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1. COMPLEMENTARY ANALYSIS TO EUROPEAN COMMISSION'S PROBLEM DEFINITION 

1.1. Non-standard employees and self-employed in Europe 

Economic and societal changes, together with rapid developments in technologies, are deeply 
affecting the nature of employment relationships. As underlined by the Commission, these 

transformations "offer new opportunities, increase possibilities for self-employment and new 
types of activities and make career patterns more diverse, yet also create new risks of "grey 

zones" in terms of labour rights and access to welfare" (European Commission 2016, 3). 

 
In order to grasp the possible consequence of the diffusion of non-standard employees (NSE) 

and the self-employed (SE)1 in Europe, the present section briefly illustrates the characteristics 
of the workforce composition as resulting from the analysis of EU SILC cross-sectional data – 

comparing 2007 and 2015 cross-sectional waves – and panel data (using a pooled panel 
developed merging panels following individuals since 2007 up to 2015 to observe individuals’ 

dynamics overtime)2. 
 

We make first use of EU-SILC cross-sections to analyse the distribution of NSE and SE in all 

EU-28 countries. In more detail, the first step of the analysis consists of a description of the 
composition of the workforce by contractual arrangements in 2007 and 2015, in order to depict 

the roles played by NSE (section 1.1.1) and SE (section 1.1.2) in EU-28 countries. We then 
provide a specific focus on how the shares of NSE and SE change according to the sector of 

activity (section 1.1.3). We also use EU-SILC cross-sections to study where individuals working 
through the various contractual arrangements lie along the annual gross labour income 

distribution and compute, according to the different types of arrangements, the share of 
workers who can be considered as a “working poor” (i.e., who earn an annual labour income 

lower than 60% of the country median of the annual gross earnings distribution; section 

1.1.4). Finally, EU-SILC cross-sections allow us to measure how many SE and NSE in a year 
receive unemployment or sickness benefits (section 1.1.5) and, using information in self-

reported employment statuses in each month, to compute how many of those in certain 
statuses at January changed their status over the year (section 1.1.6). 

 
Afterwards, making use of EU-SILC panel data, that allow us to follow the same individual for 

at most a 4-year period, in section 1.1.7, we assess individuals’ employment trajectories 
computing transition matrixes between occupational statuses at time t and time t+1 (i.e., the 

following year) and time t+3 (i.e., the fourth year of the SILC panel)3. Finally, we analyse 

poverty dynamics and measure poverty transitions in and out of “working poverty” for SE and 
NSE (section 1.1.8). 

 
EU-SILC data are very useful to our scopes for three reasons: i) they allow us to distinguish 

working arrangements by merging the information about the self-reported working condition 
(full-time and part-time workers), the variable on the type of contractual arrangement 

(employees, employers, self-employed without employees and family workers) and the 
information about the duration of the employment arrangement (open-ended/permanent and 

fixed-term/temporary relationships); ii) they provide detailed information on gross annual 

incomes from employment or self-employment and on unemployment and sickness benefits; 
iii) they have a relatively long panel duration, since individuals can be followed overtime for a 

4-year period. 
 

As concerns the first point, EU-SILC data allows us to exactly distinguish NSE and SE (note 
that in all analyses we consider those aged 15-65). 

NSE are defined as those working through: 
a) open-ended, part-time contracts; 

b) fixed-term, full-time contracts;  

                                          
1 For a definition of NSE and SE, please consider the glossary in the appendix. 
2 Note that EU-SILC panel does not provide information for Malta, Germany and the UK. 
3 When analysing transitions in a four-year period, we consider the balanced subsample, i.e. we consider only individuals present in the sample in 

the whole 4-year period. 
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c) fixed-term, part-time contracts4. 
SE are instead defined as those who report in EU-SILC to work as a full-time or a part-time 

self-employed. Furthermore, EU-SILC data allow us to distinguish self-employed with 

employees (henceforth, the employers) and self-employed without employees. A third (less 
relevant) group of self-employed is also distinguished in EU-SILC, i.e. “family workers”, who 

are family members who help the relatives in their business. 
The shares of NSE and SE have then been computed as the ratio between the number of NSE 

and SE, respectively, and the total number of workers in a year. 

1.1.1. Composition of non-standard employment 

The share of NSE on the total workforce largely differs across countries in 2015, with values 

ranging from 41.2% in the Netherlands to 1.6% in Romania (Figure 1). Apart from Poland, the 
share of NSE is below the EU-28 value in all countries who have acceded the EU since 2005, 

while this share is higher than the EU-28 value in all conservative/corporatist countries5 (i.e., 
Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, Germany, Austria and France). 

Figure 1 - Share of NSE in EU countries in 2015 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015  

 

However, the specific type of non-standard arrangement also differs across countries, and it is 
strictly related to the relative diffusion of part-time jobs with respect to fixed-term 

arrangements (Table A.1 - composition of the workforce by contractual arrangements).  
The highest share of open-ended part-time workers is observed in Austria (20.2%), Belgium 

(21.4%), Germany (23%) and The Netherlands (16.1%, plus 17.2% of workers who report to 
work on a part-time basis but do not report the duration of the arrangement). Conversely, the 

highest shares of full-time fixed-term workers are observed in Czech Republic (10.3%), Spain 

                                          
4 Because information on the duration of the contract for employees (variable PL140) is missing in some cases in SILC, we have, consistently, 
included within the NSE those working part-time but with a missed information on the duration of the contract, while those working full-time but 

with a missed information on the duration of the contract have been included in the group of standard workers. 
5 We follow a standard clusterisation of EU welfare regimes that distinguishes 5 clusters within the EU-28 countries: Nordic countries (Denmark, 
Sweden, Finland); Conservative/corporatist countries (Germany, Austria, France, Belgium, Luxembourg, the Netherlands); Southern European 

countries (Italy, Spain, Greece, Portugal, Cyprus, Malta); Anglo-Saxon countries (United Kingdom and Ireland); Central and Eastern European 

countries (Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Hungary, Czech Republic, Romania, Bulgaria and Croatia).  
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(15.5%), France (10.5%), Croatia (17.9%), Poland (21.9%) and Portugal (14.8%) and the 
highest shares of part-time fixed-term workers are observed in Germany (4.2%), Spain 

(6.4%) and Ireland (4.4%).  

Within the fixed-term employees, on average, in EU-28 25.7% work on a part-time basis, 
while the corresponding share within open-ended employees is 16.3% (Table A.1). In all 

countries (apart from Luxembourg where the shares are roughly the same) part-time contracts 
are relatively more diffused within the fixed-term employees than within the open-ended 

employees. In particular, more than 1/3 of fixed-term employees have a part-time 
arrangement in Belgium (34.6%), Denmark (39.7%), Ireland (54.2%), the Netherlands 

(49.6%), Sweden (39.1%) and the UK (33.8%). Conversely, the share of open-ended 
employees working part-time exceeds 1/3 of the labour force only in the Netherlands (42.8%). 

Looking at the same classification for 2007 (Table A.2)6, no general trend about the share of 
NSE emerges (Figure 2), even if the number of countries where this share increases is higher 

of the number of countries where this share reduces.  

 

Figure 2 - Change in the share of NSE in EU countries since 2007 up to 2015 (percentage points) 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2007 and 2015  

 

1.1.2. Composition of self-employment 

The share of self-employed largely differs across EU countries in 2015, as it ranges from 
values over 20% of total workers in EL, RO, IT, PL to values below 10% in SE, EE, DK, LU, DE, 

while the EU-28 value amounts to 13.4% (Figure 3 and Table A1). In general, a relatively high 
share of SE emerges in Southern and Central and Eastern European countries, while the share 

of SE is relatively low in Conservative/Corporatist and Nordic countries. 

                                          
6 Note that data for 2007 are not available for HR, BG, RO and MT. 

-5.0

-4.0

-3.0

-2.0

-1.0

0.0

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

9.0

10.0

LV HU FI SE UK EL LT PT SK FR CZ PL NL SI BE ES AT IE CY IT LU EE DE DK



Access to social protection for all forms of employment 

 
13 

Figure 3 - Share of SE in EU countries in 2015 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015  

 
Within SE, the largest category is represented by “self-employed without employees” in all 

countries (Table A1), while family workers represent a residual category, apart from DK and 
RO. 

Looking at time trends (Figure 4 and Tables A1 and A2), no general trend emerges across 

country clusters, since increases or decreases in the share of SE on total workers characterize 
all clusters since 2007 up to 2015 (even if, apart from ES, the share reduces in all Southern 

countries). In particular, an over 2 percentage points decrease in this share characterises PT, 
IT, CY, DE, IE, whereas an increase in the share of SE higher than 2 p.p. in the 2007-2015 

period characterises SI, EE, NL, FR, SK. 
 

In more detail, looking at the internal composition of SE (Tables A1 and A2), the share of self-
employed without employees largely decreased in Germany, Denmark, Portugal and Ireland, 

while a relevant increase in this share characterised France, Italy, Slovenia, Slovakia, The 

Netherlands and Poland. 
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Figure 4 - Change in the share of SE in EU countries since 2007 up to 2015 (percentage points) 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2007 and 2015  

1.1.3. Composition of NSE and SE shares according to the economic sectors 

This section shows the incidence of the non-standard work and self-employment over four 
economic sectors, excluding Agriculture since considered not pertinent in the framework of the 

present study (note, however, that a not negligible number of missing value about the sector 
of activity of self-employed exists in some countries in EU-SILC)7: 

a) Manufacturing 

b) Construction 
c) Services 

d) Public administration (PA), Health and Education. 

Starting with the NSE share for 2015 (Tables A.6), the highest incidence of non-standard work 

over total sector employment in Europe (EU 28) is in the PA, Health and Education sector 
(30%), followed by Service sector (25%), Manufacturing (18%) and Construction (16%). At 

the country level, the situation is as follows: 

 In PA, Health and Education, the highest shares (above the European average) are 

observed in The Netherlands (61%), Germany (41%), Belgium (41%) and Austria 

(40%). 
 In the service sector, the top shares are in Germany (39%), The Netherlands (37%), 

Poland (33%) and Spain (31%). 
 In the manufacturing sector, the highest shares are observed in The Netherlands 

(33%), Poland (31%), France (26%) and Germany (25%) 
 While in the construction sector, Poland has a share of 38% of NSE over the total sector 

employment, followed by Spain (33%), Germany (25%) and The Netherlands (24%). 

                                          
7 The number of missing values is around 3.6% in France in 2015 (but it was close to 0 in 2007), 6% in Slovenia (5% in 2007) and it is around 

50% in both 2007 and 2015 in the Netherlands, Denmark, Sweden and in 2007 in Finland, since only household respondents provide information 

about the sector of activity in these countries. 
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When we consider trends in workforce composition per sector in 2007 (Table A.4), we find out 
that the composition remained rather constant in the considered period. PA, Health and 

Education and service sector remain the ones with the higher number of non-standard 

employees, while a decrease of the European average share is observed in the construction 
sector (from 20% to 16%). Some important changes emerge at the country level, which can 

be summarized as follows: 

a) The PA sector remains the one with the highest share of NSE (it increased from 28% in 

2007 to 30% in 2015), especially in Denmark (where the share increased by 15 p.p.), 
Austria (the share increased by 12 p.p.) and Germany (+10 p.p.). On, the other hand, 

a negative trend is observed in Finland (the share of NSE in the PA sector decreased by 
15 p.p.), Portugal (- 6 p.p.) and Ireland (-5 p.p.) 

b) The share of NSE over the service sector has remained the same at European level 
(25%), with some positive trends in Denmark (+8 p.p.), Germany (+7 p.p.), Italy and 

Spain (+ 5 p.p.) 

c) The negative trend for the construction sector is followed by Greece (-20 p.p.), Latvia (-
15 p.p.), Hungary (-16 p.p.), Poland (-9 p.p.), Sweden (-8 p.p.) and Spain (-7 p.p.). 

While positive trends can be seen especially in Denmark (+10 p.p., while there were no 
NSE in construction in 2007), Germany (+12 p.p.), The Netherlands (+8 p.p.) and 

Ireland (+ 7 p.p.) 
d) In the manufacturing sector, the European share slightly changed (+2 p.p.) and the 

same is true at country level. However, the most relevant changes are observed in 
Germany (+8 p.p.), Austria (-6 p.p.) and Finland (-5 p.p.). 

For the SE category, the European share8 shows a higher incidence of SE in the construction 

(25%) and services sector (15%). This means that in these two sectors, the number of self-
employed over the total sector occupation is more relevant than in the other two remaining 

sectors. Detailed data at country level show that: 

 In the construction sector, the highest shares of SE are observed in Greece (48%), 

Slovakia (43%), Ireland (41%), Czech Republic (40%), UK (36%) and Italy (34%). 
 In the service sector, Greece, again, ranks first with 33% of SE in the sector. It is 

followed by Italy (29%), Czech Republic (24%), The Netherlands and Spain (21% 
respectively) and Slovakia (20%). 

 In the manufacturing sector, Greece (18%) and Italy (11%) stand well above the 

European level (which is relatively low). 
 While the PA sector has the lowest number (EU average of 4%) of self-employed. 

Countries with the highest shares are Cyprus (10%), Greece, The Netherlands and 
Italy, with a share of 7% respectively. 

Little change seems to have been occurred to the share of SE for each sector, in every 
country. The most relevant changes are observed in the construction sector (as the one with 

the highest number of SE), where the European average increased by 5 p.p.  
More in detail: 

 Countries that registered the highest increase in the share of SE for the construction 

sector are: Greece (+ 17 p.p.), Slovakia (+ 17 p.p.), Ireland (+15 p.p.), Spain (+13 
p.p.) and Slovenia (+12 p.p.). While a very limited number of countries showed a 

relevant decrease in the shares (- 5 p.p. in Germany, - 4 p.p. in Denmark, Sweden and 
Hungary). 

 The total share of SE in the service sector decreased by 2 p.p., where Portugal (- 9 
p.p.) and Italy (- 6 p.p.) showed the more pronounced trends. On the contrary, positive 

trends were observed for Slovakia (+ 7 p.p.) and Netherlands (+ 6 p.p.). 
 The manufacturing sector also followed a slight decrease (- 2 p.p. at the EU level), 

especially in Greece (- 5 p.p.), Italy and Portugal (- 4 p.p. respectively). 

 No changes are observed at the European level for the PA sector. The same is true at 
the country level, with the exception of Cyprus (+ 5 p.p.) and the Netherlands (+3 

p.p.), that show a relevant change in absolute values. 

                                          
8 For SE category, detailed data on for each economic sector is represented in Table A3 for year 2007 and Tables A.5 for year 2015, in Annex II. 
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While presenting the composition of NSE and SE shares according to the economic sectors it is 
worth to briefly introduce a recent trend, namely the development of independent work and 

the nuances in the self- employment status.  

 
A recent survey made by McKenzie involving 8,000 respondents in the United States, the 

United Kingdom, Germany, Sweden, France and Spain9, found out that 20 to 30% of the 
working age population in the 5 EU countries is engaged in an independent work.  

In the framework of the study “independent work has three defining features: a high degree of 
autonomy; payment by task, assignment, or sales; and a short-term relationship between 

worker and client, it encompasses people who provide labour services as well as those who sell 
goods or rent assets”.  It is a definition that overlaps the distinction between SE and NSE used 

in the present study and focuses on the future perspectives/opportunities for several types of 
workers different than standard employees. 

 

According to the research while 70% of the respondents choose this type of work, 30 % use it 
out of necessity because they cannot find a traditional job at all, or one that meets their 

income and flexibility needs. The proportion of independent work that is conducted on digital 
platforms, while only about 15% of independent work overall, is growing rapidly10, driven by 

the scale, efficiency, and ease of use for workers and customers that these platforms enable. 
The study underlines how digital technology also enables new forms of entrepreneurial activity. 

The McKenzie report also identifies four different typologies of independent workers: free 
agents, who actively choose independent work and derive their primary income from it; casual 

earners, who use independent work for supplemental income and do so by choice; reluctants, 

who make their primary living from independent work but would prefer traditional jobs; and 
the financially strapped, who do supplemental independent work out of necessity. Such a 

distinction is interesting to nuance the group of SE and gives evidence to the fact that, within 
the group, those who have higher incomes -  the free agents – are the most satisfied from the 

condition and - as the EU SILC data show – the less suffering from income shortage. This 
differentiation has an impact also on the access to social protection showing how, within the 

SE group, access to voluntary schemes will be possible at different levels strongly depending 
on individual income. 

