 1.02 1.03 1.04 1.05 1.05 1.06 1.07]1.07
Spain 1.36 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.36 1.36 1.36 1.36 1.37|1.37
1.36 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.36 1.36 1.36 1.36 1.37 | 1.37
148 145 146 145 145 145 1.46 1.46 1.45] 1.48
FI 1.76 176 1.76 1.76 1.76 1.76 1.76 1.76 1.76 | 1.76
Finland 1.76 176 1.76 1.76 1.76 1.76 1.76 1.76 1.76 | 1.76
142 142 142 141 140 1.39 1.39 1.38 1.37 1.37 1.36 1.37 1.38 1.39] 1.42
FR 1.63 1.64 1.64 1.64 164 1.64 164 164 1.64 1.64 1.64 1.64 1.65 1.64 | 1.65
France 1.63 1.64 1.64 1.64 164 1.64 1.64 164 1.64 1.64 1.64 1.64 1.65 1.64] 1.65
T 147 147 145 146 144 144 1.43 143 142 1.41 1.40 1.41 1.41 1.41 147
Taly 1.65 1.65 1.65 1.65 1.65 164 1.64 1.64 1.64 1.64 1.64 1.65 1.65 1.65|1.65
1.65 1.65 1.65 1.65 1.65 1.64 1.64 164 1.64 1.64 1.64 1.65 1.65 1.65 | 1.65
142 141 140 1.39 136 1.34 133 134 133 1.33 129 1.27 1.26 1.42
NL 1.81 1.81 1.81 1.81 181 181 1.81 1.81 1.81 1.81 1.81 1.81 1.81 1.81
Netherlands| 4 o1 81 181 181 181 1.81 1.81 1.81 1.81 1.81 1.81 1.81 181 1.81
NO 139 142 142 143 144 145 1.46 145 1.43] 1.46
Norway .78 179 179 1.79 179 1.79 1.79 1.79 1.79 | 1.79
.78 179 179 1.79 179 1.79 1.79 1.79 1.79 | 1.79
1.36 1.31 1.29 1.27]1.36
PL 1.55 1.54 1.54 1.54 | 1.55
Poland 155 1.54 1.54 1.54 | 1.55
PT 111 112 117 118 1.17 1.16 1.15 1.13 1.11 1.11 1.12 1.11 1.09 1.10]|1.18
Portugal 131 1.31 1.33 1.33 1.32 1.32 1.31 1.31 1.31 1.31 1.32 1.31 1.31 1.311.33
131 1.31 1.33 1.33 1.32 1.32 1.31 1.31 1.31 1.31 1.32 1.31 1.31 1.31|1.33
142 144 145 145 145 146 147 1.47 1.46 | 1.47
SE 1.82 1.82 1.82 1.82 1.82 1.82 1.83 1.82 1.83|1.83
Sweden 1.82 1.82 1.82 1.82 1.82 1.82 1.83 1.82 1.83 | 1.83
UK 117 1.17 1.16 1.16 1.15 1.15 1.14 1.14 1.15 1.15 1.16 1.16 1.16 1.15|1.17
United 141 141 141 141 141 141 1.41 141 141 1.41 1.41 141 141 141|141
Kingdom |1.41 1.41 1.41 1.41 141 141 141 141 141 141 141 141 141 141141
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are evaluations with respect to different criteria. Their scores are evaluations of
employment groups of same country with respect to the same criterion which are
dependent. (For instance, full-time and part-time permanent employed in the same
country can get the same evaluation.) Therefore, we cannot use the formula for
adding variances where the weight coefficients are taken with squares. We just
add eight errors of scores of eight national employment categories with the actual
weights of the latter. Thereby we get the exact estimate of the All-security for a
given country for a given year.

The error inherent in the Flexicurity is computed similar to that of All-security. The
only difference is that we consider all but the first ('normal’) employment group. The
error weights are correspondingly reduced to 1 by assuming that the total weights
of seven groups of atypically employed (all but the normal employment group) is
100%.

The index error over all years is simply the maximal error over the period of observa-

tions. As one can see, the actual standard error of the indices is less than 1.83%.

4.3 Proof of Theorem 1

Fix the kth criterion. As shown by Kenadll and Moran (1963), the rith ordered score s,
is beta-distributed with the expectation and variance

Tk
Es, =
51 Rk—|—1

Ry, — 1
vo, _ nB—nt

(Re + 1)*(Rp +2)

Hence,

p=EA = EI—EI
Tk
= Y wiEs, — >
R Rl
= 0.

Since, by assumption, the estimation with respect to different criteria is independent, the
variance of the sum of the estimates is equal to the sum of their variances. We obtain

o?=VA = VI+ VI
—~
=0 as constant
- Tk Rk—Tk—i-l)
- Zw (R + 12(Ry + 2)
I o el e et
- k

% v (Rp + 1)2(Ry + 2)

S (Rk—&-l)Q

—~ "(Rp + 1)%(Ry + 2)

_12 w?
AR +2




Chapter 5

Conclusions

The given study suggests an operational definition of flexicurity (Definition 2) which
implies a quantitative index. Here are some of its properties

1. (Composition of the index) The Flexicurity index is based on statistical data
on (a) proportions of the employment types (b) estimates of employment security
and social security which are obtained from ranking juridical data, and (c) weight
coefficients with which these estimates are accounted.

2. (Analytic capacities) Together with the complementary indices of Norm-security
and All-security, the Flexicurity index suggests an analytical tool for explaining
processes in the structure of employment, employment protection legislation, and
social security.

3. (Relativity of evaluation) The index provides not absolute but relative evalua-
tion. This is caused by the fact that the reference for the top security level is always
the maximal ezisting level of security inherent in one employment type in one of the
countries considered.

4. (Limited accuracy) The index is based on rankings which are rounded ‘latent’
metrical scores with a certain rounding error. The error can be reduced by applying
more levels of ranking of the juridical cases and by considering more security criteria.

It seems that the approach used for constructing the flexicurity index can be used for
other purposes as well. For instance, the quality of work in different countries can be
characterized in a similar way. Instead of employment groups one can consider different
industries or services, and instead of fringe benefits one can consider hourly earnings,
employer-provided training, mobility, antisocial hours, and some other working conditions
like described in (OECD 2002, pp. 153).
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Table 5.1: Employment types in Austria and their level of employment security and of
social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)

Year Employment type, in % to total employment/Score of its security, in % Indices
Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full- Full-  Part- Part- All-  Flexicu-
nent  anent  term term time time time time |Security rity
full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
time time ployed ployed ployed ployed
in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-
ture ture
% % % % % 0 % 0 % %
1990 65.4 55.9 58.8 50.1 9.9 22.3 8.9 20.6
1991 65.4 55.9 58.8 50.1 9.9 22.3 8.9 20.6
1992 65.4 55.9 58.8 50.1 9.9 22.3 8.9 20.6
1993 65.4 55.9 58.8 50.1 9.9 22.3 8.9 20.6
1994 65.4 55.9 58.8 50.1 9.9 22.3 8.9 20.6
1995 72.4 11.0 4.5 0.8 4.0 5.9 0.4 0.9 58.5 40.5
65.4 55.9 58.8 50.1 9.9 22.3 8.9 20.6
1996 69.9 11.7 6.2 0.9 3.9 5.8 0.5 1.0 58.3 41.8
65.4 55.9 58.8 50.1 9.9 22.3 8.9 20.6
1997 69.6 12.4 6.1 0.8 3.9 5.9 0.4 0.9 58.3 42.2
65.4 55.9 58.8 50.1 9.9 22.3 8.9 20.6
1998 68.7 13.0 6.1 0.8 3.7 6.1 0.4 1.0 58.2 42.4
65.4 55.9 58.8 50.1 9.9 22.3 8.9 20.6
1999 67.7 14.0 6.3 0.7 3.9 6.1 0.4 1.1 58.2 43.1
65.4 55.9 58.8 50.1 9.9 22.3 8.9 20.6
2000 67.8 14.0 6.0 1.0 34 6.3 0.4 1.1 58.2 43.2
65.4 55.9 58.8 50.1 9.9 22.3 8.9 20.6
2001 67.3 14.3 6.1 1.1 3.3 6.4 0.4 1.0 58.2 43.3
65.4 55.9 58.8 50.1 9.9 22.3 8.9 20.6
92002 66.3 16.0 5.5 1.0 3.2 6.5 0.3 1.2 58.1 43.7
65.4 55.9 58.8 50.1 9.9 22.3 8.9 20.6
2003 65.4 55.9 58.8 50.1 9.9 22.3 8.9 20.6
Composition of the security score, in %, for each employment category in 2002 Criterion weight
Empl.security| 63.2 63.2 54.6 54.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Pension 50.0 40.0 50.0 40.0 50.0 50.0 40.0 40.0 1.0
Unempl.insur.| 61.5 53.8 38.5 38.5 7.7 61.5 7.7 53.8 1.0
Sick leave 87.5 43.8 87.5 43.8 6.3 43.8 6.3 43.8 1.0
Matern.leave | 88.9 55.6 88.9 55.6 22.2 55.6 22.2 55.6 1.0
Paid holidays| 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 1.0
Weighted sumj 65.4 55.9 58.8 50.1 9.9 22.3 8.9 20.6 1.0
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Figure 5.1: Employment types in Austria versus employment security and fringe benefits

(Source: EuroStat and own estimation)
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Table 5.2: Employment types in Belgium and their level of employment security and of
social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)

Year Employment type, in % to total employment/Score of its security, in % Indices
Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full- Full-  Part- Part- All-  Flexicu-
nent  anent  term term time time time time |Security rity
full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
time time ployed ployed ployed ployed
in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-
ture ture
% % % % % % % % % %
1990 70.1 8.9 2.8 1.6 2.2 13.9 0.0 0.4 60.5 43.0
68.0 66.4 83.0 81.4 19.9 19.9 19.9 19.9
1991 70.7 9.7 2.7 1.6 1.8 13.0 0.0 0.4 61.1 44.4
68.0 66.4 82.0 80.5 19.9 19.9 19.9 19.9
1992 70.0 10.3 2.7 1.5 1.8 13.2 0.1 0.5 60.9 444
68.0 66.4 81.0 79.5 19.9 19.9 19.9 19.9
1993 69.1 10.8 2.9 14 1.7 13.5 0.0 0.5 60.7 44.5
68.0 66.4 80.1 78.5 19.9 19.9 19.9 19.9
1994 69.0 10.9 3.0 1.3 1.8 13.3 0.1 0.5 60.7 44.5
68.0 66.4 79.1 77.6 19.9 19.9 19.9 19.9
1995 68.2 11.6 3.0 14 1.7 13.5 0.0 0.6 60.6 44.9
68.0 66.4 78.2 76.6 19.9 19.9 19.9 19.9
1996 67.4 11.8 3.4 1.6 1.8 13.4 0.0 0.6 60.6 45.4
68.0 66.4 77.2 75.7 19.9 19.9 19.9 19.9
1997 66.9 12.5 3.6 1.7 1.7 13.0 0.0 0.5 60.9 46.5
68.0 66.4 76.2 74.7 19.9 19.9 19.9 19.9
1998 65.0 12.9 4.4 2.1 1.4 13.5 0.0 0.6 60.8 474
68.0 66.4 75.3 73.7 19.9 19.9 19.9 19.9
1999 68.0 66.4 74.3 72.8 19.9 19.9 19.9 19.9
2000 68.0 66.4 73.3 71.8 19.9 19.9 19.9 19.9
2001 64.3 14.6 4.6 3.0 0.8 12.0 0.1 0.7 61.5 50.0
68.0 66.4 72.4 70.8 19.9 19.9 19.9 19.9
92002 63.9 15.7 3.9 2.6 0.9 12.0 0.0 0.9 61.3 494
68.0 66.4 71.4 69.9 19.9 19.9 19.9 19.9
2003 62.5 16.5 4.3 3.1 0.9 11.7 0.0 1.0 61.3 50.1
68.0 66.4 70.4 68.9 19.9 19.9 19.9 19.9
Composition of the security score, in %, for each employment category in 2002 Criterion weight
Empl.security| 60.0 60.0 68.1 68.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Pension 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 80.0 80.0 80.0 80.0 1.0
Unempl.insur.| 38.5 23.1 38.5 23.1 7.7 7.7 7.7 7.7 1.0
Sick leave 75.0 75.0 68.8 68.8 43.8 43.8 43.8 43.8 1.0
Matern.leave | 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 55.6 55.6 55.6 55.6 1.0
Paid holidays| 87.5 87.5 87.5 87.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 1.0

Weighted sumj 68.0 66.4 70.4 68.9 19.9 19.9 19.9 19.9 | 1.0
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Figure 5.2: Employment types in Belgium versus employment security and fringe benefits
(Source: EuroStat and own estimation)
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Table 5.3: Employment types in Switzerland and their level of employment security and
of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)

Year Employment type, in % to total employment/Score of its security, in % Indices
Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full- Full-  Part- Part- All-  Flexicu-
nent  anent  term term time time time time |Security rity
full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
time time ployed ployed ployed ployed

in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-

ture ture

% % % % % % % % % %
1990 64.6 634 606 594 203 203 203 203
1991 64.6 634 606 594 203 203 203 20.3
1992 64.6 634 606 594 203 203 203 203
1993 64.6 634 606 594 203 203 203 203
1994 64.6 634 606 594 203 203 203 203
1995 64.6 634 606 594 203 203 203 203