 

1.1.4. Working poverty risks for SE and NSE 

Risks related to low incomes for those working as SE or NSE are assessed by computing the 
shares of individuals employed in these forms of employment, who earned in 2014 less than 

60% of the median of the country gross earnings distribution and, therefore, can be 
considered as “relative working poor”.11 

We distinguish three groups of workers (Table 1): SE, NSE and standard employees (i.e., 
open-ended, full-time employees).12 

In all countries, the risk of being working poor is much lower for standard employees than for 
SE and NSE. Furthermore, in all countries, apart from DK, RO and SI, the risk of earning less 

than the working poverty threshold is higher for NSE than for SE. 

 

                                          
9 Independent work, choice, necessity and the GIG economy, October 2016 
10 see The Online Labour Index (OLI) http://ilabour.oii.ox.ac.uk/online-labour-index 
11 As mentioned, EU-SILC annual earnings refer to the calendar year prior the year when the interview was carried out (i.e., EU-SILC 2015 

records annual earnings received in 2014). 
12 As mentioned, we include in this category also full-time employees who do not report the duration of the contract in SILC. 



Access to social protection for all forms of employment 

 
17 

Table 1 - Incidence of working poverty by contractual arrangements 

MS Self-employed Non-standard employees Standard employees 

AT 33.6% 54.2% 14.5% 

BE 30.3% 35.9% 4.2% 

BG 24.3% 57.6% 10.2% 

CY 27.4% 74.9% 14.2% 

CZ 26.7% 44.9% 10.9% 

DE 38.8% 64.9% 8.2% 

DK 40.3% 32.5% 10.3% 

EE 50.2% 58.5% 18.2% 

EL 35.1% 59.4% 7.2% 

ES 41.7% 62.0% 10.3% 

FI 38.1% 60.0% 8.6% 

FR 35.1% 46.6% 6.7% 

HR 35.0% 44.7% 7.2% 

HU 23.2% 66.3% 7.3% 

IE 36.4% 64.9% 9.0% 

IT 32.1% 57.5% 10.6% 

LT 34.0% 60.8% 17.7% 

LU 33.2% 50.2% 8.4% 

LV 42.5% 67.8% 17.2% 

MT 23.5% 55.3% 12.0% 

NL 39.5% 47.6% 10.1% 

PL 29.9% 31.2% 5.2% 

PT 31.8% 43.1% 5.1% 

RO 81.4% 22.0% 2.7% 

SE 34.9% 46.1% 10.7% 

SI 62.8% 50.8% 9.5% 

SK 19.2% 33.4% 3.6% 

UK 41.6% 64.2% 9.3% 

EU28 39.0% 55.1% 8.4% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015  

1.1.5. Receipt of unemployment and sickness benefits  

EU-SILC data record incomes received during the year as unemployment or sickness benefits. 

Therefore, we can compute how many SE of employees received these benefits during a year. 
Furthermore, EU-SILC data – recording individuals’ employment statuses in all months of the 

year previous the interview year (i.e. in all months of 2014 in EU-SILC 2015) – allow us to 
distinguish those who were SE at January 2014 and who moved or not to unemployment 

during the following 11 months (see next section about risks of moving to unemployment). 

Therefore, we can compute how many SE that became unemployed received an 
unemployment benefit. 

 
Unfortunately, EU-SILC cross-sections do not allow us to couple information on benefits and on 

NSE statuses because – differently from information on being a self-employed or an employee 
– that is recorded on a monthly basis as concerns the “income year”, the duration of the 

contract is only recorded at the moment of the interview and cannot be precisely associated 
with income data. 

Anyway, available information allows us to show that share of self-employed at January 2014 

who then became unemployed and received an unemployment benefit during 2014 largely 
differs across countries (Table 2) and ranges from zero values in EE, HR, HU, LU, RO and SE, 

to values over 80% in AT, BE, DE and DK.  
 

Likewise, the share of SE who received a sickness benefit, that is very low in most of the 
cases, is also very different across countries: considering those who worked as a self-
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employed for the whole year, no one received a sickness benefit in EL, IT, LU, RO and UK, 
while this share exceeded 10% in FI, BG, MT and SE. 

Being the risk of becoming unemployed higher for NSE than for standard employees, the share 

of those who worked as NSE at the moment of the interview in 2015 and received an 
unemployment benefit in 2014 is everywhere higher than the corresponding share for those 

who worked as a standard employee in 2015 (Table 4). However, as mentioned, we do not 
have information in cross sectional data about the real unemployment status of standard and 

non-standard employees in the year prior the interview. 

It has also to be noticed that the share of employees in 2015 who received a sickness benefit 

during the previous year is extremely heterogeneous across countries. For instance, for those 
who worked as a full-time open-ended employee in 2015, this share ranges from values lower 

than 0.5% in EL, NL, PL, RO and UK, to values higher than 20% in BG, EE, LT, SE and SI 
(Table 5). 

Table 2 - Share of individuals who worked as a SE at January 2014 who received an unemployment benefit during 

2014 (distinguishing those who were always SE in 2014 and those who dropped from SE to unemployment during 

2014) 

MS Unemployed during 2014 Always SE in 2014 

AT 80.2% 3.4% 

BE 100.0% 0.0% 

BG 7.7% 1.6% 

CY 33.8% 0.0% 

CZ 49.4% 0.2% 

DE 100.0% 3.6% 

DK 100.0% 66.4% 

EE 0.0% 2.2% 

EL 4.8% 0.1% 

ES 26.2% 4.7% 

FI 49.4% 3.9% 

FR 49.5% 6.1% 

HR 0.0% 0.0% 

HU 0.0% 0.0% 

IE 42.7% 9.4% 

IT 14.0% 4.6% 

LT 45.5% 4.5% 

LU 0.0% 0.0% 

LV 27.2% 2.2% 

MT 10.7% 0.0% 

NL 54.3% 0.8% 

PL 18.1% 0.0% 

PT 10.2% 0.2% 

RO 0.0% 0.0% 

SE 0.0% 3.4% 

SI 26.1% 0.1% 

SK 13.4% 0.0% 

UK 44.6% 0.2% 

EU28 29.4% 3.0% 
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Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015  

 

Table 3 - Share of individuals who worked as a SE at January 2014 who received a sickness benefit during 2014 

(distinguishing those who were always SE in 2014 and those who dropped from SE to unemployment during 2014)  

MS Unemployed during 2014 
Always self-employed in 

2014 
Total SE 

AT 25.4% 1.0% 1.8% 

BE 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 

BG 0.0% 10.4% 10.2% 

CY 1.2% 6.0% 5.2% 

CZ 0.0% 1.7% 1.8% 

DE 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 

DK 0.0% 9.6% 10.1% 

EE 0.0% 9.6% 10.2% 

EL 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

ES 7.2% 4.4% 4.6% 

FI 2.2% 11.2% 10.8% 

FR 0.0% 0.5% 0.5% 

HR 0.0% 2.3% 2.3% 

HU n.a. 4.4% 4.4% 

IE 0.0% 0.8% 0.8% 

IT 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

LT 0.0% 2.8% 3.3% 

LU n.a. 0.0% 0.0% 

LV 0.0% 3.7% 3.7% 

MT 16.8% 15.8% 15.6% 

NL 0.0% 0.2% 0.3% 

PL 0.0% 1.7% 1.6% 

PT 5.3% 1.3% 1.3% 

RO n.a. 0.0% 0.0% 

SE 0.0% 19.8% 19.6% 

SI 0.0% 2.7% 3.8% 

SK 0.0% 2.1% 2.0% 

UK 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

EU28 2.1% 1.4% 1.4% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015  
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Table 4 - Share of employees in 2015 who received an unemployment benefit during 2014 

MS 
Open-ended Fixed-term Unknown contract 

Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time 

AT 10.5% 11.4% 39.9% 30.0% 11.0% 13.6% 

BE 2.9% 15.6% 20.7% 34.3% 0.0% 24.1% 

BG 6.9% 8.8% 17.9% 9.1% 5.9% 2.2% 

CY 5.4% 10.5% 11.0% 15.3% 100.0% 
 

CZ 0.8% 3.3% 10.8% 7.5% 0.0% 
 

DE 3.2% 6.0% 16.5% 18.3% 0.0% 7.0% 

DK 64.2% 92.0% 86.6% 95.7% 62.1% 91.5% 

EE 5.2% 6.7% 19.4% 15.9% 11.4% 21.2% 

EL 0.9% 1.1% 15.8% 10.0% 2.3% 0.7% 

ES 8.5% 18.7% 44.6% 36.6% 4.3% 20.5% 

FI 8.3% 12.9% 40.2% 51.3% 11.4% 22.5% 

FR 5.5% 9.1% 33.0% 36.9% 10.0% 55.6% 

HR 0.5% 0.0% 6.8% 6.6% 32.5% 
 

HU 1.1% 2.0% 18.2% 15.9% 1.1% 20.7% 

IE 7.9% 19.0% 31.5% 39.8% 28.0% 37.4% 

IT 13.1% 17.7% 48.7% 27.9% 16.6% 28.6% 

LT 5.6% 3.6% 19.0% 3.9% 8.2% 0.0% 

LU 1.4% 2.7% 15.0% 8.8% 8.2% 12.9% 

LV 6.1% 10.5% 6.6% 
 

11.4% 0.0% 

MT 1.1% 1.2% 4.0% 4.5% 0.0% 33.5% 

NL 2.9% 3.4% 26.4% 29.5% 7.8% 7.6% 

PL 0.2% 3.0% 3.3% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

PT 0.6% 0.0% 12.8% 11.6% 6.8% 1.7% 

RO 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

SE 2.9% 5.6% 24.2% 24.3% 3.5% 8.8% 

SI 1.5% 3.1% 17.4% 11.3% 4.5% 11.0% 

SK 0.6% 2.7% 5.1% 1.2% 0.0% 6.6% 

UK 0.6% 1.0% 0.9% 1.8% 0.8% 0.0% 

EU-28 4.7% 8.5% 23.8% 25.5% 11.7% 14.1% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015  
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Table 5 - Share of employees in 2015 who received a sickness benefit during 2014 

MS 
Open-ended Fixed-term Unknown contract 

Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time 

AT 3.0% 4.8% 7.9% 6.3% 6.0% 13.6% 

BE 1.9% 4.4% 0.2% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

BG 28.5% 15.5% 10.8% 5.6% 6.6% 6.3% 

CY 6.8% 1.8% 1.4% 4.3% 0.0% 
 

CZ 10.7% 6.2% 9.3% 2.7% 0.0% 
 

DE 2.6% 2.7% 1.9% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 

DK 6.5% 9.1% 14.7% 11.8% 7.5% 9.4% 

EE 22.4% 19.6% 20.2% 12.2% 10.7% 13.7% 

EL 0.2% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 

ES 1.6% 2.9% 1.9% 1.1% 2.2% 0.2% 

FI 4.7% 9.8% 5.2% 3.0% 4.6% 4.5% 

FR 0.7% 0.7% 1.2% 1.3% 2.7% 0.0% 

HR 2.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 
 

HU 6.6% 6.4% 7.7% 3.3% 5.8% 0.0% 

IE 0.9% 0.7% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

IT n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 

LT 26.4% 17.4% 23.3% 4.4% 6.9% 18.6% 

LU 0.7% 0.5% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 17.6% 

LV 16.4% 8.0% 15.7% 
 

10.9% 1.8% 

MT 10.1% 6.6% 5.3% 10.6% 0.0% 33.5% 

NL 0.1% 1.8% 4.8% 5.3% 1.7% 1.5% 

PL 0.4% 0.0% 0.3% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

PT 3.5% 3.6% 3.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.8% 

RO 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

SE 27.9% 43.1% 18.0% 16.8% 29.3% 37.0% 

SI 33.6% 44.1% 31.4% 9.1% 28.6% 34.1% 

SK 3.4% 8.3% 3.6% 0.3% 0.0% 6.6% 

UK 0.4% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

EU-28 3.0% 2.7% 2.1% 1.8% 9.3% 5.8% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015  

1.1.6. Transitions over 2014 according to employment statuses at January 2014 

As mentioned, EU-SILC data record, on a monthly basis in the year preceding the interview 

year, workers’ contractual arrangement, distinguishing employees and self-employed. Using 
this information, we have then computed a sort of short-term unemployment risk, measuring 

how many SE at January 2014 drop into unemployment (or moved to employment) in the 
remaining 11 months of 2014.  

Apart from SI and CY, a clear persistency in the SE status over a year emerges, as at least 

92% of SE at January remained in that status (i.e., they did not move to unemployment or 
employment) during the year (Figure 5).  

Consistently, the share of SE at January 2014 who report in SILC interview to have been 
unemployed for at least a month in the following period is rather limited, apart from SI and CY 

(Figure 6). In particular, the risk to become unemployed in 2014 characterises less than 1% of 
SE in HU, RO, DK, LU, DE, BE, EL, SE. 
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These data thus show a clear short-term persistence in the SE status and a relatively low risk 
of dropping in unemployment. However, these data refer to a single year and to those who 

were in a certain status in the starting month. 

Panel data are based on a different recording of individual status – i.e. the date of the 
interview, rather than monthly statuses – and could provide a different picture, especially 

when the analyses refer to more than a year and, in particular, also years characterised by a 
severe economic recession are taken into account. 

 

Figure 5 - Share of self-employed at January 2014 who remained self-employed for the whole year.  

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015  
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Figure 6 - Share of self-employed at January 2014 who were unemployed for at least a month in 2014. 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015  
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1.1.7. Employment status transitions in a 2- and in a 4-year period 

Using SILC panel we can observe how individuals’ employment statuses recorded in a certain 
year evolve over time. To this end, we defined 9 possible employment statuses (including for 

completeness also the few cases when information about the duration of the contract is 
missing and excluding from the analysis those who retire over the observation period) and 

computed transition matrixes between the starting year and at the second and at the fourth 

year of the panel observation, respectively (Tables A.7.1 - A.7.27 and A.8.1 - A.8.27). 
 

These matrixes allow us to compare the evolution over time (in the short-term, at t+1 year, 
and in the medium term, at t+3 years) of individual careers according to the status – standard 

employee, various types of NSE, SE, unemployed or inactive – reported at time t. 
To enlarge the sample size, we merged all panels since the 2007 panel (following individuals 

since 2007 up to, at most, 2010) to the 2012 panel (where individuals are followed in the 
2012-2015 period), thus including also years characterised, in some countries, by a severe 

recession. 

Transition matrixes at t+1 and t+3 would require very detailed country specific comments 
about all possible cells of the transition matrixes. However, for the sake of space, we only 

discuss the main evidence, related to SE transitions towards unemployment. 
 

As concerns one-year transitions (Tables A.7.1 - A.7.27), consistently with the evidence in 
section 1.1.6, the risk of becoming unemployed is usually limited. However, it largely differs 

across countries. Indeed, while on the one hand, the share of SE at time t that reports to be 
unemployed in t+1 is below 1% in Belgium, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, France, Romania 

and Sweden, on the other hand a share of SE moving to unemployment the year after the first 

interview in longitudinal EU-SILC exceeds 5% in Spain, Croatia, Latvia, Ireland, Portugal and 
Slovenia. Furthermore, a not negligible share of SE moves in a one-year period in inactivity 

statuses different from retirement. We have no information about the reason of this movement 
– e.g., if it is due to a voluntary individual choice or by difficulties faced in the labour market –

, thus it becomes difficult to infer information about how many SE could be eligible for 
unemployment benefits when they stop working. As concerns NSE, in a one-year period a 

certain mobility is observed everywhere and NSE are characterised both by “upward” mobility 
towards standard employment and “downward” mobility towards unemployment and inactivity. 

 

Individual mobility, as expected, increases when status at t and at t+3 are compared (Tables 
A.8.1-A.8.27). In particular, in all Southern countries (EL, ES, PT, IT, CY) and several Central 

and Eastern countries (BG, HR, LT, LV, SI) the share of self-employed in the starting year of 
the panel who report to be unemployed in the fourth year of panel interview exceeds 5%. 

However, large differences across countries in the shares of SE at t that report to be 
unemployed at t+3 emerge: in 9 countries (RO, LU, AT, BE, NL, DK, SE, IE, UK) the share of 

SE dropping in unemployment is lower than 2%, while in 3 countries (SI, LV, HR) it exceeds 
10%. 

1.1.8. Working poverty transitions in a 4-year period 

EU-SILC panel is crucial to observe poverty dynamics overtime, i.e. to measure how many 

poor individuals in a given year escape from poverty in the following years or, conversely, how 
many non-poor individuals at year t drop into poverty in the following years. 

To this aim – using the aforementioned relative “working poverty” threshold – we have 
computed poverty transitions matrixes from year t to year t+3 using the pooled panel built 

merging EU-SILC panel since the 2007-2010 panel up to the latest available panel (2012-
2015).  

We distinguish poverty transitions for those who worked as employees or self-employed at the 
starting year (Tables A.9.1-A.9.5), also presenting evidence for NSE at the starting year 

(Tables A.10.1-A.10.5). 