1096 5.0 216 82 20 23 88 03 58 | 577 495
64.6 634 606 594 203 203 203 203

. 507 230 77 15 22 94 03 31 573 491
64.6 634 606 594 203 203 203 203

1008 530 231 79 18 21 87 04 350 | 576 407
64.6 634 606 594 203 203 203 203

1096 502 233 80 20 22 89 03 31 575 407
64.6 634 606 594 203 203 203 203

2000 520 234 79 10 22 91 05 31 574 495
64.6 634 606 594 203 203 203 203

2001 511 247 79 20 21 87 04 30 | 576 502
64.6 634 606 594 203 203 203 203

2003 5.0 247 85 21 21 82 04 3.9 578 506
64.6 634 606 594 203 203 203 203

2003 106 954 83 20 20 87 04 35 574 503

64.6 63.4 60.6 99.4 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3

Composition of the security score, in %, for each employment category in 2002 Criterion weight

Empl.security| 54.6 54.6 514 51.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Pension 70.0 70.0 60.0 60.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 1.0
Unempl.insur.| 76.9 76.9 69.2 69.2 46.2 46.2 46.2 46.2 1.0
Sick leave 75.0 75.0 68.8 68.8 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 1.0
Matern.leave | 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 444 44.4 44.4 44.4 1.0
Paid holidays| 62.5 50.0 62.5 50.0 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 1.0

Weighted sumj 64.6 63.4 60.6 59.4 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3 | 1.0




47

Figure 5.3: Employment types in Switzerland versus employment security and fringe
benefits (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)
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Table 5.4: Employment types in Czech Republic and their level of employment security
and of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)

Year Employment type, in % to total employment/Score of its security, in % Indices
Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full- Full-  Part- Part- All-  Flexicu-
nent  anent  term term time time time time |Security rity
full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
time time ployed ployed ployed ployed

in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-

ture ture
% % % % % % % % % %
1990 55.9 55.9 42.0 42.0 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
1991 55.9 55.9 42.0 42.0 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
1992 55.9 55.9 42.0 42.0 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
1993 55.9 55.9 42.0 42.0 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
1994 55.9 55.9 42.0 42.0 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
1995 55.9 55.9 42.0 42.0 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
1996 55.9 55.9 42.0 42.0 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
1997 77.9 3.1 4.5 2.5 0.7 10.7 0.0 0.5 50.7 32.2
55.9 55.9 42.0 42.0 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
1998 77.8 3.2 3.8 2.1 0.8 11.9 0.0 0.5 50.4 31.1
55.9 55.9 42.0 42.0 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
1999 76.4 3.1 4.5 2.0 0.8 12.7 0.0 0.6 50.0 30.9
55.9 55.9 42.0 42.0 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
2000 75.5 2.8 5.2 1.8 0.9 13.2 0.0 0.6 49.7 30.7
55.9 55.9 42.0 42.0 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
2001 75.5 2.6 5.2 1.7 0.8 13.5 0.0 0.5 49.6 30.3
55.9 55.9 42.0 42.0 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
2002 75.3 2.3 5.3 1.7 0.7 14.0 0.0 0.7 49.5 29.8
55.9 55.9 42.0 42.0 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
2003 73.2 2.3 5.8 1.9 0.8 15.3 0.0 0.7 48.9 29.6

95.9 55.9 42.0 42.0 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3

Composition of the security score, in %, for each employment category in 2002 Criterion weight

Empl.security| 76.0 76.0 514 51.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Pension 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 1.0
Unempl.insur.| 61.5 61.5 46.2 46.2 46.2 46.2 46.2 46.2 1.0
Sick leave 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 1.0
Matern.leave | 11.1 11.1 11.1 11.1 444 44.4 44.4 44.4 1.0
Paid holidays| 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 1.0

Weighted sumj 55.9 55.9 42.0 42.0 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3 | 1.0
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Figure 5.4: Employment types in Czech Republic versus employment security and fringe

benefits (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)
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Table 5.5: Employment types in Danemark and their level of employment security and of
social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)

Year Employment type, in % to total employment/Score of its security, in % Indices
Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full- Full-  Part- Part- All-  Flexicu-
nent  anent  term term time time time time |Security rity
full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
time time ployed ployed ployed ployed
in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-
ture ture
% % % % % % % % % %
1990 61.1 19.5 7.2 2.5 2.5 6.3 0.4 0.5 61.1 53.2
66.2 59.0 69.1 61.9 27.2 27.2 27.2 27.2
1991 61.0 18.9 7.9 2.9 2.3 6.0 0.3 0.6 61.3 53.5
66.2 59.0 68.2 61.0 27.2 27.2 27.2 27.2
1992 61.7 19.3 8.0 2.0 2.3 5.8 0.3 0.7 61.3 53.3
66.2 59.0 67.3 60.1 27.2 27.2 27.2 27.2
1993 61.4 19.9 7.6 2.1 2.1 6.0 0.3 0.7 61.1 53.0
66.2 59.0 66.4 59.2 27.2 27.2 27.2 27.2
1994 62.5 18.1 8.5 2.4 1.9 6.0 0.1 0.4 61.3 53.2
66.2 59.0 65.5 58.3 27.2 27.2 27.2 27.2
1995 62.7 17.8 8.3 2.8 1.6 6.0 0.2 0.6 61.3 52.9
66.2 59.0 64.6 57.3 27.2 27.2 27.2 27.2
1996 63.3 18.0 7.8 2.5 1.4 6.2 0.2 0.7 61.2 52.5
66.2 59.0 63.7 56.4 27.2 27.2 27.2 27.2
1997 62.2 19.4 7.8 2.3 1.5 6.2 0.1 0.6 61.0 52.5
66.2 59.0 62.8 55.5 27.2 27.2 27.2 27.2
1998 63.3 19.0 6.8 2.4 1.5 6.1 0.2 0.6 60.9 51.9
66.2 59.0 61.8 54.6 27.2 27.2 27.2 27.2
1999 64.8 17.6 6.9 2.3 1.2 6.4 0.1 0.6 61.0 51.5
66.2 59.0 60.9 53.7 27.2 27.2 27.2 27.2
2000 64.6 17.9 6.6 2.7 1.5 6.0 0.2 0.6 60.9 51.3
66.2 59.0 60.0 52.8 27.2 27.2 27.2 27.2
2001 67.1 16.3 5.7 2.9 1.5 5.9 0.1 0.6 61.1 50.6
66.2 59.0 59.1 51.9 27.2 27.2 27.2 27.2
92002 66.9 16.8 5.5 2.7 1.3 6.1 0.1 0.6 61.0 50.4
66.2 59.0 58.2 51.0 27.2 27.2 27.2 27.2
2003 65.6 17.3 5.8 2.8 1.5 6.4 0.1 0.5 60.7 50.1
66.2 59.0 57.3 50.1 27.2 27.2 27.2 27.2
Composition of the security score, in %, for each employment category in 2002 Criterion weight
Empl.security| 50.3 50.3 37.4 374 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Pension 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 1.0
Unempl.insur.| 61.5 61.5 46.2 46.2 53.8 53.8 53.8 53.8 1.0
Sick leave 93.8 43.8 93.8 43.8 37.5 37.5 37.5 37.5 1.0
Matern.leave | 77.8 55.6 77.8 55.6 77.8 77.8 77.8 77.8 1.0
Paid holidays| 87.5 87.5 87.5 87.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 1.0

Weighted sum| 66.2  59.0  57.3  50.1 272 272 272 272 | 1.0
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Table 5.6: Employment types in Spain and their level of employment security and of
social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)

Year Employment type, in % to total employment/Score of its security, in % Indices
Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full- Full-  Part- Part- All-  Flexicu-
nent  anent  term term time time time time |Security rity
full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
time time ployed ployed ployed ployed
in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-
ture ture
% % % % % % % % % %
1990 53.2 14 21.3 1.9 5.8 15.3 0.4 0.6 49.7 36.2
61.6 59.3 54.4 54.4 15.7 15.7 13.3 13.3
1991 51.8 1.4 23.4 1.9 5.1 15.5 0.3 0.5 49.5 37.2
60.9 58.6 54.4 54.4 15.7 15.7 13.3 13.3
1992 50.3 1.5 23.8 2.3 4.8 16.1 0.3 0.8 48.8 37.3
60.2 57.9 54.4 54.4 15.7 15.7 13.3 13.3
1993 50.9 1.8 22.2 2.7 4.9 16.4 0.3 0.8 484 36.8
59.5 57.2 54.4 54.4 15.7 15.7 13.3 13.3
1994 49.4 1.9 22.8 3.1 4.8 16.7 0.3 1.0 47.8 37.0
58.8 56.5 54.4 54.4 15.7 15.7 13.3 13.3
1995 48.4 2.1 23.8 3.4 4.4 16.5 0.4 1.0 47.6 37.7
58.1 55.8 54.4 54.4 15.7 15.7 13.3 13.3
1996 49.3 2.4 22.8 3.5 4.1 16.5 0.4 1.0 474 37.6
57.4 55.1 54.4 54.4 15.7 15.7 13.3 13.3
1997 49.5 2.7 22.9 3.6 3.8 16.2 0.3 1.0 47.3 38.0
56.7 54.4 54.4 54.4 15.7 15.7 13.3 13.3
1998 50.4 2.9 22.7 3.5 3.7 15.7 0.2 0.9 47.2 38.3
56.0 53.7 54.4 54.4 15.7 15.7 13.3 13.3
1999 51.3 2.8 22.5 4.0 3.3 15.2 0.2 0.7 47.3 38.8
55.3 53.0 54.4 54.4 15.7 15.7 13.3 13.3
2000 52.5 2.9 22.5 3.8 3.0 14.4 0.2 0.7 474 39.3
54.7 52.3 54.4 54.4 15.7 15.7 13.3 13.3
2001 52.9 2.9 21.9 3.9 3.0 14.5 0.2 0.7 46.9 39.0
54.0 51.6 54.4 54.4 15.7 15.7 13.3 13.3
92002 53.6 3.0 21.8 3.8 2.8 14.3 0.2 0.6 46.8 39.3
53.3 50.9 54.4 54.4 15.7 15.7 13.3 13.3
2003 54.4 3.1 21.4 3.9 2.5 13.9 0.2 0.6 46.6 39.5
52.6 50.2 54.4 54.4 15.7 15.7 13.3 13.3
Composition of the security score, in %, for each employment category in 2002 Criterion weight
Empl.security| 56.9 56.9 70.7 70.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Pension 50.0 50.0 30.0 30.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 1.0
Unempl.insur.| 61.5 61.5 53.8 53.8 7.7 7.7 7.7 7.7 1.0
Sick leave 31.3 18.8 12.5 12.5 31.3 31.3 18.8 18.8 1.0
Matern.leave | 55.6 44.4 44.4 44.4 55.6 55.6 44.4 44.4 1.0
Paid holidays| 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 1.0

Weighted sum| 52.6  50.2 544 544 157 157 133 133 | 1.0
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Figure 5.6: Employment types in Spain versus employment security and fringe benefits

(Source: EuroStat and own estimation)
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Table 5.7: Employment types in Finland and their level of employment security and of
social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)

Year Employment type, in % to total employment/Score of its security, in % Indices
Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full- Full-  Part- Part- All-  Flexicu-
nent  anent  term term time time time time |Security rity
full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
time time ployed ployed ployed ployed
in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-
ture ture
% % % % % 0 % 0 % %
1990 68.7 62.1 63.9 58.1 34.4 34.4 28.8 28.8
1991 68.3 61.7 63.9 58.1 34.4 34.4 28.8 28.8
1992 68.0 61.4 63.9 58.1 344 34.4 28.8 28.8
1993 67.7 61.1 63.9 58.1 34.4 34.4 28.8 28.8
1994 67.4 60.8 63.9 58.1 34.4 34.4 28.8 28.8
1995 66.7 4.8 9.6 4.4 4.9 8.0 0.5 1.1 61.2 49.6
67.1 60.4 63.9 58.1 34.4 34.4 28.8 28.8
1996 64.4 5.8 11.3 3.4 4.9 8.7 0.4 1.1 60.8 50.0
66.7 60.1 63.9 58.1 34.4 34.4 28.8 28.8
1997 65.0 5.8 11.1 3.5 4.6 8.5 0.6 0.9 60.7 50.1
66.4 59.8 63.9 58.1 34.4 34.4 28.8 28.8
1998 64.7 6.0 114 3.8 4.3 8.3 0.7 0.8 60.6 50.5
66.1 59.5 63.9 58.1 34.4 34.4 28.8 28.8
1999 64.4 6.8 12.2 3.6 3.6 8.0 0.5 0.9 60.7 51.4
65.8 59.2 63.9 58.1 34.4 34.4 28.8 28.8
2000 64.8 6.9 12.0 34 3.5 8.0 0.4 1.1 60.5 51.3
65.5 58.8 63.9 58.1 34.4 34.4 28.8 28.8
2001 65.2 6.8 12.2 3.5 3.4 7.7 0.4 0.9 60.4 51.6
65.1 58.5 63.9 58.1 34.4 34.4 28.8 28.8
92002 65.4 7.1 11.6 3.5 3.3 7.6 0.5 1.0 60.2 51.3
64.8 58.2 63.9 58.1 34.4 34.4 28.8 28.8
2003 64.6 7.4 12.1 3.6 3.1 7.5 0.4 1.3 59.9 51.5
64.5 57.9 63.9 58.1 34.4 344 28.8 28.8
Composition of the security score, in %, for each employment category in 2002 Criterion weight
Empl.security| 46.3 46.3 46.0 46.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Pension 90.0 70.0 90.0 70.0 80.0 80.0 70.0 70.0 1.0
Unempl.insur.| 69.2 23.1 61.5 23.1 69.2 69.2 23.1 23.1 1.0
Sick leave 93.8 93.8 93.8 93.8 93.8 93.8 93.8 93.8 1.0
Matern.leave | 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 1.0
Paid holidays| 75.0 75.0 75.0 75.0 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 1.0
Weighted sumj 64.5 57.9 63.9 58.1 344 34.4 28.8 28.8 1.0
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Figure 5.7: Employment types in Finland versus employment security and fringe benefits