As concerns SE (Tables A.9.1-A.9.5), risks of remaining in working poverty are rather high, 
since in all countries apart from EE and SI at least 70% of SE poor at time t are still poor in 

t+3. Furthermore, apart from PL, in all countries at least 25% of non-poor SE risks to drop into 
poverty in t+3. 
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As concerns NSE (Tables A.10.1-A.10.5), the risk of remaining in working poverty since t to 
t+3 is still higher than that characterizing SE13. Furthermore, apart from the UK, in all 

countries at least 25% of non-poor NSE risks to drop into poverty in t+3. 

 
  

                                          
13 Note that an individual who works at time t is considered as a working poor in t+3 also when he/she does not earn positive income but is not 

retired. 
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1.2. The missed recalibration of social protection for NSE and SE 

This section aims to complement the problem definition realised by the EC as required by the 
task 1 of the present study. Therefore, it should be read by taking into consideration the 

information already provided in the document prepared by the EC officials and the ESPN 
reports14. 

Its main goal is to discuss the macro and micro drivers that has led to the emergence of 

inadequate system of social protection for NSE and SE, as illustrated by figure 7. This figure 
partially builds on EU Commission's representation of the so-called "problem tree" and 

summarises the complex web of macro (or internal) and micro (or external) drivers of changes 
that have affected both the spread of NSE and SE and their level of social protection. 

Figure 7 - Main problem, its drivers and potential consequences 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

                                          
14 Please see the European Social Policy Network (ESPN) report (both the synthesis report and the national thematic reports) on the on access to 

social protection for people working on non-standard contracts and as self-employed in Europe, retrievable at 

http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=1135&langId=en. 
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As regards the macro drivers that affect the social protection of NSE and SE, it is possible to 
mention five main aspects: 

 

a) Technological change and the transformation of work; 
b) Economic globalisation; 

c) Demographic changes; 
d) Labour market liberalisation and austerity-oriented policy change; 

e) The weakening of collective interest representation. 
 

a) Technological change and the transformation of work  
Economic systems and labour markets have always been structurally influenced by changes in 

technology. Among the main recent innovations in this domain, we can mention the ICT 
developments which have fostered the ongoing digitalisation and automatisation of production 

and delivery of goods and services. The use of these new technologies has affected traditional 

businesses and led to the emergences of new ones. At the same time, technologies such as 
increased robotisation of standardisable tasks and the development of digital platforms can 

have important impacts on the organisation of work. With the spread of new ICT, work can be 
easier broken down into specific projects or even tasks to be outsourced to independent 

professionals. The digitalisation of the economy could lead to further diffusion of self-
employment and non-standard work. In particular, ICT technologies can provide some 

opportunities for the development of new or very atypical working arrangements (Broughton et 
al. 2010) such as workers with no employment contract (causal workers; "zero hours" 

contracts), workers who report working a very small number of hours (< 10 hours a week) or 

who hold a temporary contract for less than 6 months. In addition, these technological changes 
are also often accompanied by an increased demand for flexibility which can promote the 

frequent recourse to other types of contractual arrangements like ICT-based mobile work, 
crowd employment, portfolio work, collaborative employment, para-subordinate workers, 

freelance and false self-employment. 
The development of "on-demand" collaborative economy or "gig economy" driven by digital 

technologies has important implications on working conditions and social protection of NSE and 
SE. In particular with reference to the so-called "platform economy", while the characteristics 

of digital platforms may vary to a large extent, self-employed and workers in the collaborative 

economy tend to share some features. They are usually younger and more educated than the 
average population, they tend to work long hours on several platforms earning below or just 

above minimum wages, they are not usually covered by social protection or, at least, they 
have only some minimal social guarantees. Finally, they often hold limited possibility for 

careers developments (European Commission 2017). Moreover, the potential rise of new 
working arrangements poses some serious challenges to national labour law and social 

protection systems which have been traditionally based on job status and seniority. Among the 
main thorny issues, we can mention the difficulties related to a clear definition of employment 

status and, in particular, the distinction between the status of self-employed and employees 

(Eurofound 2015). While such a definition is often blurred at the national level and can be 
constantly challenged by the emergence of new working arrangements, at the same time no 

common EU definition has been set in order to distinguish and regulate different forms of 
works. 

 
b) Economic globalisation 

The diffusion of new ICT technologies is fostering the emergence of a new wave - the fourth 
one - of industrial or economic revolution (Baller et al. 2016). This revolution is strictly linked 

to the accelerated pace of competition in an increased volatile global economic environment 

and the development of complex globalised supply-chains that can profit from different time-
zones and from the abundance of specialised knowledge, as well as the access to cheap work 

force around the world. The globalisation of economy pushes companies to adapt their 
businesses and their internal organization of work by promoting the flexibilisation of working 

hours and tasks and by recurring to the outsourcing of activities. One of the strategies that can 
be pursued is, for example, the recourse to non-standard work and to self-employed. These 

working arrangements are often considered by companies as important tools to improve the 
cost-efficiency of their production. In this respect, one of the added values of these forms of 
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employment, at least from the point of view of employers, is precisely the different treatment 
in terms of working conditions and social protection compared to standard workers.  

 

c) Demographic changes 
The structure of the EU population is rapidly changing due to dynamics in fertility rate, life 

expectancy and migration. In particular, ageing population is a widespread phenomenon in 
European countries which strongly affects the composition of national labour markets and the 

fiscal capacity of the national welfare state (European Commission 2015). Moreover, the 
relatively low skills and qualifications of older cohorts put them in a situation of disadvantage 

and greater exposure to social risks. 
During the crisis years (2007-2011), the working-age population increased. By contrast, in the 

next five years and beyond, a decline due to the retirement of the baby-boom generation can 
be foreseen.  While this reduction will be partially compensated by the projected increase in 

the employment rate of older workers and women, in the long-term (after 2023) the 

population ageing effect will dominate. As a consequence, also the demographic old-age 
dependency ratio will steadily grow up. Therefore, demographic changes, and especially the 

ageing population, will put under severe stress the financial sustainability of national social 
protection models, if not adequately reformed. 

 
d) Labour market flexibility reforms and austerity-led policy change 

Since mid-Nineties, many European governments have adopted reform strategies aimed at 
promoting the flexibilisation of labour market, while reducing social protection expenditure 

(Baccaro and Howell 2017; Ortiz and Cummins 2013; Clauwaert and Schömann 2012; 

Hemerijck et al. 2012; Perez and Matsaganis 2017). After the outbreak of the recent economic 
crisis, these trends have been accelerated in some countries, especially in Southern Europe. 

The adoption of austerity-led policy reform strategies, along with the European rules on fiscal 
discipline, have limited the possibilities of cushioning the social impacts of the Great Recession. 

A rise in expenditure on social support measures can be observed during the first phase of the 
economic crisis (European Commission, 2014). However, countries like Southern European 

member States and Ireland have often been unwilling or unable to counterbalance the 
negative consequences of the recent economic turmoil by further increasing social 

expenditures. Therefore, despite the adoption of some reforms aimed to improve the social 

protection of flexible workers (NSE and SE), national welfare systems continue to appear ill-
suited to face the social risks and needs of these categories of workers. 

 
e) The weakening of collective interest representation for NSE and SE 

In recent years, it is possible to observe a growing number of workers whose working 
conditions are not regulated by law or collective bargaining (Koukiadaki et al. 2016). This can 

be due to several reasons and in particular to the diminished social partners' capacity of 
interest representation and social governing of the labour market. While reduction in collective 

bargaining coverage had been already visible before the recent economic crisis, this trend 

reached unprecedented levels, especially in some Southern European countries (Greece, 
Portugal) and Central European countries (Romania) during the crisis years (European 

Commission 2014). 

Moreover, as observed by Gyulavári et al. (2008, 72), while atypical employees usually have 

the same collective rights as standard employees in all Member States, in practice they hardly 
benefit from them. As a matter of fact, the instability of employment relationships, the fear of 

reprisals, the limited opportunity to join a union, become a union representative or seat in the 
work councils and in the Safety and Health Committees could sometimes hamper the "de 

facto" exercise of collective rights which are often been defining with reference to an open-

ended contract model. 

In conclusion, the five-abovementioned macro (or external) drivers represent some of the 

overall changes that have affected national labour market and welfare state systems across 
Europe in recent years. However, they are also relevant for the purpose of the present study 

since they directly affect both the spread of NSE and SE and their working conditions. The 
main problem that arises is that the diffusion of non-standard form employment and self-

employment driven by systemic changes in the economic, technological, demographic and 
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public policy spheres has often not been met with a recalibration of national welfare state 
systems (see figure 7). These latter have only partially addressed the challenges posed by the 

emergence of new social risks that can be associated with non-standard forms of employment 

and self-employment. In most of the European countries, social protection system has been 
largely inadequate in dealing with these flexible working arrangements, despite the 

introduction of several reforms over the last years15. NSE and especially SE often suffer from 
different treatment than the one reserved to standard workers in terms of entitlements to social 

benefits and services. This phenomenon has been referred in the social science literature as 
"institutional dualism"16. 

Actually, institutional dualisms have been always part of social protection arrangements in 
liberal and conservative welfare regimes, but they gradually declined during the era of 

industrial capitalism (Seeleib-Kaiser et al. 2012). By contrast, with the advent of the post-
industrial age and the ongoing digitalisation of the economy a reversal of this trend can be 

observed. This return to, and expansion of, social dual policies has usually taken three 

different forms:  
 

 a deepening of existing disparities; 
 a widening of existing disparities. 

 the emergency of new disparities. 
 

In order to understand the emergence and consolidation of different types of institutional 
dualism, a careful analysis of the social benefits provided to NSE and SE is highly desirable. 

While national situations may vary to a great extent, the lack of adequate level of social 

protection provided for these categories of workers seems to be a common problem across 
Europe. This situation is not simply due to the macro drivers that we have briefly illustrated, 

but also to some micro (or internal) drivers which refer to the existence of deficiencies in the 
regulatory framework of social protection for NSE and SE. These deficiencies regard three main 

dimensions: 
 

a) the limited access of SE and NSE to the social protection benefits and services; 
b) the difficulties to transfer social rights and entitlements across different working statutes; 

c) the scarce transparency and the administrative complexity of social protection; 

 
The following sections focus on these three regulatory deficiencies (our micro drivers) that 

have led to an increase in the disparities of treatment among different categories of workers. 

1.2.1. The lack of statutory access to social protection  

One of the main problem related to the social protection of SE and NSE refers to the lack of 

formal access to the main social protection schemes (Caldarini, Giubboni and McKay 2014, 
ESPN 2017). Some categories of NSE and SE are statutory eligible to receive social benefits 

against some risks, but they are excluded from others and/or are exempted from compulsory 
insurance contribution. The situation varies greatly according to the national protection 

system, the area of social protection, and the specific contractual arrangements. 

 
As far as self-employed are concerned, it is possible to distinguish four main clusters of 

countries (ESPN 2017): 
a) "full to high access" or "all-inclusive systems": SE are covered by all benefits schemes in 

the same as employees in four European Union Member States. This situation can be observed 
in four EU Member States (LU, HR, HU, SI). 

b) "high to medium access": SE have the possibility to opt-into some schemes that are 
considered as compulsory for salaried workers. Eight EU Member States can be classified as 

belonging to this cluster (AT, DK, FI, SE, ES, CZ, PL, RO). 

                                          
15 For further details, please refer to the chapter 2 on the baseline scenario. 
16 Emmenegger et al. (2010) define the institutional dualism as the process that led to the creation of "increasingly differentiated rights, 

entitlement and services provided to different categories of recipient" (Ibidem, 10). 
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c) "low to no access": SE cannot opt into one or more insurance-based social protection 
schemes. This cluster is composed of nine Member States (BE, CY, EL, FR, IT, LT, LV, MT, SK). 

d) "mixed cluster": this cluster is composed of seven EU Member States (BG, DE; EE, IE, NL, 

PT, UK). In this case, SE can opt into some schemes, but remained excluded from others. 
 

The following tables summarise this very complex situation by crossing the above-mentioned 
four clusters of countries and different welfare state regimes17 (table 6a) and by focusing on 

the total/partial lack of statutory coverage across different categories of SE (table 6b). The 
lowest level of statutory access to social protection for SE can be observed in almost all 

welfare state regimes based on insurance principles, in particular in Corporatist and Southern 
European countries. By contrast, only some Central-Eastern countries, together with 

Luxemburg, have an "all-inclusive" system of social protection for SE. Moreover, also 
Scandinavian regimes provide to SE a relatively high level of statutory access to social 

protection18.  

 

Table 6a - Statutory access of SE to social protection in the European Union 

Clusters of 
countries 

Conservative
/Corporatist 

welfare 

regime 

Scandinavia
n/Social 

democratic 

regime 

Liberal 
regime 

Southern 
European 

regime 

Central and 
Eastern 

European 

‘regime’ 

‘Full to high 
access’ ("all-

inclusive access) 
LU    HR, HU, SI 

‘High to medium 
access’ (optional 

access/differentiat

ed exclusion 

access) 

AT DK, FI, SE  ES CZ, PL, RO 

Mix of ‘medium to’ 
low access" 

DE, NL  IE, UK PT BG, EE 

‘Low to no access" BE, FR   EL, IT, MT CY, LT, LV, SK 

Source: our elaboration from ESPN (2017) 

                                          
17 For a critical review of welfare state typologies, see Bambra (2007).  
18 It is worth noting that Denmark, Sweden and Finland show relatively low rates of self-employment compared to other countries and their 

welfare state models are usually based on non-contributory transfer schemes, payed through general taxation, which cover all residents. 
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Table 6b - Total and partial lack of statutory coverage refers to different categories of SE in the European Union 

Social policy 

area/types of 

employment 

On his/her 

own account 

With 

employees 

(self-

employed 

employer) 

Dependen

t on single 

client 

Dependent on 

contractual 

relationship 

with client 

Liberal 

professions 

(e.g. doctor, 

notary, 

lawyer) 

Self-

employed 

complement

ary activity 

Persons 

providing 

services paid 

by receipt of 

business 

expenditure19 

Farme

rs 

Other (Patent fee 

payers20, Contributing 

members21, Undeclared 

workers22Individual 

activities23 

Unemployment 

benefits 

DE24, FR, IE25, 

IT, NL, PT26, 

BG, CY, MT 

DE, FR, IE, 

IT27, NL, BG, 

CY, MT 

DE, IE, NL, 

BG, CY, MT 

DE, IE, NL, BG, 

CY, MT 

DE, FR, NL, 

BG, CY, MT 
BE28 EL29 FR HU, LT 

Sickness 

benefit 
EL, IE, IT EL, IE, IT30 EL, IE EL, IE EL, FR BE EL FR31 LV, RO, HU, LT 

Maternity 

benefit 
     BE EL32  LV, RO, LT 

Accident and 

occupational 

injuries 

DE, ES, FR, 

IE, NL, SK, 

BG, CY, UK 

DE, ES, FR, 

IE, NL33, SK, 

BG, CY, UK 

DE, IE, SK, 

BG, CY, UK 

DE, IE, SK, BG, 

CY, UK 

DE, EL34, ES35, 

FR, SK, BG, 

CY, UK 

BE EL  HU, LT 

Health care      BE EL  HU 

Old 

age/survivors' 

pensions 

     BE EL  HU 

Invalidity IE IE IE IE  BE EL  HU 

Family benefit     IT36 BE EL   

Source: our elaboration from ESPN (2017)

                                          
19 This is valid only for Greece 
20 Applicable to Latvia. It should be noted the for Latvia the classification of the categories of SE is done according to the tax regime, thus, the employment categories may not coincide with the ones listed here. 
21 Applicable to Romania. 
22 Applicable to Hungary. 
23 Applicable to Lithuania. 
24 Sickness, Invalidity and Maternity benefits are partial for all categories. Old-age and survivors’ benefits are partial for the first two categories. 
25 In Ireland, Health care benefits are partially provided. 
26 In Portugal, Sickness and Unemployment benefits are partially covered. 
2727 As for the categories Dependent on single client, Dependent on relationship contract and Liberal profession, the coverage is partial. 
28 For all the other categories, the statutory access is partial in case of unemployment benefits. 

For Denmark, Old-age, Unemployment and Occupational injuries are covered partially. 

In Finland, Unemployment benefit is partially provided for the first five categories and Farmers. 
In Poland, Sickness and Unemployment benefits are partially covered. 

In Sweden, the Unemployment benefits are partially covered. 