(Source: EuroStat and own estimation)
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Table 5.8: Employment types in France and their level of employment security and of
social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)

Year Employment type, in % to total employment/Score of its security, in % Indices
Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full- Full-  Part- Part- All-  Flexicu-
nent  anent  term term time time time time |Security rity
full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
time time ployed ployed ployed ployed
in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-
ture ture
% % % % % % % % % %
1990 69.2 8.3 7.0 2.1 3.6 8.9 0.3 0.5 54.2 404
60.3 56.7 61.7 60.5 18.5 14.7 18.5 14.7
1991 69.8 8.4 6.6 2.2 3.4 8.8 0.3 0.5 54.4 40.6
60.3 56.7 62.0 60.8 18.5 14.7 18.5 14.7
1992 69.3 8.6 6.5 2.5 3.3 8.9 0.3 0.5 54.4 40.9
60.3 56.7 62.3 61.0 18.5 14.7 18.5 14.7
1993 68.9 9.4 6.3 3.1 2.9 8.5 0.3 0.5 54.7 42.3
60.3 56.7 62.6 61.3 18.5 14.7 18.5 14.7
1994 68.0 10.3 6.3 3.2 2.7 8.6 0.3 0.5 54.7 42.8
60.3 56.7 62.8 61.6 18.5 14.7 18.5 14.7
1995 66.7 10.6 7.1 3.6 2.6 8.5 0.2 0.6 54.9 43.9
60.3 56.7 63.1 61.8 18.5 14.7 18.5 14.7
1996 66.5 10.8 7.2 3.9 2.5 8.3 0.2 0.6 55.0 44.5
60.3 56.7 63.4 62.1 18.5 14.7 18.5 14.7
1997 65.5 11.5 7.5 4.0 24 8.2 0.2 0.6 55.1 45.2
60.3 56.7 63.6 62.4 18.5 14.7 18.5 14.7
1998 64.6 11.9 8.2 4.1 2.3 8.0 0.2 0.6 55.3 46.1
60.3 56.7 63.9 62.6 18.5 14.7 18.5 14.7
1999 64.5 12.2 8.5 3.9 2.2 7.9 0.2 0.6 55.4 46.6
60.3 56.7 64.2 62.9 18.5 14.7 18.5 14.7
2000 64.0 11.9 9.9 4.0 2.1 7.5 0.2 0.6 55.8 47.7
60.3 56.7 64.4 63.2 18.5 14.7 18.5 14.7
2001 64.8 11.8 9.8 3.5 2.1 7.2 0.2 0.5 56.0 48.0
60.3 56.7 64.7 63.4 18.5 14.7 18.5 14.7
2002 65.8 11.7 9.2 3.5 2.1 7.0 0.2 0.5 56.1 47.9
60.3 56.7 65.0 63.7 18.5 14.7 18.5 14.7
2003 66.2 12.2 7.8 3.5 2.6 7.1 0.2 0.5 55.8 46.9
60.3 56.7 65.2 64.0 18.5 14.7 18.5 14.7
Composition of the security score, in %, for each employment category in 2002 Criterion weight
Empl.security| 47.1 47.1 62.6 62.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Pension 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 70.0 70.0 70.0 70.0 1.0
Unempl.insur.| 92.3 92.3 84.6 84.6 7.7 7.7 7.7 7.7 1.0
Sick leave 56.3 31.3 43.8 31.3 6.3 12.5 6.3 12.5 1.0
Matern.leave | 66.7 55.6 55.6 55.6 88.9 44.4 88.9 44.4 1.0
Paid holidays| 62.5 62.5 62.5 62.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 1.0

Weighted sumj 60.3 56.7 65.2 64.0 18.5 14.7 18.5 14.7 | 1.0
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Figure 5.8: Employment types in France versus employment security and fringe benefits

(Source: EuroStat and own estimation)
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Table 5.9: Employment types in Italy and their level of employment security and of social
security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)

Year Employment type, in % to total employment/Score of its security, in % Indices
Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full- Full-  Part- Part- All-  Flexicu-
nent  anent  term term time time time time |Security rity
full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
time time ployed ployed ployed ployed
in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-
ture ture
% % % % % % % % % %
1990 69.1 1.7 2.1 1.8 4.1 20.1 0.4 0.7 61.3 28.2
76.1 75.1 84.9 84.9 16.4 16.4 15.4 15.4
1991 68.7 1.9 2.1 1.9 3.9 20.2 0.5 0.8 61.3 28.6
76.1 75.1 84.0 84.0 16.4 16.4 15.4 15.4
1992 66.8 2.5 4.0 1.6 3.7 20.1 0.3 1.0 61.5 32.0
76.1 75.1 83.1 83.1 16.4 16.4 15.4 15.4
1993 68.0 2.5 3.2 1.3 3.6 20.3 0.3 1.0 61.4 30.1
76.1 75.1 82.3 82.3 16.4 16.4 15.4 15.4
1994 66.4 2.9 3.9 1.5 3.4 20.5 0.3 1.0 61.3 31.9
76.1 75.1 81.4 81.4 16.4 16.4 15.4 15.4
1995 66.0 3.0 3.8 1.5 3.3 20.9 0.3 1.2 61.0 31.7
76.1 75.1 80.6 80.6 16.4 16.4 15.4 15.4
1996 65.4 3.2 3.9 1.6 3.3 21.1 0.2 1.2 60.8 32.0
76.1 75.1 79.7 79.7 16.4 16.4 15.4 15.4
1997 64.9 3.4 4.3 1.8 3.2 20.8 0.3 1.3 61.0 32.9
76.1 75.1 78.9 78.9 16.4 16.4 15.4 15.4
1998 64.6 3.5 4.2 2.1 2.7 214 0.2 1.2 61.0 33.3
76.1 75.1 78.0 78.0 16.4 16.4 15.4 15.4
1999 63.5 3.8 5.0 2.3 2.6 21.3 0.2 1.3 61.0 34.6
76.1 75.1 77.2 77.2 16.4 16.4 15.4 15.4
2000 62.9 4.3 5.0 2.6 2.3 21.2 0.2 14 61.0 354
76.1 75.1 76.3 76.3 16.4 16.4 15.4 15.4
2001 63.2 4.9 4.9 2.3 2.3 20.9 0.2 1.3 61.2 35.7
76.1 75.1 75.4 75.4 16.4 16.4 15.4 15.4
2002 63.4 4.8 5.3 2.2 2.2 20.7 0.2 1.3 61.4 35.9
76.1 75.1 74.6 74.6 16.4 16.4 15.4 15.4
2003 63.7 4.8 5.0 2.2 2.1 20.8 0.2 1.2 61.4 35.6
76.1 75.1 73.7 73.7 16.4 16.4 15.4 15.4
Composition of the security score, in %, for each employment category in 2002 Criterion weight
Empl.security| 73.9 73.9 79.4 79.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Pension 60.0 50.0 40.0 40.0 60.0 60.0 50.0 50.0 1.0
Unempl.insur.| 61.5 61.5 38.5 38.5 7.7 7.7 7.7 7.7 1.0
Sick leave 93.8 93.8 93.8 93.8 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 1.0
Matern.leave | 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 77.8 77.8 77.8 77.8 1.0
Paid holidays| 87.5 87.5 87.5 87.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 1.0

Weighted sum| 76.1 751 737 737 164 164 154 154 | 1.0
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Figure 5.9: Employment types in Italy versus employment security and fringe benefits

(Source: EuroStat and own estimation)
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Table 5.10: Employment types in Netherlands and their level of employment security and
of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)

Year Employment type, in % to total employment/Score of its security, in % Indices
Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full- Full-  Part- Part- All-  Flexicu-
nent  anent  term term time time time time |Security rity
full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
time time ployed ployed ployed ployed
in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-
ture ture
% % % % % % % % % %
1990 58.8 24.0 3.3 3.5 1.9 5.0 0.3 3.2 69.2 60.6
75.3 75.3 70.1 70.1 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5
1991 58.2 25.1 3.2 3.7 1.8 4.9 0.3 2.8 69.5 61.5
75.3 75.3 69.5 69.5 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5
1992 56.9 24.8 2.6 6.1 1.7 5.0 0.3 2.5 69.5 61.9
75.3 75.3 68.8 68.8 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5
1993 56.2 24.8 2.5 6.5 1.7 5.2 0.4 2.7 69.2 61.3
75.3 75.3 68.2 68.2 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5
1994 54.1 25.4 2.8 6.9 1.6 5.6 0.4 3.1 68.7 60.8
75.3 75.3 67.6 67.6 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5
1995 52.5 26.7 3.2 6.5 1.6 5.9 0.4 3.2 68.4 60.8
75.3 75.3 66.9 66.9 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5
1996 51.6 27.3 3.5 7.2 1.5 5.9 0.4 2.5 68.6 61.5
75.3 75.3 66.3 66.3 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5
1997 52.0 27.5 3.3 6.9 1.5 5.9 0.4 2.5 68.7 61.5
75.3 75.3 65.6 65.6 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5
1998 51.5 27.3 3.4 8.1 1.3 5.7 0.4 2.3 68.8 61.9
75.3 75.3 65.0 65.0 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5
1999 51.3 28.3 3.0 7.9 1.3 5.7 0.3 2.3 68.8 62.1
75.3 75.3 64.4 64.4 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5
2000 48.3 29.7 4.4 8.3 1.1 5.4 0.3 2.6 68.7 62.5
75.3 75.3 63.7 63.7 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5
2001 46.9 30.3 4.6 8.3 1.0 5.9 0.3 2.7 68.3 62.1
75.3 75.3 63.1 63.1 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5
9002 45.9 31.5 4.6 8.4 1.0 5.3 0.3 3.0 68.3 62.4
75.3 75.3 62.4 62.4 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5
2003 75.3 75.3 61.8 61.8 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5
Composition of the security score, in %, for each employment category in 2002 Criterion weight
Empl.security| 63.2 63.2 39.0 39.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Pension 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 1.0
Unempl.insur.| 76.9 76.9 69.2 69.2 7.7 7.7 7.7 7.7 1.0
Sick leave 93.8 93.8 93.8 93.8 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 1.0
Matern.leave | 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 1.0
Paid holidays| 87.5 87.5 87.5 87.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 1.0

Weighted sumj 75.3 75.3 61.8 61.8 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5 | 1.0
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Figure 5.10: Employment types in Netherlands versus employment security and fringe
benefits (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)
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Table 5.11: Employment types in Norway and their level of employment security and of
social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)

Year Employment type, in % to total employment/Score of its security, in % Indices
Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full- Full-  Part- Part- All-  Flexicu-
nent  anent  term term time time time time |Security rity
full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
time time ployed ployed ployed ployed
in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-
ture ture
% % % % % 0 % 0 % %
1990 68.6 67.1 74.1 72.6 27.4 27.4 27.4 27.4
1991 68.6 67.1 73.7 72.2 274 27.4 27.4 27.4
1992 68.6 67.1 73.4 71.8 274 27.4 27.4 27.4
1993 68.6 67.1 73.0 71.5 27.4 27.4 27.4 27.4
1994 68.6 67.1 72.6 71.1 274 27.4 27.4 27.4
1995 58.3 19.7 6.4 5.5 2.8 5.2 0.6 1.5 64.5 58.7
68.6 67.1 72.3 70.7 27.4 274 27.4 27.4
1996 60.7 19.3 6.9 5.3 2.3 3.8 0.5 1.3 65.4 60.4
68.6 67.1 71.9 70.3 27.4 274 27.4 27.4
1997 60.7 20.3 6.2 4.9 2.3 3.8 0.5 1.3 65.3 60.2
68.6 67.1 71.5 70.0 27.4 274 27.4 27.4
1998 62.3 20.1 5.4 4.5 2.2 3.8 0.5 1.2 65.3 59.8
68.6 67.1 71.1 69.6 27.4 27.4 27.4 27.4
1999 62.8 20.1 5.1 4.7 2.2 3.6 0.4 1.1 65.4 60.1
68.6 67.1 70.8 69.2 27.4 274 27.4 27.4
2000 63.5 20.4 5.0 4.0 2.0 3.6 0.5 1.1 65.5 60.0
68.6 67.1 70.4 68.8 27.4 274 27.4 27.4
2001 64.3 20.4 4.7 3.7 1.8 3.5 0.3 1.2 65.5 60.0
68.6 67.1 70.0 68.5 27.4 27.4 27.4 27.4
92002 63.4 20.2 5.1 4.3 1.9 3.6 0.3 1.1 65.5 60.0
68.6 67.1 69.6 68.1 27.4 274 27.4 27.4
2003 61.8 22.3 4.2 4.6 1.6 3.6 0.4 14 65.4 60.1
68.6 67.1 69.3 67.7 27.4 274 27.4 27.4
Composition of the security score, in %, for each employment category in 2002 Criterion weight
Empl.security| 55.7 55.7 o7.7 57.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Pension 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 1.0
Unempl.insur.| 53.8 38.5 53.8 38.5 7.7 7.7 7.7 7.7 1.0
Sick leave 87.5 87.5 87.5 87.5 75.0 75.0 75.0 75.0 1.0
Matern.leave | 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 1.0
Paid holidays| 87.5 87.5 87.5 87.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 1.0
Weighted sumj 68.6 67.1 69.3 67.7 27.4 27.4 274 27.4 1.0