In Austria, Unemployment benefits are partially covered. 
29 For the previous categories, Unemployment benefits are partially covered. 
30 As for the categories Dependent on single client, Dependent on relationship contract and Liberal profession, the coverage is partial. 
31 For the first two categories, the coverage is partial.  
32 For the previous categories, Maternity benefits are partially covered. 
33 In Netherlands, Maternity Benefits and Old-age benefits are partially covered. 
34 For the previous categories, Accidents and occupational injuries benefits are partially covered. 
35 Unemployment benefits are only partially provided in Spain for the first five categories and also for Self-employed agricultural workers and Mobile traders. 
36 For the previous categories, the benefits is partially provided. In the case of Italy, Invalidity benefits are also provided partially for the main five categories (that apply to the SE in Italy). 
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As regards non-standard employees, all European Member States belong to the first cluster 
("full to high" or "all-inclusive access"), since the statutory access to social protection for these 

workers is usually the same as for standard employees. However, certain categories of NSE may 
have only partial access or no access to social protection. Table 7 presents a preliminary, but not 

exhaustive, overview of types of employment relationships which are exposed to a lack of formal 
access to social protection. 

 

Table 7 - Lack of formal access to social protection for NSE 

Social 
policy 

area/types 
of 

employmen

t 

Casual 
work 

Seasona
l work 

Civil law 
contract 

On call 
job 

Tempor

ary 
agency 
work 

Margina

l part 
time 

/freelan
ce 

Mini-
jobbers 

Agreem

ent to 
perform 

a job 

Unemploym

ent benefits 

BG, RO, 

LV, HU, 
MT, LT 

BG, RO, 

LV, HU, 
MT, LT 

PL   AT DE  

Sickness 
benefit 

BG, HU, 

LT, LV, 
RO 

BG, HU, 

LT, LV, 
RO 

PL    DE CZ 

Maternity 
benefit 

BG, RO  PL BG UK 
AT, BG, 

FR 
  

Accident 
and 

occupationa

l injuries 

BG, RO, 
HR 

BG, LT, 
LV, RO 

PL BG     

Health care         

Old 
age/survivo
rs' pensions 

BG, MT, 
RO 

BG, HU, 
RO, LT 

 HU, LU MT, NL AT DE CZ 

Invalidity HU, RO HU, RO    AT   

Family 
benefit 

 MT  LT LT    

Source: our elaboration from ESPN (2017) 

 

In this case, it is not possible to identify different clusters of countries according to their de jure 
access since the situation is highly fragmented and depends on specific working arrangements. 

However, the lack of statutory access for some categories of NSE can be observed in Central-
Eastern European countries (especially in Bulgaria, Romania and Hungary) in the Baltic area 

(Lithuania) and Malta. Moreover, causal and seasonal workers are more exposed than others 
types of NSE. Finally, there is a lack of statutory coverage for some country-specific categories of 

employment like "civil law contracts for specific task" in Poland, "agreement to performs a job" in 
Czech Republic, "mini-jobbers" in Germany, marginal part-timers in Austria. 

 

Finally, recent studies (ESPN 2017; Matsaganis et al. 2016) have also tried to identify the 
extension of statutory social protection coverage of NSE and SE. Usually, self-employed face 

more exclusion from social benefits than salaried workers (standard and non-standard 
employees). Table 8 presents an overview of the coverage of SE with reference to unemployment 

benefits, sickness benefits, pensions, and maternity/paternity cash benefits. 
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Table 8 - Formal social protection coverage of self-employed in EU Member States  

Social benefits 

Number of EU 
countries not covereda 
or partially coveredb by 

compulsory benefits 

Number of EU 
countries fully covered 

by social protection 

schemes 

Share of people 
working as elf-

employed who are at 
risk of not being 

covered by social 
benefits (2014) 

Unemployment 
benefits 

10a/8b 10 
(3 voluntary opt-in) 

54.5 

Sickness benefits 2a/6b 20 
(5 voluntary opt-in) 

37.8 

Maternity benefits 0a/7b 21 
(3 voluntary opt-in) 

46.1 

Pensions 0a/5b 23 - 

Source: ESPN (2017); Matsaganis et al. (2016). 

 

A better situation in terms of social protection coverage can be observed if we consider non-
standard employees (table 9) 37. 

 
Table 9 - Proportion of non-standard employees who are at risk of not being covered by social benefits in the EU28 

 
Unemployment 

benefits 
Sickness benefits Maternity 

Temporary full-time 31.9 5.1 8.5 

Temporary part-time 38.7 9.7 1.6 

Permanent part-time 0.6 1.8 12.7 

Source: ESPN (2017); Matsaganis et al. (2016).  

 
In general, NSE enjoy the same statutory access to unemployment benefits of standard workers. 
However, eligibility conditions are very strict and difficult to fulfil for NSE. As a matter of fact, 

almost 32% of temporary full-time employees and 38.7% of temporary part-time are at risk of 

not being covered by these benefits (Matsaganis et al. 2016). Moreover, some categories of NSE 
like causal workers are usually excluded or only partially covered. NSE have access to sickness 

benefits on equal footing with standard workers. Only about 10% of temporary part-time workers 
are at risk of not being covered: this share decreases to about 5% for temporary full-time 

employees. 
Finally, maternity/paternity cash benefits are usually granted to NSE, but there are some 

exceptions related to seasonal workers, casual workers, on-call worker, and temporary agency 
workers (only in the UK) (Matsaganis et al. 2016). Further differences in treatment can be 

identified for other specific groups. In this case, among the categories of NSE that are at the 

greatest risk to be not covered, we can mention temporary part-time employees (about 10%) 
(Matsaganis et al. 2016). 

1.2.2. Difficulties related to the de facto access to (adequate) levels of social protection 

for SE 

Beyond disparities in statutory access to social benefits, gaps in social protection may depend on 
minimum requirements or on some specific rules set at the national level that can hamper the 

                                          
37 It is not possible to provide the number of European countries not fully covered by compulsory benefits, as we did in table 9 with reference to SE, 
because of the heterogeneity of forms of non-standard working arrangements. Moreover, as reported in Matsaganis et al. (2016), the analysis of 

employment at risk of non-coverage does not consider pensions «because of the difficulties involved in drawing conclusions about the lifetime 

employment history of NSE on the basis of their situation at a single point in time.  
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effective access to social protection. In this respect, it is possible to identify the following types of 
deficiencies in the social protection system for NSE and SE: 

 

i) the limited possibility to meet eligibility criteria; 
ii) the difficulties related to calculation methods for benefits; 

iii) the low generosity in terms of duration and amount of social protection benefits; 
iv) the high cost of voluntary insurance; 

v) the spread of informal work. 
 

More in details, we have identified some of the main reasons that can cause a de facto lack of 
access and coverage38 of social protection for NSE and SE, by submitting a questionnaire to 16 

country experts39. The most exposed areas of social protection identified by our national experts 
with reference to self-employed are: unemployment benefits, accidental and occupational 

injuries, sicknesses and maternity benefits. In what follows we will focus on these social 

protection domains. 
 Unemployment benefits:  

According to our experts, the lack of de facto access to unemployment benefit is due to several 
reasons such as: 

 
a) Strict eligibility requirements. This is the case of Germany, where unemployment insurance is 

not compulsory for SE. However, SE who works for at least 15 hours per week can make 
voluntary unemployment insurance contributions. Eligibility requirements to get access to this 

benefit are: twelve months of compulsory insurance within the last 24 months, while applications 

for the insurance are only possible in the first three months after the start of self-employment. In 
addition, the lack of de facto coverage is assessed as high because the increase in social 

contribution have been raised twice since the introduction of the voluntary scheme in 2006, 
making the voluntary insurance scheme for self-employed rather unattractive. 

In Romania, a SE can be entitled to unemployment benefits only if earnings are below the 
reference indicator. Moreover, for self–employed who are not registered to the National Trade 

Register Office is hard to demonstrate that they ceased the activity. In Romania, there is also a 
sectoral specificity: for most of the SE working in agriculture is hard to fulfil the minimum 

insurance period (12 month in last 24) in order to get the benefit.  

In Finland, SE must become members of an unemployment fund in order to receive earnings-
related unemployment insurance. According to the ESPN report on Finland, only 21% of SE 

voluntary opt-into such schemes, against almost 86% of standard workers. Moreover, according 
to our expert one of the main issue concerns the status of the person applying for unemployment 

benefits. It is often hard to define whether someone should be still considered as self-employed 
or as unemployed person. This problem has been also reported in Sweden and Denmark. In 

Sweden, although self-employed can become members of an unemployment insurance fund, 
they are under-represented in unemployment funds. This is mainly due to the fact that, in order 

to receive unemployment benefits, self-employed need to terminate their business or set it on 

hold. This rule may make self-employed people less likely to register as unemployed and apply 
for unemployment benefits. Such risk is aggravated by the lack of transparency in determining 

the income-base used to calculate the level of unemployment for self-employed. In Denmark 
too, members of an unemployment fund have to prove the end of self-employment in order to 

get effective access to the benefit; however, the procedures to comply with this task are 
particularly complex. 

Finally, in Portugal the risk of lack of effective coverage can be associated with the difficulty in 
meeting the minimum qualifying period (360 days of paid employment with registered earnings) 

in the 24 calendar months immediately prior to the date of unemployment).  

                                          
38 With "coverage" we refer to the number of people who actually have effective access to the social benefit and therefore to the actual take-up rate 

of social protection schemes that are formally available to different categories of NSE and SE. 
39 The countries covered by our analysis are: Denmark, Sweden, Finland Germany, France, Belgium, The Netherlands Italy, Spain, Greece, Portugal, 
Latvia, Poland, Slovakia, Romania and Ireland. We also asked to our national experts to provide a qualitative assessment of the risk of lack of de facto 

accessibility to social protection for SE and NSE on the basis of the number of potential SE and NSE that could be involved. 
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b) Low generosity represents a further possible limit to the effective access to social protection 
coverage for SE. This difficulty has been signalled in Denmark, where SE received lower benefit 

than standard workers. 

In Slovakia, the de facto coverage is at risk because self-employed with no taxable income are 
obliged to pay social contributions out of assessment base equal 50% of the national average 

wage. This amount may be perceived as too burdensome and may represent the reason for not 
paying social insurance. In Spain, most of the SE do not “choose” to pay for unemployment 

insurance which exclude them “de facto” from such coverage.  
 Accident and occupational injuries benefits: 

SE are sometimes exposed to the lack of de facto social protection coverage for the following 
reasons: 

 
a) the insurance against accident and occupational injuries is not compulsory and therefore SE 

have to made voluntary payment in order to get benefits. According to our national experts, this 

aspect limits the effective take-up rate in Germany, Denmark, Finland, The Netherlands and 
in Slovakia.  

 
b) In France, eligibility conditions may hamper the actual access to this scheme. In order to be 

eligible to sickness/accident/occupational injuries cash benefits, self-employed workers must have 
been affiliated to the Revenue Sociale d'Insertion for at least one year. Those with a very low 

income (below EUR 3806 per year) have no entitlement. 
 

c) High rate of informal labour can be considered a further reason that may hamper the de facto 

access to social protection. For example, according to our national expert, in Portugal, the 
activity sectors with more mortal accidents at work – construction, manufacturing, agriculture, 

forestry, fishery, register also a high level of informality.  
 Sickness benefits:  

The lack of de facto coverage is deemed high mainly due to the following reasons: 
a) relatively high cost of voluntary insurance: the costs of sickness insurance are sometimes 

considered high by SE or the trade-off between insurance paid and benefits received in case of 
sickness can be not considered as convenient by SE. For example, in Germany sickness/health 

insurance is voluntary, but its cost is often perceived as too high by SE: in Germany SE have to 

choose between a voluntary membership in the public health insurance system (SHI) or the 
private health insurance (PHI). However, in both cases the contribution that they have to pay can 

be very high, in particular for low income SE. Voluntary membership in SHI is often unattractive 
since the contributions are calculated on a basis of an assumed minimum gross income of 2,179 

euros a month (2016). At the same time, also PHI can be very expensive since there is no 
element of solidarity; the premiums depend on different individual parameters (e.g. health 

status, age, the level of coverage), and family members are not directly included. In Romania, 
health insurance is voluntary for SE with an income above 35% of the average monthly salary. 

However, since low income self-employed have to pay a monthly insurance contribution equal to 

5.5% of the minimum gross salary, this relatively high level of contribution represents a 
disincentive40.  

b) strict eligibility requirements: In Italy, no protection exists for SE in case of sickness (in terms 
of cash benefits), except for some specific cases. In Latvia, SE are not insured if their monthly 

income is below the minimum wage. 
In Portugal, there is a minimum qualifying period: beneficiaries must have earnings for a total of 

six calendar months, whether consecutive or aggregate, prior to the date that the sickness 
started. Moreover, as stressed by the ESPN synthesis report (2017), the longer waiting period (10 

times more than for salaried employees) and the shorter period of receipt of benefits (three times 

less than employees) contribute to the very low proportion of SE who have effective access to 
sickness benefit (2.4% of the total number of recipients). In France, the risk is due to twofold 

restricting criteria: one year of affiliation to the agricultural mutual scheme (Mutualitè social 
agricole) and a minimum income to be entitled (3,806 euro per year).  

                                          
40 Also leaves and medical allowances are optional for SE in Romania. Again, according to the Romanian National Health Service, the coverage of 

these benefits remains low despite the reduce contribution that SE have to pay (0.85% of the salary).  
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c) limited generosity of the benefits:  
In Spain and France, the risk concerns one specific sector: many SE in the agriculture sector will 

“choose” to remain without social insurance in order to avoid paying social contributions. In 

Ireland, self-employed are eligible for lower benefits and these lower benefits are often not 
adequate to keep people above the poverty threshold in the event of social risks. In Slovakia, all 

SE are covered de jure by sickness benefits, but the benefits are rather low and many SE opt not 
to use the scheme. In Belgium, the risk of limited de facto coverage is due to the fact that the 

benefit starts only after one month of total inability and the benefit is lower than standard 
employees (BE).  

Finally, the lack of de facto coverage for self-employed is considered low also in the Scandinavian 
countries where there is a full access to sickness benefit. In Denmark, sickness benefit is 

mandatory for all workers, although SE are not covered from the first day of sickness, but only 
after 2 weeks. In Sweden, the potential problem concerns the number of waiting days for self-

employed, particularly those with low business income, who may be tempted to choose more 

waiting days in order to reduce social security contributions, thus weakening the protection 
provided by sickness benefit. In Finland, the sickness benefit is based on the payment of the 

compulsory pension scheme. However, if the payments are low, also the sickness benefit is low. 
 Maternity Benefits:  

The lack of de facto coverage with reference to maternity benefits is mainly caused by the low 
generosity of this benefits that makes the suspension of working activities for caring 

responsibilities particularly expensive. 
For example, in Belgium the number of weeks has just been extended to 12 weeks which is still 

less than for standard employees. However, the level of benefit is a lump sum (not linked to the 

previous remuneration). Regarding duration of leave, representatives of self-employed consider 
that a long period of absence represents a difficulty for SE women. The introduction of a part-

time maternity leave is a positive step. In Portugal, eligibility conditions can be difficult to 
achieve for SE (i.e. contributions for a minimum period of six calendar months). In Sweden, 

there is a minimum qualifying income41 and if a parent does not reach this threshold, or does not 
meet other conditions for income-related benefit, parental benefit is paid at the base amount of 

about EUR 26 a day (basic benefits or minimum benefits for parents with low income or no 
income and children born after 2006) which hardly compensate the loss due to non-activity. In 

Denmark, the compensation is so low that the amount only covers basic living expenses and 

there is no money for replacement during absence. This means that many women are not able to 
benefit from the full-time rights of 4 weeks before and 14 weeks after the birth if they want to 

have an on-going business. In Romania, the de facto coverage is difficult since it is hard for SE 
to interrupt professional activities. 

In Latvia, despite recent law amendments, the average insurance is still disproportionate to the 
income lost during the maternity leave. 

In Slovakia, self-employed may have more difficulty in fulfilling the conditions for maternity 
benefit because of income fluctuations or fragmented work history. However, if SE do not meet 

the conditions, they are directly entitled to family benefit.  

1.2.3. Difficulties in the de facto access and in access to adequate levels of social 

protection for NSE 

With reference to non-standard employees too, we can highlight several problems related to the 
lack of de facto access to social protection.  

In this case, according to our experts the most problematic areas are: old-age/survivors’ pension, 
unemployment benefits, sicknesses and maternity benefits. 