63

Figure 5.11: Employment types in Norway versus employment security and fringe benefits

(Source: EuroStat and own estimation)
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Table 5.12: Employment types in Poland and their level of employment security and of

social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)

CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSIONS

Year Employment type, in % to total employment/Score of its security, in % Indices
Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full- Full-  Part- Part- All-  Flexicu-
nent  anent  term term time time time time |Security rity
full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
time time ployed ployed ployed ployed
in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-
ture ture
% % % % % 0 % 0 % %
1990 66.2 63.2 56.4 55.6 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
1991 66.2 63.2 56.4 55.6 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
1992 66.2 63.2 56.4 55.6 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
1993 66.2 63.2 56.4 55.6 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
1994 66.2 63.2 56.4 55.6 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
1995 66.2 63.2 56.4 55.6 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
1996 66.2 63.2 56.4 55.6 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
1997 66.2 63.2 56.4 55.6 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
1998 66.2 63.2 56.4 55.6 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
1999 66.2 63.2 56.4 55.6 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
2000 68.1 3.8 2.9 1.5 11.0 9.2 2.3 1.2 54.8 30.4
66.2 63.2 56.4 55.6 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
2001 64.0 3.2 6.7 24 12.0 9.2 1.8 0.8 54.3 33.1
66.2 63.2 56.4 55.6 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
2002 61.2 3.1 9.2 2.6 11.7 9.4 2.1 0.7 54.0 34.7
66.2 63.2 56.4 55.6 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3
2003 59.5 3.0 11.9 2.7 10.5 9.7 2.0 0.7 54.2 36.5
66.2 63.2 56.4 55.6 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3

Composition of the security score, in %, for each employment category in 2002

Criterion weight

Empl.security| 65.3 65.3 52.5 52.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Pension 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 1.0
Unempl.insur.| 61.5 30.8 38.5 30.8 46.2 46.2 46.2 46.2 1.0
Sick leave 81.3 81.3 81.3 81.3 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 1.0
Matern.leave | 55.6 55.6 444 44.4 444 44.4 44.4 44.4 1.0
Paid holidays| 87.5 87.5 87.5 87.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 1.0
Weighted sumj 66.2 63.2 56.4 55.6 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.3 1.0
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Figure 5.12: Employment types in Poland versus employment security and fringe benefits
(Source: EuroStat and own estimation)
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Table 5.13: Employment types in Portugal and their level of employment security and of
social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)

Year Employment type, in % to total employment/Score of its security, in % Indices
Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full- Full-  Part- Part- All-  Flexicu-
nent  anent  term term time time time time |Security rity
full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
time time ployed ployed ployed ployed
in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-
ture ture
% % % % % % % % % %
1990 58.1 1.7 124 1.1 11.2 12.7 1.8 1.0 51.6 27.5
69.0 63.4 56.2 54.2 11.3 11.3 6.6 6.6
1991 58.9 1.7 10.9 1.0 10.3 13.6 2.3 1.3 51.1 25.9
68.7 63.2 56.0 54.0 11.3 11.3 6.6 6.6
1992 64.5 2.6 7.8 0.5 6.9 14.0 1.6 2.1 53.0 24.9
68.4 62.9 55.8 53.8 11.3 11.3 6.6 6.6
1993 65.2 2.6 7.0 0.4 6.7 14.2 1.9 2.0 52.8 23.9
68.2 62.6 55.6 53.6 11.3 11.3 6.6 6.6
1994 64.4 2.6 6.5 0.4 6.8 14.9 2.2 2.1 51.9 23.0
67.9 62.3 55.4 53.4 11.3 11.3 6.6 6.6
1995 63.5 2.6 6.8 0.5 7.0 15.6 2.1 1.8 51.4 23.1
67.6 62.1 55.2 53.2 11.3 11.3 6.6 6.6
1996 62.0 2.7 7.1 0.6 6.9 15.7 2.8 2.2 50.5 23.0
67.4 61.8 55.0 53.0 11.3 11.3 6.6 6.6
1997 60.4 3.0 8.2 0.6 7.1 14.8 3.8 2.1 50.0 24.1
67.1 61.5 54.7 52.7 11.3 11.3 6.6 6.6
1998 58.0 2.7 11.5 1.3 6.1 14.3 4.1 2.0 50.1 26.9
66.8 61.3 54.5 52.5 11.3 11.3 6.6 6.6
1999 58.2 2.4 12.1 1.6 5.9 14.0 4.3 1.9 50.2 27.5
66.5 61.0 54.3 52.3 11.3 11.3 6.6 6.6
2000 58.3 2.1 13.2 1.8 4.9 13.9 4.2 1.6 50.5 28.5
66.3 60.7 54.1 52.1 11.3 11.3 6.6 6.6
2001 57.4 1.7 13.0 1.9 5.0 14.2 4.8 2.0 49.5 27.2
66.0 60.5 53.9 51.9 11.3 11.3 6.6 6.6
2002 56.1 1.8 14.3 1.9 4.8 14.1 5.0 2.0 49.2 28.1
65.7 60.2 53.7 51.7 11.3 11.3 6.6 6.6
2003 56.2 2.2 13.7 1.9 5.1 13.8 5.2 2.0 49.0 27.9
65.5 59.9 53.5 51.5 11.3 11.3 6.6 6.6
Composition of the security score, in %, for each employment category in 2002 Criterion weight
Empl.security| 83.0 83.0 69.4 69.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Pension 50.0 10.0 30.0 10.0 50.0 50.0 10.0 10.0 1.0
Unempl.insur.| 30.8 154 154 154 7.7 7.7 7.7 7.7 1.0
Sick leave 43.8 43.8 37.5 37.5 31.3 31.3 25.0 25.0 1.0
Matern.leave | 55.6 55.6 44.4 44.4 11.1 11.1 11.1 11.1 1.0
Paid holidays| 62.5 62.5 62.5 62.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 1.0