 Old age/survivors' pensions 
The main difficulties that hamper the de facto accessibility to old age/survivors' pension are: (i) 

hard-to-meet eligibility criteria and (ii) low level of benefit for some NSE. 
For example, in France, a person who have worked on non-standard contracts benefits from old 

age and survivor’s pensions under the same conditions as other employees. This is of course a 

high penalty because the careers of non-standard employees are often low-wage careers (for 

                                          
41 In order to get access to these benefits, the yearly income must be at least 8,634 euro for a continuous period of 240 days prior to the birth of the 

child. The amount of the earning-related is the same for sickness benefit (maximum of about 96 euro per day).  
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part-timers) and/or discontinuous careers. However, since the pension reform of 2003, part-time 
workers in the private sector may choose to pay social contribution to the pension system as if 

they were full-timers, in order to attenuate the pay and pension penalties associated with part-

time. Furthermore, to benefit from a full-rate pension, waged workers in the private sector must 
have validated 165 quarters (if born before 1955) or be above the age of 66 years. As a 

consequence, full generations of precarious workers or even graduated students who have begun 
to work late, will hardly have access to a full-rate pension. In Ireland, the de facto exclusion is 

primarily related to working hours and period of contribution, while in Latvia, the access to old 
age pension is conditional upon a threshold related to the level of income.  

In Portugal, as the pension amount is determined according to the beneficiary's social security 
contribution record and registered earnings, it may be either too low or only achievable at an 

older age for NSE. Furthermore, the minimum period of paying social security contributions that 
is required for accessing a benefit may be difficult to achieve and registered earnings - i.e. 

earning declared for social security purpose - may be low. 

In Germany too, a risk exists for mini-jobbers because contributions to the public pension 
system paid on an income of no more than 450 Euro do not allow to make a living for old aged or 

invalid people. Similar risks are reported in Austria for marginal-part work and in Belgium for 
"flexible-jobs". In Italy, workers with discontinuous employment patterns and part-time face high 

risks of having very low pension incomes. This can be the case also in Sweden, the temporary 
employees and part-time employees are fully covered by the Swedish public pension scheme. 

However, extensive part-time and temporary work during many years have consequences in the 
form of lower pension.  

 Unemployment benefits  

The risk of de facto access is primarily due to the strict eligibility criteria/long period of 
contribution. For example, in Germany, the de facto coverage of NSE is relatively low, in 

particular for ‘mini-jobbers’, since in most cases they are not able to meet the eligibility criteria. 
The main problem is caused by a required minimum period of contributions (12 months of 

contributions within the last 24 months). For this reason, NSE usually get access to social means-
tested unemployment assistance. In France, NSE on temporary or short-term contracts face 

thresholds limitation relating to periods of contribution. To be eligible to the ‘Return to work 
benefit’ of the insurance scheme, one should have been affiliated for at least 122 days or have 

worked at least 610 hours during the 28 months that precede the end of the labour contract if 

they are below the age of 50 (or 36 months, if they are aged 50 and above). 
In Finland, all workers are entitled to unemployment benefits; however, it might be difficult to 

meet the criteria for earnings related unemployment benefit if working periods are short or if the 
income is low. Also, the waiting period could represent a source of risk for people with fixed-term 

contracts. In Portugal, NSE must have worked at least for 360 days in the 24 months prior to 
unemployment and thus some workers with temporary contracts (home workers and employees 

with very short-term contracts) may be excluded. In Romania, the risk of not fulfilling eligibility 
criteria concerns workers with short-term contracts with gaps between different contracts and 

workers with part-time contracts with less than 4 hours per day. Difficulties related to the strict 

eligibility criteria which affect the actual take-up rate of unemployment benefit are also reported 
in Finland, Hungary and Spain. 

Other difficulties refer to the low level of benefits. For example, in Latvia, the average social 
contributions salary - i.e. the average work salary from which they make social contributions - of 

employees under the micro-enterprise tax regime is around 30% of standard workers. This 
results in a lower unemployment benefit for NSE. In Slovakia, the lack of de facto access regards 

persons with irregular income and students on work agreements. Furthermore, the lack of de 
facto coverage can be caused by the threshold related to the minimum period of contributions (12 

months), and the limited generosity of the unemployment benefits (a maximum period of six 

months with the replacement rate of 50 %). 
 Invalidity:  

In Germany since 2013 mini-jobbers are obliged to pay contributions for the public pension 
system despite there is an opt-out option, which is used by the vast majority (80%) of mini-

jobbers. However, a risk exists because contributions to the public pension system paid on an 
income of no more than 450 Euro does not allow to make a living for old aged or invalid people. 

Other countries show some difficulties related to hard-to-meet eligibility criteria. For example, in 
France, eligibility conditions may exclude NSE especially those who work part-time and have a 
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short professional career. Furthermore, the minimum duration of affiliation to the Social security 
scheme - 12 months – might hamper the full coverage. In Romania, a person working with short 

term consecutive contracts with gaps between them could not meet the eligibility criteria. 

Moreover, a person working with short-term consecutive contracts with gaps between them 
hardly meets the eligibility criteria. In Portugal, NSE must meet the minimum qualifying 

requirements: for instance, to be qualified for the invalidity pension the permanent incapacity for 
work has to be certified by the Incapacity Verification System. In addition, as for SE, the risk is 

also related to the low amount of benefits that NSE may receive. 
The low benefits for some groups of NSE too can affect the effectiveness of social protection. This 

is the case of Italy or of Sweden where temporary workers receive lower benefits. Low incomes 
are sources of risk also for part-time employees. 

Finally, in Slovakia, limitations of the available budget can lead to more restrictive medical 
check-ups and more restrictive eligibility conditions which, in turn, represent a risk for the de-

facto coverage.  

 Sickness Benefits: 
According to our experts, a high risk of lack of de facto coverage is observed in Ireland and 

Latvia because NSE may be at risk of receiving low benefits, largely below the loss of income. 
Other problems are related to the difficulty to meet eligibility criteria. For example, in Denmark, 

the employer pays sickness benefit covering the first 30 days depending on a threshold of 
employment of at least 8 weeks prior to the sickness and a least 74 working hours. Otherwise the 

benefit is paid by the municipality. In any case, NSE risk of not being able to qualify for a 
compensation for the whole loss of income. 

In France, the eligibility conditions may exclude non-standard workers, especially part-time 

workers and workers who have a short employment records. To benefit from a sickness, leave of 
less than 6 months, one must have worked at least 150 hours in the three months before the 

leave, or have contributed to the system for the 6 preceding months on the basis of a 
remuneration of at least 1015 times the minimum hourly wage (EUR 9 906.40 in 2017). In 

Portugal, the risk concerns most precarious workers, since beneficiaries must be gainfully 
employed for a total of six calendar months prior to the date of start of the sickness period and 

beneficiaries must have registered earnings for at least twelve days of work in the four months 
immediately before the month preceding the onset of incapacity. In Slovakia, the lack of de facto 

access in the case of incapacity to work can be caused by limitation of the eligibility period, which 

is 12 months.  

1.2.4. Transferability of social rights 

The risk of inadequate levels of social protection for SE and NSE does not only depend on the 

difficulties to fulfil eligibility criteria or get effective access to social benefits, but also on problems 
related to the transferability of social rights across schemes. These problems can be 

particularly severe for those workers who have highly fragmented careers characterised by 
frequent changes of working status and interrupted by periods of unemployment or inactivity. The 

obstacles to the transferability of social protection rights represent a serious threat because they 
exacerbate inequalities in treatment of different categories of workers and prevent to secure 

transitions across the labour market statuses. For these reasons, as also acknowledged by the 

UEAPME (2017), addressing the lack of transferability of social protection rights between different 
jobs, forms of employment and employment statutes could help to face institutional segmentation 

in the access to adequate social protection. 
The creation of individual social security account, which aims to integrate all different types of 

earning and social contribution in a single account, can be considered among the possible solution 
to deal with the difficulties related to the issue of transferability of social rights. Nevertheless, 

some important limitations can be highlighted. 
 

For example, in Latvia, the social insurance system is fully individualised, as each person’s 

contributions are registered on a separate account. As reported in the ESPN national report on 
Latvia: "individual social security accounts allow acquired rights to be attached to the individual, 

rather than the work contract. When moving to a less regulated work relationship, for instance 
from a permanent job to self-employment, people may begin accumulating fewer rights, but they 

would not lose the rights previously accumulated" (Rajevska 2017, 4). Therefore, in general in 
Latvia there are no major problems related to the transferability of social rights. However, if a 
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person, who was a standard or non-standard worker and has spent the last 16 months as self-
employed, becomes unemployed, he/she would not be able to apply for unemployment benefit 

since the access to this benefit depends on social contributions made during the last 16 months 

and SE are not insured against unemployment42. Similar difficulties also apply to maternity 
benefits and sickness benefits taking into account that SE do not make social contributions if their 

incomes are below minimum wage. Overall, as shown by the Latvian case, the lack of access to 
some social protection schemes can de facto hamper the transferability of social rights over 

career paths even when a system based on individual social security account has been put in 
place43. 

Other difficulties related to the transferability of old-age benefits have been identified by our 
national experts. For example, in Germany there are severe problems of transferability with 

respect to occupational pensions44. In this country, it is possible for employees to switch to self-
employment without losing their entitlements. However, people lose their eligibility for reduced 

earning capacity pension benefits45, if they change from standard work to self-employed work 

(and do not continue to contribute to the public pension scheme on a regular basis), since self-
employed are usually not entitle. 

In Greece, there is no transferability for the occupational pension funds and there is partial 
transferability for the supplementary pension funds and lump-sum benefits, since many SE are 

not covered by either the supplementary or lump-sum benefits. In Italy, it is possible to 
accumulate the pension contributions made to different funds for receiving a single pension 

benefit. It is also possible to transfer the contributions made through the working life to a single 
fund, but this may be particularly expensive for the claimants of the benefit. In France, a note of 

the Pension Advisory Council46 has shown that, if in principle supplementary pension plans are 

transferable, in practice, transferability may be limited. Nearly all pension plans must contain a 
transferability clause. But the existence of such a clause does not guarantees that transferability 

is effective. According to French fiscal and social regulations, the transferability of pension plans 
only operates within supplementary pension regimes that obey to the same fiscal and social 

contribution rules. However, in case of firms or statutory supplementary pension plans, when the 
transfer is not possible, pensioners can generally keep their entitlements.  

Beyond the Latvian individual social security account, two further interesting initiatives in the 
domain of transferability of social rights can be mentioned. 

In France, there is currently an attempt to implement a form of individual account in the French 

social protection system: the so-called ‘Individual activity account’ (Compte personnel d’activité, 
CPA)47 created in January 2017 for people aged 16 and above (January 2018 for self-employed). 

This account, that mostly gathers training entitlements, has not yet been assessed. According to 
our national expert, it will probably not be sufficient to secure employment trajectories for all. 

First, there is still a lack of information so that many people aged 16 and above do not know that 
they are eligible to the CPA. Secondly, even in the long run, according to our national experts, the 

CPA will probably be very complex to implement for precarious workers with a discontinuous 
career or with multiple employers (those who are the main target of the measure). As a matter of 

fact, it could be a challenge to give employees on short-term contracts the capacity to enforce 

their entitlements to training. Similarly, it could turn difficult to make employers allowing their 
employees to use training entitlement they had gained from past experience. The Individual right 

to training (Droit individuel à la formation, DIF) implemented since 2005 (and now included in the 
CPA) was often difficult to enforce even for permanent workers: many firms were willing their 

employees to use it only for training programmes registered in their training plan (normally 
dedicated to employers’ training obligations – not employees training entitlements). Thirdly, 

                                          
42 According to the Latvian Law on Unemployment Insurance, unemployed person has the right to get access to unemployment benefits, if 
unemployment insurance contributions has been made for such person for not less than 12 months during the time period of the last 16 months prior 

to the day when the status of an unemployed person was obtained.” 
43 Also in Portugal, in theory there are no major problems in transferability of social rights. Nevertheless, the membership to some social security 
schemes is voluntary for SE whose annual income is equal to or less than six times the indexing reference of social support. This can be pose a "de 

facto" problem to the transferability of social rights. Hence, in analysing the issue of transferability it is worth considering the interaction between 

transferability rules with rules related to the de jure and de facto accessibility.  
44 Similar problems have been identified by ESPN experts in Denmark and The Netherland. 
45 Reduced earning capacity pension benefits are tax-funded and means-tested pension supplements in the event of reduced earning capacity 

(invalidity pensions). For further details, please see http://www.deutsche-
rentenversicherung.de/Allgemein/en/Inhalt/03_leistungen/01_rente/erwerbsminderung.html 
46 Please, see http://www.cor-retraites.fr/IMG/pdf/doc-2927.pdf 
47 For a general overview on the CPA, please see the "problem definition" already provided by the EC: 
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those workers who remain out of employment for a too long period will probably exhaust their 
entitlements without gaining new ones48. 

A second interesting case is represented by Ireland which is currently developing legislation to 

tackle issues with transferability in relation to self-employed people and precarious workers. 
Among the novelties introduced in recent years, the national expert has mentioned the creation 

of the individualised Personal Services Card (PSC) (box 1) which may offer the possibility of 
tracking the shifts between forms of work although it remains unclear if this is a planned purpose 

of the card. 
 

1.2.5. Difficulties related to the transparency and administrative complexity of social 

protection 

A further aspect that should be taken into account when dealing with the problem of inadequate 

level of social protection for NSE and SE concerns the issue of transparency and complexity of 
administrative procedures. As a matter of fact, the lack of easy access and clear information 

about social protection rights and obligations and training can hamper a clear understanding of 

NSE and SE working conditions and future risks. This situation is often produced by the 
complexity of the social benefit legislation, the lack of easily accessible information system and, 

finally, by the limited trade unions representation coverage of SE and NSE. For example, in 
France, a note of the Pension Advisory Council (2015) has underlined that while pensioners 

normally receive information about their entitlements, they lack the needed financial knowledge 
that would allow them to correctly understand their entitlements. In Germany, according to our 

national expert, the de facto entitlement of NSE like mini-jobbers may be hindered by the fact 

                                          
48 According to our French national expert, transferability is not a reliable way to ensure the access of precarious workers and self-employed to social 

entitlements, at least in France. First it will not give sufficient or adequate social protection to those precarious workers who do not accumulate social 

entitlements. Second, implementing transferability across different schemes relying on different rules (that may be adequate for each specific 
profession) may generate bureaucratic costs and inefficiencies. More in general, the French expert states that the existence of universal entitlements, 

such as in healthcare, could be a more efficient way to avoid the problem of transferability. While implementing transferable entitlements generates 

complex bureaucracy, universal entitlements make the access to healthcare rather simple even for precarious workers and self-employed.  

BOX 1 - THE IRISH PUBLIC SERVICE CARD 

In Ireland, a Public Services Card (PSC) was introduced in 2011 to provide for greater 

exchange of data between public services departments and thereby potentially allow 

transferability of information that is related to social rights. The PSC is required to access 

a growing number of public services. The introduction of the card has not been without its 

critiques that see it as infringing rights to privacy. The card is issued to those who are 

eligible only after a face-to-face meeting at which identity must be verified, your 

photograph taken and your signature recorded. Face-to-face registration for a Public 

Services Card is called SAFE (Standard Authentication Framework Environment) 

registration. The card has a unique number linked to an individual’s Personal Public 

Service (PPS) number that is in turn linked to employment, tax, social welfare, housing, 

travel and other information. You must now prove your identity to receive a social welfare 

payment or benefit. If you comply with the SAFE registration process when requested you 

are considered to have authenticated your identity. If you do not comply with the SAFE 

registration process your social welfare payments (including Child Benefit) and/or your 

social welfare entitlements (such as Free Travel) may be suspended.  

The Citizen’s Information Bureau illustrates the complexities involved in the administration 

of the PSC when it states that in order to make an online appointment to get a PSC you 

first need to register on the government website. To do this, you need a mobile phone 

number and two email addresses (a main address and an alternate address). When you 

have made your appointment, you must print out the notification and bring it to your 

appointment along with the necessary documents to verify your identity, residence etc. 

Those eligible for social welfare benefits are invited to come for SAFE registration by 

appointment while others may apply.  

If the PSC is based on greater access to social protection and transparent systems of 

eligibility then it will improve social cohesion. However, if the emphasis is on surveillance, 

the opposite may well be the case. 
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that many of them are not aware of their rights and do not ask for sickness benefits. Moreover, a 
lack in transparency can worsen "individual myopia" about their future social risks and protection 

needs, especially when social protection for NSE and SE is provided only on a voluntary basis. As a 

matter of fact, without complete and clear information, individuals could prefer to forgo or reduce 
contributions when this possibility is allowed49.  

 
The existence of problems related to the issues of transparency and administrative complexity in 

social protection for NSE and SE have been highlighted by some national experts in Finland, 
Ireland, Germany, France and Latvia. 

 
In Finland, the national expert highlights some problems with transparency in the areas of 

sickness and parental benefits of those SE who are classified as entrepreneurs. The 
entrepreneurial pension insurance (YEL insurance) is compulsory for all the entrepreneurs with a 

continuous entrepreneurial activity of at least 4 months and an income of about 7,500 euro per 

year (YEL income). Sickness allowance, maternity, paternity and other parental allowances, 
special care allowance, rehabilitation allowance and housing allowance are paid to SE depending 

on the YEL income that they have declared. Nevertheless, according to our Finnish expert, this is 
not widely known. That leads to two problems. First, the entrepreneurs typically decide to pay the 

pension insurance as little as possible (i.e. to declare a low YEL income), leaving the related social 
benefits at a low level (e.g. sickness and rehabilitation allowance, maternity, paternity and other 

parental allowances, or housing allowance). The other problem is that the entrepreneurs do not 
always know that they can apply for sickness benefit if they are not able to work due to sickness. 

Sometimes NSE may have the same problem, although most of them gets their sickness benefit 

when needed. However, especially people with zero-hour contracts do not always know that they 
may apply for sickness benefit, if not able to work. 

In Ireland, it is possible to detect difficulties because some information is complex and changes 
regularly as entitlements are adjusted and benefit levels raised or reduced. Another issue that 

impacts levels of transparency is that lack of clarity and vagueness in the definition of terms (e.g. 
‘self-employed’) may mean that those in the most precarious of work situations are subject to 

regulations that limit their access to benefits. As such, a lack of transparency is introduced where 
an employment relationship is defined in order to obfuscate the nature of the working conditions 

and the benefits that should be associated with that category of workers. For example, self-

employment has increased dramatically in the construction sector. A Report by Wyckham and 
Bobek (2016) argues that, “Large firms so reduced their workforces that they now employ 

directly almost no manual workers. Across the industry, labourers and general operatives are 
increasingly supplied by agencies, while craft workers have become self-employed” (Ibidem, 56).  

Moreover, there is also evidence that some workers are being classified as self-employed even 
though they might not possess those characteristics of entrepreneurship and risk-taking often 

perceived as features of self-employment. The issue of ‘disguised self-employment’ has been said 
to be a serious problem in Ireland, especially with reference to home care workers or in 

pharmaceutical and chemical, airline, construction, media and media-related and food processing 

sectors. 
 

In Germany, information about social protection rights such as entitlement criteria etc. are 
usually provided by the social security administration. However, the different social security 

schemes vary with respect to their transparency. While the ‘Deutsche Rentenversicherung’ (Public 
Pension Administration) offers their insured regular updates of their public pension entitlements, 

the labour market information is less transparent for citizens.  
In addition to the question whether information is provided, citizens /insured should also be able 

to understand the information delivered and the consequences. In Germany, there is a debate 

whether the insured are able to ‘read’ the information letters provided by the Deutsche 
Rentenversicherung – and whether they are able to understand the consequences and draw 

conclusions that result into action (e.g. safe additional money via a private pension contract). 
Moreover, information provided by the social security administration do not address the problems 

                                          
49 On the other hand, decision not to adhere to a voluntary scheme can be also affected by  financial reasons rather than individual preferences or lack 

of information, in particular when many NSE and self-employed with irregular and low revenues cannot afford to pay social contribution and opt-into a 

voluntary scheme. 
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of non-standard employees in a particular way. Hence, it might be worth to think about new 
information tools explicitly designed for non-standard employees and SE. 

In France too, in many areas workers may have difficulties to collect relevant information on 

their entitlements. But the major problem may be not transparency since information about social 
rights is not hidden, but complex and difficult to interpret (sometimes even for professionals).  

Finally, according to our national expert, in Latvia, better information on social protection and 
system is required as people do not understand how the pension system is built and what 

contributions are made to the pension fund. However, people are well informed when it comes to 
particular case of insurance. For example, in case of maternity benefits, women (SE) increase 

social contributions before insurance case occurs but this is a specific case and does not describe 
the situation in general. Moreover, no information is available on social rights and social benefits. 

For example, when SE register his/her activity at State Revenue Service – there is only general 
information available on taxes and payment procedure, but no information is available on which 

kind of social benefits SE are insured for, in comparison with standard employees. The same 

applies to website of the State Social Insurance Agency. 
 

In order to reduce the difficulties related to the transparency and the administrative complexity of 
social protection for NSE and SE, a number of countries (e.g. Ireland, Sweden and Italy) have 

introduced some tools aiming at improving the availability of information. 
In Ireland, beyond the obstacles that were mentioned before, Government websites increasingly 

provide clear information about their services and this is greatly enhanced by the Plain English 
movement that encourages and supports the use of clear, logical explanations in public 

documents.  The Department of Employment Affairs and Social Protection (DEASP) website 

contains comprehensive information on all relevant topics. INTREO is a new service from the 
DEASP that aims to be a single point of face-to-face contact for all employment and income 

supports. It provides clear written information to jobseekers, employees and employers. 
Moreover, information is also provided by the Citizens Information Board (CIB). The CIB is the 

statutory body that supports the provision of information, advice and advocacy on a broad range 
of public and social services both online, by phone and in local information centres. Included in 

the mandate of the CIB are the following goals:  
 

• Ensuring that individuals have access to accurate, comprehensive and clear information 

relating to social services,  
• Promoting greater accessibility, coordination and public awareness of social services and  

• Supporting and developing of information on the effectiveness of current social policy and 
services and to highlight issues that are of concern to users of those services. 

 
As such the CIB both provides, develops and evaluates the levels of transparency available to 

Irish jobseekers, workers and those concerned with social rights. 
In Sweden, in general there are lots of information about social protection rights. For example, 

the Swedish Pensions Agency sends out an orange envelope which shows how much pension a 

person has earned. The majority also gets a forecast of their future national retirement pension. 
Evaluations have been carried out, which show that 95% of the recipients answer that they have 

received the envelope, 77% have opened it and 69% have read at least some of the content. Of 
those who have read, 65% thinks it is easy or relatively easy to understand, while 9% believes it 

is hard or very hard to understand the content. For those who read the content of the orange 
envelope the transparency seems relatively high. The problem might be the 31% who has not 

read anything of the content of the orange envelop.     
There is also a possibility to get an overview of the whole pension, including occupational and 

private pensions, on «minpension.se». Everyone who has earned pension in Sweden can log on to 

the pension portal and see their entire pension and make pension forecasts. It is possible to 
experiment with different assumptions to see how the forecast changes. More than 30 actors in 

the pension sector are now associated with Minpension.se. Nine out of ten pension savers are 
able to see their entire pension at Minpension.se. The number of registered users on 

minpension.se has increased from 1.9 million in 2013 to 2.5 million in 2015. 
Besides the fact that almost one third of the recipients have not read the content in the orange 

envelope, there are also knowledge gaps. For example, 21% believe that the orange envelope 
includes information about occupational pension, which is not the case.  
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The self-employed are also fully covered by the public pension scheme. But they are not covered 
by collective agreements and thus are not entitled to an occupational pension supplement unlike 

most employees. They may thus need to compensate for the loss of occupational pensions 

through independent savings or the purchase of private insurance. They are allowed to deduct 
some of their private pension savings from their earnings. However, this deduction reduces the 

surplus of the firm and thus lowers contributions to the public pension scheme. It will also affect 
the taxable income of the self-employed, which is used to determine entitlements in other 

programs, including sickness and parental leave benefits. To which extent self-employed save for 
their pensions and/or have private pensions is not known. 

Similar initiatives to improve the transparency has been carried out in Italy by the INPS - the 
Italian National Social Security Institute. The specific position of workers with reference to social 

contributions and entitlements can be consulted through the INSP website. Moreover, in 2016 the 
INPS launched a new initiative sending out “orange envelopes” with instructions to help workers 

calculate how much they will receive when they start collecting a pension.  

1.2.6. Possible consequences 

In the previous sections, we have illustrated some of the main macro (or external) and micro (or 
internal) drivers that have led to the inadequate recalibration of national systems of social 

protection for SE and NSE to the new needs of post-industrial economy and society. This 
conclusive section will focus on some possible consequences by adding further insights to the 

analysis already developed by the European Commission. Among the several possible 
consequences, we underlined the following ones: 

 
a) an increase in precariousness of employment relationships or professional paths. As 

observed by Mc Kay et al. (2012), precariousness is a complex phenomenon that encompasses 

work uncertainty, income insufficiency, lack of protection against dismissal and unknown length 
of employment. Despite a great variation among Member States, the growth in non-standard 

employment and in some forms of self-employment has been often associated with an increase in 
the precariousness of working relationships. This linkage appears clear in particular where NSE 

and SE can be considered as non-voluntary forms of occupation, or with reference to diffusion of 
informal and causal work. More in general, as suggested by Evans and Gibbs (2009), the main 

drivers of precarious work are represented by "low-road approaches" to competition, based on 
cost-cutting strategy to the detriment of product and job quality, the diffusion of news forms of 

subcontracting and outsourcing also facilitating by new ICT and new management and contractual 

forms which promote low wage jobs and where the boundaries between employers and 
employees are often blurred. The lack of adequate social protection for NSE and SE will hamper 

the possibility to secure transitions and to face the multiple negative aspects that characterised 
the precariousness of working and non-working life. At the same time, it will put pressures on 

employers who will continue to have scarce incentives to hire people on standard employment 
relationships, if they suffer from the unfair competition (social dumping) of insecure working 

arrangements. 
 

b) an increase in the poverty rate. As confirmed by national experts involved in the study, 

even when SE and, especially, NSE are eligible for social protections, the actual conditions and 
formulas might remain tailored on standard employment patterns, disadvantaging those with 

irregular careers.  As a result, as highlighted by ESPN synthesis report, ‘in 2015, the at-risk-of-
poverty rate for the self-employed was higher than for employees in all EU countries, except in 

Hungary. The ‘relative poverty position index’ which compares the self-employed to salaried 
workers, shows that for the EU-28 as a whole, the poverty risk rate of the self-employed is an 

alarming three times higher’ (ESPN 2017, 14). 
Further research50 highlights that the share of self-employed in the EU without employees with 

earning below the 60% of the employee median earnings was 51% in 2012, up from 46% in 

2007. Such trend was observed in most EU countries, with peaks in Bulgaria, Malta and, to a 

                                          
50 See: Fondeville, N., et al. (2015). 
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minor extent, in Belgium, Czech Republic, Italy, Cyprus, Latvia, Hungary and Romania, where the 
gap increased by more than 10 percentage points over the observed period. 

 

c) obsolescence of skill. A further possible consequence, linked to the limited access to 
employment services and training could be the obsolescence of skills. The digitalisation of 

economy entails the need to possess not only some new digital skills, but also transferable skills 
and competences (in particular in terms of analytical and creative abilities) that can accompany 

workers and self-employed along fragmented career paths. This means that there is a serious risk 
of obsolescence of professional profiles if adequate re-skilling and up-skilling policies are not 

timely put in place at the national level.  
 

d) financial sustainability of welfare states. The potential increase in expenditures associated 
to social risks such as unemployment, health and long-term care and pensions may put national 

welfare systems under severe financial stress, in particular in light of European rules on national 

fiscal discipline. 
 

e) individualisation of social risks. A further possible consequence is that the lack of adequate 
social protection for an important number of citizens engaged in different forms of working 

arrangements can led to the demise of traditional solidarity and of the principle of reciprocity 
which have characterised the emergence and consolidation of modern welfare states. The main 

consequence of this demise is the de-mutualisation of social risks and the shift of their entire 
burden to the single individual. This can have multiple implications on the idea of social cohesion 

and social-protection deservingness shared by EU citizens and national governments. However, 

without an adequate public support, for NSE and SE with low revenues/wages it will be difficult to 
opt-in in voluntary schemes and get access to sufficient social protection for themselves and their 

relatives. 
  



Access to social protection for all forms of employment 

 
45 

2. PRELIMINARY ELEMENTS FOR THE BASELINE SCENARIO DEFINITION 

This section deals with the preliminary definition of the baseline scenario. Defining the baseline 
should not simply describe the current situation but it should also attempt, where possible, to 

identify the entrenched mechanisms that could drive change, in the absence of EU coordination 
action. In other words, the attempt is to build as complete as possible a picture of what is likely 

to hold if there is no action at the EU level. The section is articulated into four parts. In the first 

part, we briefly illustrate some of the main recent initiatives to improve social protection of NSE 
and SE adopted in EU Member States. The second part focuses on four drivers of future change. 

The third part discusses the added value of a possible EU intervention in the domain of social 
protection for NSE and SE, while the fourth part concludes by identifying some of the main 

consequences that could derive from the absence of EU action in this domain. 
 

2.1. Recent policy initiatives  

Social security protection for NSE and SE has been a recent policy priority in most MS, though 

measures implemented differ significantly across countries. Policy initiatives also overlaps with 

measures intended to avoid misuse of NSE and SE in order to disguise standard employment 
relationships. 

All in all, research and policy-makers appear to acknowledge limits of the ‘flexicurity’ model51, as 
highlighted also in national contributions from German, Finland and, to a more limited extent, in 

the Danish one.  
 

Whilst changes in labour law can easily attain the ‘flexibility’ target, guaranteeing ‘security in the 
labour market’ is by far a more complex objective, needing substantial investments in active and 

passive labour market policies as well as in broader welfare policies. These investments have 

often failed to be implemented, leading the Commission to repeatedly call Member States to 
enhance efficiency of public employment services, especially addressing Eastern and Southern 

countries but reaching UK and Finland as well52.  
Yet, the push towards an expansion of labor market policies generosity firstly clashes with 

constraints on public finances faced by many European countries. Additionally, the high 
competition over labor cost, also resulting from the European Commission's backed policies 

addressed to supporting export-led growth, goes in the same direction. A further element 
affecting the 'security in the labor market' comes from the effect of aging population on social 

security systems, namely the close relationship between paid social security contributions and the 

benefits received in return53.  
In addition, the effectiveness of ALMP should be ensured, also against possible drawbacks of 

flexibility itself, especially in terms of (i) poor training provisions, and (ii) weak transition rates 
toward stable employment (so-called ‘trap effect’)54. 

Yet, measures increasing flexibility in employment through the introduction of new or revised 
working regulations in a view to render the country more attractive to investors are still on the 

rise in some countries, like Belgium, Italy, and Romania. The drawback of these processes is the 

                                          
51 Among the studies addressing the limits of flexicurity, see: Deakin, S., Koukiadaki, A. (2013), The Sovereign Debt Crisis and the Evolution of 

Labour Law in Europe, in: Countouris, N., Freedland, M. (eds.), Resocialising Europe in a Time of Crisis, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, pp. 
163-188; Myant, M., Theodoropoulou and Piasna, A. (2016), Unemployment, internal devaluation and labour market deregulation in Europe, ETUI, 

Brussels. 
52 See, European Commission, Labour Market and Wage Developments in Europe, Annual Review 2016, p. 69. 
53 On the costs of flexibility and policy approaches deviating from it implemented, see: Jørgensen, H. (2011), Danish »Flexicurity« in Crisis – Or Just 

Stress-tested by the Crisis?, Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, available at: http://library.fes.de/pdf-files/id/07911.pdf. 

On limits on social policies in the time of crisis, see: European Commission (2014), Employment and Social Developments in Europe 2013, 
Luxembourg, in particular Chapter 6: Efficiency and effectiveness of social expenditures during the crisis.  

For a critical view of the impact of export-led strategies on employment protection see the reports referred in the footnote 1 and Giubboni, S. (2014), 

Europe’s Crisis Law and the Welfare State: A Critique, WP Massimo D’Antona.INT, no. 109/2014. 
54 For what concerns drawbacks of flexibility, see, for instance: OECD (2015), Non Standard work, Job polarisation and Inequality, in: ‘In It Together, 

Why Less Inequality Benefits All’, pp. 135-208, available at: http://www.oecd.org/italy/OECD2015-In-It-Together-Highlights-Italy.pdf; Broughton, A., 

Green, M., Rickard, C., Swift, S., Eichhorst, W., Tobsch, V., Magda, I., Lewandowski, P., Keister, R., Jonaviciene, D., Ramos Martín, N.E., Valsamis, 
D., Tros, F. (2016), Precarious Employment in Europe: Patterns, Trends and Policy Strategies. European Union, Brussels, available at: 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2016/587285/IPOL_STU(2016)587285_EN.pdf . Interestingly, as remarked in the latter report 

itself (p. 144), the European Commission deemed precariousness as a result of “rigid rules on dismissals and lengthy labour disputes”. Indeed, the 
target in the European 2020 Strategy to ‘reduce and prevent segmentation of labour markets’, often referred as well in CSRs, leaves unsolved 

whether the reduction of segmentation should pass through the increase of protection for those in more precarious employment or the decrease of 

protections for those in more stable employment. Yet, the former approach appears to prevail as recognised by a mixed quantitative and qualitative 
analysis on the Member States’ employment policies – see: European Commission (2016), Employment Protection Legislation, European Semester 

Thematic Factsheet, available at: https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/european-semester_thematic-factsheet_employment-protection-

legislation_en_0.pdf.  

http://library.fes.de/pdf-files/id/07911.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/italy/OECD2015-In-It-Together-Highlights-Italy.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2016/587285/IPOL_STU(2016)587285_EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/european-semester_thematic-factsheet_employment-protection-legislation_en_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/european-semester_thematic-factsheet_employment-protection-legislation_en_0.pdf
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often related direct and indirect reduction of social security coverage. In addition, austerity 
measures addressing Member States with high fiscal imbalances make scarcely viable initiatives 

aimed at enlarging social protection funded by general taxation55 rather than by social security 

contributions56.  
 