Weighted sumj 65.5 59.9 53.5 51.5 11.3 11.3 6.6 6.6 | 1.0
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Figure 5.13: Employment types in Portugal versus employment security and fringe bene-

fits (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)
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Table 5.14: Employment types in Sweden and their level of employment security and of
social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)

Year Employment type, in % to total employment/Score of its security, in % Indices
Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full- Full-  Part- Part- All-  Flexicu-
nent  anent  term term time time time time |Security rity
full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
time time ployed ployed ployed ployed

in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-

ture ture

% % % % % % % % % %
1990 82.8 828 884 834 333 333 333 333
1991 82.8 828 871 871 333 333 333 333
1992 82.8 828 857 857 333 333 333 333
1993 828 828 844 844 333 333 333 333
1994 82.8 828 831 831 333 333 333 333

1005 533 183 61 55 1.6 80 04 18 | 768 634
828 828 817 817 333 333 333 333

1096 604 174 52 53 16 83 03 T4 | 768 670
828 828 804 804 333 333 333 333

. 612 168 51 56 15 78 03 15 | 768 674
828 828 790 790 333 333 333 333

1008 614 162 58 57 16 76 03 15 | 768 672
82.8 828 777 TI7 333 333 333 333

1096 607 159 62 63 16 78 03 12 | 766 671
828 828 764 764 333 333 333 333

2000 621 143 70 60 12 72 06 18 | 765 662
828 828 750 750 333 333 333 333

2001 30 125 80 61 12 70 03 18 | 764 655
828 828 737 737 333 333 333 333

2003 630 126 77 63 11 71 04 I8 | 762 649
828 828 723 723 333 333 333 333

2003 618 141 73 69 11 70 04 15 | 762 655

82.8 82.8 71.0 71.0 33.3 33.3 33.3 33.3

Composition of the security score, in %, for each employment category in 2002 Criterion weight

Empl.security| 78.2 78.2 57.3 57.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Pension 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 1.0
Unempl.insur.| 76.9 76.9 76.9 76.9 53.8 53.8 53.8 53.8 1.0
Sick leave 93.8 93.8 93.8 93.8 87.5 87.5 87.5 87.5 1.0
Matern.leave | 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 1.0
Paid holidays| 87.5 87.5 87.5 87.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 1.0

Weighted sumj 82.8 82.8 71.0 71.0 33.3 33.3 33.3 33.3 | 1.0
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Figure 5.14: Employment types in Sweden versus employment security and fringe benefits

(Source: EuroStat and own estimation)
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Table 5.15: Employment types in United Kingdom and their level of employment security
and of social security (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)

Year Employment type, in % to total employment/Score of its security, in % Indices
Perma- Perm- Fixed- Fixed- Full- Full-  Part- Part- All-  Flexicu-
nent  anent  term term time time time time |Security rity
full-time part- full-time part- self-em- self-em- self-em- self-em-
time time ployed ployed ployed ployed
in agri- not in in agri- not in
culture agricul- culture agricul-
ture ture
% % % % % % % % % %
1990 65.2 16.7 1.7 2.8 1.0 10.4 0.2 2.0 42.0 32.9
46.8 39.1 424 36.4 23.5 23.5 21.9 21.9
1991 65.0 17.2 1.6 3.0 1.1 10.1 0.1 1.9 42.0 33.1
46.8 39.1 424 36.4 23.5 23.5 21.9 21.9
1992 64.1 18.2 2.5 2.3 1.0 9.7 0.2 2.0 42.0 33.5
46.8 39.1 424 36.4 23.5 23.5 21.9 21.9
1993 63.5 18.5 2.7 2.4 0.9 9.6 0.2 2.2 42.0 33.6
46.8 39.1 42.4 36.4 23.5 23.5 21.9 21.9
1994 62.6 18.6 3.0 2.6 0.9 9.8 0.1 2.3 41.9 33.6
46.8 39.1 424 36.4 23.5 23.5 21.9 21.9
1995 62.2 18.5 3.3 2.8 0.9 9.9 0.1 2.3 41.8 33.6
46.8 39.1 424 36.4 23.5 23.5 21.9 21.9
1996 61.9 19.1 3.3 2.8 0.9 9.5 0.1 2.4 41.9 33.8
46.8 39.1 42.4 36.4 23.5 23.5 21.9 21.9
1997 61.8 19.0 3.4 3.0 0.8 9.3 0.1 2.5 41.9 33.9
46.8 39.1 424 36.4 23.5 23.5 21.9 21.9
1998 62.4 19.1 3.3 2.8 0.7 8.9 0.1 2.6 42.0 34.0
46.8 39.1 424 36.4 23.5 23.5 21.9 21.9
1999 62.9 19.3 3.2 2.8 0.7 8.7 0.1 2.5 42.1 34.1
46.8 39.1 424 36.4 23.5 23.5 21.9 21.9
2000 63.2 19.3 3.2 2.8 0.6 8.4 0.1 2.4 42.2 34.2
46.8 39.1 424 36.4 23.5 23.5 21.9 21.9
2001 63.2 19.5 3.2 2.7 0.6 8.5 0.1 2.3 42.2 34.3
46.8 39.1 42.4 36.4 23.5 23.5 21.9 21.9
2002 63.4 19.7 2.9 2.5 0.5 8.5 0.1 2.5 42.2 34.1
46.8 39.1 424 36.4 23.5 23.5 21.9 21.9
2003 62.8 20.0 2.7 2.4 0.5 8.7 0.1 2.8 42.0 34.0
46.8 39.1 424 36.4 23.5 23.5 21.9 21.9
Composition of the security score, in %, for each employment category in 2002 Criterion weight
Empl.security| 39.6 39.6 34.3 34.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Pension 70.0 60.0 70.0 60.0 70.0 70.0 60.0 60.0 1.0
Unempl.insur.| 38.5 30.8 38.5 30.8 7.7 7.7 7.7 7.7 1.0
Sick leave 68.8 31.3 62.5 31.3 56.3 56.3 50.0 50.0 1.0
Matern.leave | 55.6 33.3 44.4 33.3 88.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 1.0
Paid holidays| 37.5 37.5 37.5 37.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 1.0

Weighted sumj 46.8 39.1 42.4 36.4 23.5 23.5 21.9 21.9 | 1.0
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Figure 5.15: Employment types in United Kingdom versus employment security and fringe
benefits (Source: EuroStat and own estimation)
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