Indeed, as far as pension benefits are concerned, the national experts involved in this 
assignment, stressed that recent reforms (in particular in ES, FR, IT, RO) appear to penalize part-

time and precarious workers, mainly in the light of the formula and rule adopted, which seems 
targeted to stable and standard working careers. 

At the same time, there are concerns frauds made possible by the SE status led to abuse of social 
protections (BE, DE, DK, FR, RO). This might be especially the case of benefits which are not 

strictly conditional upon payment of social security contributions. In this case, SE may artificially 
reduce their income, e.g. by not invoicing or declaring payments from clients, in order to qualify 

for unemployment benefits. 

 
Given those premises, national experts involved in this study seem to confirm there not a 

convergence path among employment and social protection policies targeting NSE and SE across 
Europe. Policies recently implemented have been categorised in three main groups and 

summarised below.  

2.1.1. Definition, clarification and limitation of non-standard employment 

Usual limits to NSE concern maximum renewals or length, also envisaged by the Fixed-Term 

Work Directive. 
In addition, problems of classification of different contracts have been recently addressed by 

policy debate or research in Belgium, Ireland, Finland, Portugal and Romania. With this regard, it 

is worthy to mention that in Belgium a law was passed last year introducing a specific tax regime 
for work implemented by means of web-platforms applicable on working relations not involving 

firms, thus performed between individuals., while Romania is discussing the introduction of a 
legal definition of undeclared work (see the section on Forthcoming initiatives and national 

debates). Whereas clarification of categories might help to reduce abuses, bogus NSE and SE 
should shrink, with positive consequences as well in terms of social protection. Yet, monitoring 

and enforcement measures are essential to this aim. 
  

Limits might also entail an increase of labour cost of NSE contracts. For instance, though this is 

not a recent development, it is worth to mention that Latvian 2011 regulation on temporary 
agency work entails the right for temporary agency workers to receive not less than the minimum 

wage during periods between assignments by the agency. Under such rule, there seems to be 
enough room to avoid abuses of temporary agency work, which would burden on workers or on 

public budget costs of flexibility.  Even if ensuring stable income to temporary workers is not 
directly related to social protection, regular contributory payments can result in a higher security 

for them, e.g., in case of unemployment. 

2.1.2. Support to entrepreneurship 

Another way to address the problem of social security for SE and NSE is the support to 

entrepreneurship, like measures supporting start-ups or providing training, information, financial 

support and counselling services to SE in order to help them develop their own business. This 
approach was recently reinforced in Italy and Romania, and is key also in Latvia. Under this 

family of policies, the goal is not to provide social safety nets but, rather, to strengthen the 
entrepreneurial abilities of SE and NSE, possibly becoming less reliant on one or few employers or 

clients. This approach does not directly address the issue of social security of workers, instead 
represent an alternative way to be pursued to provide to SE and NSE workers a chance to 

improve their social security. 

                                          
55 In these Member States, fiscal pressure limits the possibility to enlarge welfare state protection through specific measures directed to NSE and SE. 
56 Currently, France, Greece, Spain and United Kingdom are under the excessive deficit procedure, whilst this procedure has been recently closed for 

Greece, Croatia and Portugal. As far as the public debt on GDP is concerned, Belgium, Germany, Ireland, Greece, Spain, France, Croatia, Italy, Ciprus, 

Hungary, Netherlands, Austria, Portugal, Slovenia and United Kingdom are above the 60% reference value set by the Growth and Stability Pact. 
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2.1.3. Extension of social security  

Discussion on the need to ensure social protection to SE is widespread in many MS and led to 
recent changes in Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Romania and Sweden. 

 
In detail: 

 Ireland extended coverage to invalidity pensions and some health care benefits57; 

 Italy extended parental leave to self-employed and liberal professionals not covered by 
professional orders and enlarged unemployment benefit coverage to self-employed who 

also perform work activity as employees; Latvia increased by 1% the social security 
contribution rate in order to finance health insurance; 

 Romania imposed a minimum threshold for the reference pay for the computation of social 
security contribution for SE; 

 In Sweden, the government changed rules in the unemployment insurance with effect 
from 15 May 2017. New rules made it possible for part-time workers losing their job to 

receive compensation from the insurance for a maximum of 60 weeks, like full-time 

workers, instead of the current 75 days. 
 

Whilst measures increasing SSC for SE might increase their entitlement to social benefits as well, 
this could be in practice more controversial. As the Romanian expert puts it, changes in the SSC 

minimum contribution seem to answer to a need of financial stability of social security budget 
rather than of ensuring fair access to social protection.  

 
These changes add up to countries having introduced unemployment benefit schemes for SE as 

indicated in the ESPN national reports on the access to social protection for people working on 

non-standard contracts and as self-employed in Europe. In particular, measures extending social 
protection to SE have been identified by ESPN experts in Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Hungary, 

Estonia, Greece, Spain, Ireland, Finland, France, Lithuania, Portugal, Romania, Slovenia, United 
Kingdom. 

 
Concerns on the adequacy of social protection seem to address primarily SE rather than NSE. This 

might be due, at least on paper, to the access on the same footing of NSE and standard workers 
to many social benefits, including pensions, as reported by the ESPN. 

A de facto extension of social protection might take place also by easing transferability of benefits 

across different employment relationships or status. With this regard, an experimental measure, 
the individual activity account, has been recently introduced in France since January 2017, as 

already pointed out in the ESPN report and in the previous sections. 
In addition, further changes are expected in this area in several countries as better explained in 

the following paragraph. 

2.1.4. Forthcoming initiatives and national debates 

Initiatives aimed at extending social protection for SE are under discussion in several countries, 

though their reach is constrained by available financial resources and the willingness not to 
reduce firms’ competitiveness by increasing labour cost. In France, Mr. Macron announced an 

extension of unemployment benefits to SE to be tabled this Autumn. 

 
Yet, there is no information, at the moment being, on funding mechanisms to be adopted. Up to 

now, as described in the French report, reforms tend to steer toward a ‘work-fare’ approach, 
increasing the conditionality of social entitlements, and reducing entitlements for part-time and 

short-term workers. In addition, competitiveness perspective has pervaded the debate on social 
protection. The cost of social protection (notably social contributions) is often seen as a burden 

for the competitiveness of the whole economy. As a consequence, previous reforms of the social 
protection system aimed at reducing the cost of labour for employers, with negative impacts on 

benefits.  

 

                                          
57 Interestingly, the Irish report includes as well information on measures targeting lone parents, as those might face difficulties to take part in 

training and outplacement activities envisaged for unemployed in the absence of proper support for child care. 
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In Romania, there is a proposal to reduce social security contributions in 2018 from 39.25% to 
35% and eliminating 4 of the 6 contributions paid, remaining only the health and social insurance 

contributions owed by the employee, but paid by the employer. However, it is not yet clear which 

will be the approach towards the self-employed. Changes to the Labour code are also planned, 
introducing a legal definition of ‘undeclared work’, intended to affect the grey markets 

characterised by informal working arrangement by giving to these workers a legal status, and 
envisaging awareness raising campaigns and more effective inspections and administrative 

controls. 
In Germany, there is a national debate on the challenge of providing social security to new types 

of self-employed and to non-standard employees, also influenced by forthcoming elections. The 
Ministry of Labour recently published a Green and a White Book about ‘Work 4.0’, spurring public 

discourse about the problem of how to promote self-employment, while in the same time 
ensuring social protection in a time of digital transformation. 

 

It is also to be mentioned in February 2017, the Die LINKE party has brought a motion for 
solution before parliament asking the government to take action to improve social security of new 

types of SE and of non-standard employees. Their motion, however, was declined by the CDU.  
Apart from issues already covered by the ESPN report, as to Finland, the debate recently 

addressed the ‘vacation bank’. The is idea to guarantee vacation to those having many fixed-term 
contracts in a row.  

In Ireland, current policy discussions are addressing the possibility to reform the pension system, 
deemed inequitable as per changes introduced in 2012, increasing the amount of social security 

contributions, whilst affecting negatively those insured later in the system. 

Proposals are on the table to create a universal basic pension. In addition, a draft law has been 
presented by the Minister for Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation, and by the Minister for 

Employment and Small Business following an ad-hoc research by the University of Limerick. The 
draft law aims at severely limiting the possibility to use casual work and zero-hour contracts. On 

the 2nd of May, the government approved the proposal, which has been passed on to the office of 
the Attorney General for the draft of a bill and should be subsequently discussed in the 

parliament. 

2.2. Drivers of future changes and development 

As stated in the European Political Strategy Centre (EPSC) Strategic Note “The future of work 

Skills and Resilience for a World of Change58  “In Europe, the majority of workers hold permanent 

contracts. However, tectonic shifts are re-shaping the ways that work is performed. [In 
particular], many more job seekers are forced into short-term contracts, part-time work or other 

forms of labour which they see as undesirable”.  
 

Since, as we have shown in previous paragraphs, NSE and SE have, in all MS, a limited de jure 
and the facto access to social security, the set of drivers of future change that push in the 

direction of increasing non-standard forms of work will contribute, in the absence of a EU 
initiative and with the current level of policy initiatives at Member states level, to increase the risk 

of lack of social protection coverage for a greater number of EU citizens. 

 
A description of the elements impacting on the increasing of NSE and SE has been already 

proposed in the previous section focused on problem definition. Nevertheless, is worth underlining 
that while technological, and consequently labour organisation, change has reshaped the 

workplace continually since the Industrial Revolution, the speed and acceleration with which 
automation technologies are developing today, and the global scale at which they could disrupt 

the world of work, are largely without precedent. 
 

These two elements make it difficult to define consistency-based scenarios since some of the 

changes that could intervene in the next 5 - 10 years are not even in nuce at the actual stage and 
projections are conditioned by assumptions that may underestimate/overestimate the trends of 

development of some factors. 

                                          
58 http://ec.europa.eu/epsc/publications/strategic-notes_en?page=1 
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In addition, since the drivers of change are globally interconnected national governments might 
not be in the position to provide tailored solutions while a supra national entity might be in the 

best position to suggest initiatives having a larger scale than national governments' competences. 

Among the above-mentioned factors, the most relevant ones, in the perspective of describing the 
baseline scenario, are the following: 

2.2.1. The demographic trends and the aging of EU population 

By 2060, the total EU population will be somewhat larger than it was in 2013, but it will be much 
older driven by improved living standards and medical progress,59 as well as lower fertility rates. 

As many as 14 Member States will see their population decrease by about half (Bulgaria, 
Germany, Estonia, Greece, Spain, Croatia, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Poland, Portugal, Romania, 

Slovenia and Slovakia), while the other Member States will see it increase (Belgium, Czech 
Republic, Denmark, Ireland, France, Italy, Cyprus, Luxembourg, Malta, The Netherlands, Austria, 

Finland, Sweden, and United Kingdom). The working-age population in the EU-28 already started 
shrinking as of 2012, while the number of people in retirement is increasing. Consequently, the 

number of pensioners that have to be supported by the working population will increase 

significantly: the EU’s demographic old-age dependency ratio (people aged 65 or above relative 
to those aged 15-64) is projected to increase from 31.4% in 2015 to 56.8% in 2060.  

This means going from having about four working-age people to support every person aged over 
65 years to about two working-age people. Although the distribution is uneven among Member 

States, all EU countries are expected to face a significant increase in their old-age dependency 
ratio, unless the people are required to work for longer periods of their lives.60 

According to the Aging Report the projections show that “employment (aged 20-64) will peak at 
215 million in 2022, and after that fall to 202 million in 2060. This implies a decline of about 9 

million workers over the period 2013 to 2060. The negative prospects stemming from the rapid 

ageing of the population, will only be partly offset by the increase in (female and older workers) 
participation rates migration inflows and the assumed decline in structural unemployment, 

leading to a reduction in the number of people employed during the period 2023 to 2060 (13 
million)”. 

 
These figures indicate that ageing population represents an element of resistance in improving 

social security to SE and NSE. Expansion of entitlements and coverage for these employment 
contracts, especially in the case of pension contributions, results in a growth of future social 

security expenditure, e.g. when these workers will reach retirement pension, that MSs will have 

to cope in a framework of reduced social revenues collected on an always narrowed active 
population. 

 
In addition, today’s NSE and SE gap in the jure and the facto access to social protection may 

have an additional negative impact on MS public spending when considering the perspective of a 
trend of increasing number of this type of workers combined with an aging population in the 

future. It is very likely that in thirty/forty years today’s NSE and SE, due to their limited access to 
social protection coverage during their working life, will face an increased level of ill health related 

problems, if compared to the actual European population over 65, since reduced access to 

sickness benefits leads to a reduced personal and medical care and namely to reduced prevention 
of diseases that may show up in a later stage of life61. This element may, at its turn, have an 

impact on the possibility for elder NSE and SE to remain active in the labour market as much as 
they could in the absence of these difficulties and increase their higher risk of poverty. 

The need to take care of an increased number of EU citizens facing complex healthy needs may 
lead to a higher level of public spending for Member States, which Members States are not 

actually considering in their political agenda and may remain underestimated in the absence of an 
EU initiative 

                                          
59 The life expectancy at birth for men is estimated to increase by 7.1 years by 2060, reaching 84.8. For women, the increase is estimated to be 6 

years, reaching 89.1 (See: European Commission, The 2015 Ageing Report, 2015). 
60 See: European Commission, The 2015 Ageing Report, 2015 
61 Source: Richard Wilkinson and Michael Marmot (eds). Social Determinants of Health: The Solid Facts. 2nd edition, WHO Library Cataloguing in 

Publication data 
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2.2.2. The automation and digitalisation of work 

According to a recent report elaborated by the McKinsey Global Institute,62 it may take at least 
two decades before automation reaches 50% of all of today’s work activities, taking into account 

regions where wages are relatively low. The sectors most at risk of contraction in the future world 
of work, according to Cedefop63 are those that rely heavily on routine tasks, such as low-skill 

manufacturing jobs, but also some craft and clerical occupations. Where tasks are routine-based, 

it is more likely that a progressive substitution by machines - automation - will happen. Workers 
implementing these tasks will progressively be less needed in the market while workers able to 

control and supervise machine work will become crucial. In addition, as the trend towards more 
service-oriented economies is likely to continue job growth in the future can be expected to be in 

the service sector and particularly in non-routine elementary occupations such as personal care 
services (the latter element being influenced by the demographic dynamics illustrated in the 

previous section). EU SILC analysis show us that while routine tasks works are more likely to be 
performed by standard workers, and mainly by elder workers, new jobs in the service sector are 

the ones in with SE and NSE are more represented and increasing. The recent and steady 

expansion of care workforce employed in Long Term Care sector that have interested the OECD 
area, have mainly concerned workers employed through atypical and non-standard working 

contracts.64  
 

OECD estimates65 automation to lead to a net loss of more than 5.1 million jobs across 2166 
major advanced economies; at the same time, the digital revolution may generate, and actually 

has generated, a surge in demand for new jobs and occupational categories that did not even 
exist a decade ago. These include people with a high technology quotient such as big data 

specialists, social media managers, cognitive computing engineers, Internet of Things architects 

and block chain developers. These workers often are SE or NSE interacting with several 
clients/employers and giving value to creativity, emotional intelligence and transversal skills as 

key assets of their competitive advantage67. 
The jobs destroyed due to skills obsolescence are more likely to be standard works while new 

jobs, and namely new jobs in the ICT industry often are NSE or SE, with limited access to social 
protection.68 

2.2.3. The implementation digital platforms and the development of the so-called Gig 

economy 

Another important driver in contributing to the increasing number of NSE and SE in Europe is the 
so-called Gig economy and the implementation of digital platform. A synthetic definition states 

that ‘The digital economy has four specific features: the irrelevance of geographical location, the 

key role played by platforms, the importance of network effects and the use of big data. These 
features distinguish it from the traditional economy, particularly as a result of the associated 

value chain transformations’ (Charrier and Janin 2015). 
 

In this so-called “transition from an Information Age to an Internet Age (Huws 2013)”, the 
authors underline the explosion in ‘virtual work’, which in this context refers to online and 

networked tasks which are easy to outsource at global level and which are based on algorithmic 
design and the manipulation of characters. The majority of industrial activities and services still 

call for a mixture of face-to-face and online activities, but virtual work is now gaining ground as a 

new model or even a new standard, with the model of paid employment within a company – even 

                                          
62 “Technology, jobs, and the future of work” Executive Briefing McKinsey Global Institute, May 2017 
63 Future Skills Supply and Demand in Europe Forecast 2012 
64 OECD (2015), “Long-term care workers”, in Health at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators, OECD Publishing,Paris. 
65 Source: Arntz, M., T. Gregory and U. Zierahn, The Risk of Automation for Jobs in OECD Countries: A Comparative Analysis, 2016, OECD 
66 These countries are: Korea; Estonia; Finland; Belgium: Japan; Poland; Sweden; Ireland; Denmark; France; US; Canada; Italy; the Netherlands; 

Czech Republic; Norway; UK; Slovak Republic; Spain; Germany; and Austria.  
67 On the other hand, even while technologies replace some jobs, they are creating new needs, new services and new work in industries that are 
completely new, and are organised according to new organisational assets. As McKinsey study states “one third of new jobs created in the United 

States in the past 25 years were types that did not exist, or barely existed, in areas including IT development, hardware manufacturing, app creation, 

and IT systems management. A 2011 study by McKinsey’s based on a detailed analysis of the French economy showed that while the Internet has 
destroyed 500,000 jobs over the past 15 years, it has created 1.2 million others, a net addition of 700,000 jobs or 2.4 jobs created for every job 

destroyed. found 2.6 jobs were created for every one destroyed 
68 Technology, jobs, and the future of work” Executive Briefing McKinsey Global Institute, May 2017 

http://www.mckinsey.com/mgi/overview
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with the advances in flexibility made at the end of the 20thcentury – being relegated to second 
place”. Platforms as a new business model are strongly affecting the organization of work, 

redefining the relation employer/employee and affecting de jure and de facto access of these new 

workers (NSE and SE) to social protection.  
 

The Online Labour Index69 identifies some trends: the phenomenon is increasing all 
over the world with the United States dominating the scene (52% of existing 

platforms) and UK (6,3%) dominating the EU part of it. The EU share is estimated 
around 16%, with data constantly and rapidly changing. 

Despite these amazing growing trends, the gig-economy still accounts for only about 0.5 percent 

of employment in the US system, while the Crowd Working Survey reveals that of 2.238 UK 

adults aged 16-75, 21% involved in the online survey say they have tried to find work managed 
via so-called ‘sharing economy’ platforms such as UpWork, Uber or Handy during the past year, 

equivalent to around 9 million people – almost one fifth of the adult population. Around 1 in 10 
(11%) of respondents said they had succeeded in doing so, equivalent to around 4.9 million 

people” The survey also reveals that “It is often thought the gig economy is used either for 
altruistic reasons or as an occasional income top-up in addition to another main job. In fact, for a 

substantial proportion of crowd workers, it is the only or main source of income.”  

If we have a look to the alternative work arrangements related to the US gig economy as a 
guidance to understand what could possibly happen in terms of development of the sector also in 

Europe we see that they fall into four categories: (1) independent contractors and freelancers, 
usually self-employed, from writers to software engineers; (2) on-call workers who have 

designated times when they may (or may not) be summoned to the job — a practice common in 
fast food; (3) workers from temporary work agencies; (4) workers provided by contract firms — 

cafeteria and security services being examples. 
 

In addition, we are confronted with a new workers classification: so-called “networked workers” 

(NW) that need to be insured against risks associated with participation in alternative markets 
and in alternative work arrangements. Networked workers do not have the stability or social 

protection ensured by traditional jobs. No collective bargaining agreements could apply. No social 
security schemes could apply. 

 
Mobile-app or platforms like Uber, Deliveroo, UpWork, Fiverr, and Freelancer allow workers to find 

a market for their services. Others are more specialized: Dribbble and 99Designs allow designers 
to find new jobs, Clarity and Experfy cultivate high-end specialists, and Zaarly and TaskRabbit 

match workers to lower-end work. Meetup gives freelancers a way to network with peers and 

learn from them, while Twitter, Medium, Quora, and networked work will need to strategically 
choose the platforms where they can most effectively build their reputation and customer base.  

All these categories of agreements are NSE or SE schemes, which means lower level of social 
security coverage in different MS. Given the “extraterritoriality” of platforms and the difficulties 

platform workers face when dealing with their contractual counterpart (where are platforms 
located? Who is hiring the worker? Which MS rules on social protection are valid?) in the absence 

of an EU initiative the risk of an increasing lack of social protection coverage for workers in 
developing sector is concrete. 

 

On the contrary a supranational entity could help MS to create policies to address the issues 
workers face in this new environment. Currently in the EU legal systems the debate concerns the 

nature of platform work or networked workers. The 2016 EC Communication specifies that many 
of the arguments made by the platforms, such as NW (net-workers) are not constantly monitored 

and that the work does not take place continuously, are not sufficient in order to avoid 
classification of platform work as a standard working relationship. This kind of ongoing discussion 

has a concrete impact on the level of the Jure accessibility to social protection for these kinds of 
workers. In addition, the European Agency for Safety and Health at Work (EU-OSHA 2015a) has 

drawn up an extensive list of the health and safety risks associated with the rise in crowd 

                                          
69 The Online Labour Index (OLI) http://ilabour.oii.ox.ac.uk/online-labour-index/ is the first economic indicator that provides an online gig economy 

equivalent of conventional labour market statistics. It measures the utilization of online labour across countries and occupations by tracking the 

number of projects and tasks in real time 
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working. The authors make a distinction between the physical risks attributable to online work 
(screen-based work, ergonomics, stress, etc.) and those linked to offline work which lacks 

visibility due to the fact that it is organised through platforms (taxi driving, managing aggressive 

clients, etc.). They also include a long list of psychosocial risk factors. The very nature of the 
work may also pose significant problems in terms of wellbeing. In the lack of an EU initiative on 

the extension of social protection rights also for this new kind of NSE or SE these risks linked to 
individual well-being will be hardly managed. 

2.2.4. Changes in the work tenure, what would “standard contracts” be? 

Until recently, there has been a rather linear pattern in the transition from education and training, 
to work and retirement. This linearity is now largely a thing of the past. Given the changes in the 

workplace, people will have to increasingly learn new skills to remain employable throughout their 
working life. They will be increasingly likely to change employers, jobs, employment status and 

professions numerous times and at faster paces than ever before. And, given that people live 
longer, they will most likely also have to work longer, either out of choice or necessity. While 

some have the tools and mind-set to embrace this flexibly, not all are equipped with the skills, 

competences and support system to be able to respond to these changes. 
Work tenure is also changing at a rapid pace:  while until recently, there has been a rather linear 

pattern in the transition from education and training, to work and retirement, given the changes 
in the workplace, people will have to increasingly learn new skills to remain employable 

throughout their working life. At the same time, work-life balance preferences are changing. 
Millennials70 are keen to have more diversity and also more flexibility in their work patterns and 

commitments. They are reinventing the essence of economic exchange, professional fulfilment, 
and even consumption itself through the collaborative economy and a growing army of 

‘prosumers71’, with products and services being delivered on-demand and just-in-time. 

In the perspective of a more nuanced work tenure, with transitions from NSE to SE and in few 
cases back during a worker life, the issue of transferability of social protection for the individual 

worker becomes crucial. 

2.3. EU added value  

According to our country experts72, the potential ambition of recent initiatives taken at the 

national level in order to ensure sufficient social protection to SE and NSE is considered overall 
modest.  

With regard to accessibility, it is worth to mention that national based estimates confirm that the 
recent reforms will only have weak results in terms of accessibility to pension benefits, intended 

as achievement of seniority pension, and in terms of adequacy of benefits, arising from the 

interaction of poor performance of the labour market on the one side, especially of those having 
precarious patterns, and strong Notional Defined Contribution-oriented pension systems. In some 

countries (see 2.1), the potential cannot be fully assessed in the short-run although a short-term 
analysis suggests that a deterioration of the access of precarious workers to both unemployment 

insurance and to pensions has been observed. In most member States, this situation is likely to 
continue in the upcoming future since there is not a clear strategy. This seems to be due to a 

variety of reasons, ranging from uncertain political scenario to the scale of policy priorities and 
the variety of approach to increase employment and income stability.  

 

Experts share different views on the added value of a European initiative on social protection for 
NSE and SE. In Denmark, for instance, an initiative from the EU can be useful in order to promote 

the issue of social security of atypical workers on national political agenda.  
 

Yet, in several countries there is a certain scepticism against the EU. Such scepticism is rooted on 
the following main concerns: 

                                          
70 This term refers to a specific demographic cohort. Demographers and researchers typically identify in the early 1980s the starting birth years and in 

the mid-1990s to early 2000s the ending birth years. 
71 A prosumer is a person who consumes and produces media. It is derived from "prosumption", a dot-com era business term meaning "production by 

consumers".  Today it generally refers to a person using commons-based peer production. 
72 This part is based on a preliminary summary of some of the answers provided by our national experts. 
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 The complexity and the specificity of the national social protection systems (welfare 
policies nationally anchored, systems of social protection with different sources of 

financing and principles of redistribution; different regime configuration under 

contrasting institutional and historical settlements, etc.) does not allow an easy policy 
design enacted at the EU level. In particular, when amending the social security 

system, its interaction with labour market, labour cost and overall economic growth 
must be considered. Even when weaknesses are recognized, it is not straightforward to 

find out how EU policy could be better than national policy (DE, FI, IT, PT); 
 Differences in the organization of social dialogue and collective bargaining at the 

national level, at the sectoral level, at the enterprise level (PT); 
 Contextual factors: the development of the national economy, the demographic 

development, the health situation of the population, the variations in sick leave, the 
development in the labour market and unemployment. The main argument to deal with 

the issue at the national level it is related with the sustainability of the entirety of the 

social budget in future (LV, SE); 
 The comparative advantage of some countries in attracting large multinational 

companies, which needs to be preserved (SK).  
What is clear, and it also emerges from the difficulties faced in finding information and relevant 

studies on key factors such as transferability, transparency and administrative access to social 
protection for NSE and SE is that here is still a lack of debate at national level on the issue and a 

EU initiative will concretely contribute to promote the reflection on the political agenda. 
 

The analysis of the answers to the question on how the EU could help to deal with the problems 

related to social protection suggests that the role of the EU is overall considered important in 
supporting national authorities to deal with the problems of social protection. 

This role is mostly seen as relevant in relation to the accessibility dimension. The EU could have a 
direct policy making role such as in: 

 ensuring the universal coverage, namely that everyone belongs to a pension scheme, 
and that SE and NSE should have a decent pension (FI, FR, PT); 

 ensure a minimum standard of coverage on sick and maternity benefits for NSE and SE 
showing the long terms effect on public expenditure that a gap in coverage may entail 

Besides playing a key direct role in policy making, which represents the maximal EU-led scenario, 

the EU could act, in a minimal scenario, as a coordinator of national policies (IT, DE, PT) – by 
ensuring that rules applied within a more uniformly basis across EU member states (e.g. 

unemployment benefits; pensions) - or, as expected by northern countries (DK, SE), could act 
simply as a platform where good practices and approaches are shared especially with regard to 

gender equality. 
As regards the transparency issue, EU could follow a similar approach, by monitoring and 

evaluating national programs and practices. 

2.4. Preliminary conclusions 

Europe is struggling to reach a convergence in addressing social protection of SE and NSE, MS 

context still shows high levels of differentiation. Recent trends in NSE and SE seem to suggest 

reforms implemented over the last twenty years, often labelled under the ‘flexicurity paradigm’, 
actually fell shorter in promoting income stability than job flexibility. 

 
As confirmed by national experts involved in the study, even when SE and, especially, NSE are 

eligible for social protections, the actual conditions and formulas might remain tailored on 
standard employment patterns, not taking care of more nuanced work tenure and thus 

disadvantaging those with irregular careers. Social security protection for standard workers 
represents the result of processes of collective bargaining which often led to national working 

contracts in which the social cost is shared between employers and employee. Contrary, NSE, and 

especially SE, are conceptualized on a more individualistic basis. For these workers, social 
security protection collectively defined derived by standardized contract has been substituted in 

favour of more flexible working regulation at the expense of their social security coverage.  
 

Besides the likely negative consequences on income stability and, in the absence of proper 
employment protections, on working conditions for disadvantaged SE and NSE, working contracts 
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guaranteeing limited social protection creates an uneven playing field between companies at 
national level, but also at European level. Whereas incomes and social protections are insufficient 

to guarantee a decent life to workers, it may appear that principles of fairness of pay and 

adequacy of social protection are becoming tools of economic competition, rather than the basis 
of a social market economy. 

 
Over the last decades, measures have been taken to prevent trade regulation, devaluation of 

currencies and excessive public debts to distort competition among EU countries. Yet, the 
possibility to outperform neighbour countries by lowering employment protection and social 

security coverage has remained fully in place. Interestingly, while MS formally underwrote rules 
to avoid ‘beggar thy neighbours’ behaviours when it comes to trade, monetary and fiscal policies, 

social policies remain a field of competition notwithstanding the disruptive effects this might have 
on those more in need of protection. As the Slovak expert puts it: 

“The public debate/political arguments are also focused on the comparative advantage of Slovakia 

in attracting large multinational companies, notably the car producers. Low wages and low labour 
costs are perceived as a strong pull factor that brings investors into the country and propels the 

GDP growth. At the same time, the contribution to GDP is not linked to the social progress and 
social expenditures while social expenditures by the Slovak government are relatively low”. 

Actually, the legitimacy of practice often falling into social dumping has been clearly outspoken by 
many Member States in different occasions73. 

 
In the framework of consultations concerning the revision of the Posted Workers Directive, who 

would steer towards an alignment of posted workers’ pay with those of national workers –and of 

rules concerning coordination of social security for posted workers, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, 
Estonia, Hungary, Lithuania, Latvia, Poland, Slovakia and Rumania issued a joint letter, arguing 

that ‘the principle of equal pay for equal work in the same place may be incompatible with the 
single market, as pay rate differences constitute one legitimate element of competitive advantage 

for service providers. Moreover, they have taken the position that posted workers should remain 
under the legislation of the sending Member State for social security purposes, and no measure 

should thus be taken to revise the linkages between the posting of workers and the social security 
coordination in this sense.’74. 

The case of the Posted Workers Directive is interesting since it is similar to the problem definition 

for the present initiative and namely the differentiated treatment of different employment 
contracts. 

 
In conclusion, in the absence of further EU action, the main risk could be the following ones: 

 For workers, and namely NSE and SE,  
o in the absence of any EU initiative, being the share of independent workers estimated 

to increase, they will be exposed to the risk of lack of social security which will be 
differentiate for the different subgroups: free agents will be in the condition to provide 

by their own means, via voluntary schemes and/or possibly move their legal base to 

those MS better responding to their social security needs, the others will be dependent 
from country regulation which, in a global market, would mean that international 

players such as digital platform could choose to hire NSE or SE in those country which 
labour cost/ social security is lower.  

o MS might be not interested in linking access to lifelong learning (LLL) to NSE and SE 
while LLL is a EU priority since the last 20 years. In the absence of an EU initiative in 

this perspective NSE and SE may suffer of an additional reduction of their 
employability skills. 

o As underlined by the European Parliament resolution in "precarious women workers" 

(December 2010), the European directives covering forms of atypical work, such as the 
directive on part-time, fixed term job or temporary agency work, do not adequately 

address the precarious nature of employment. Moreover, new forms of employment 

                                          
73 See DRAFT REPORT on social dumping in the European Union (2015/2255(INI)). Committee on Employment and Social Affairs, of 2016. 

Additionally, ETUC (2013) EU governments must end social dumping - ETUC calls on ministers to enforce posted workers’ rights, Press release, 6 
December 2013, http://www.etuc.org/press/eu-governments-must-end-social-dumping-etuc-calls-ministers-enforceposted-workers%E2%80%99-

rights#.U8Yht0ri6W8.  
74 European Commission (2016), SWD (2016) 52 final, p. 53. 

http://www.etuc.org/press/eu-governments-must-end-social-dumping-etuc-calls-ministers-enforceposted-workers%E2%80%99-rights#.U8Yht0ri6W8
http://www.etuc.org/press/eu-governments-must-end-social-dumping-etuc-calls-ministers-enforceposted-workers%E2%80%99-rights#.U8Yht0ri6W8
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are not only characterised by precariousness, but also by complexity and often by a 
transnational dimension (especially with reference to some new "digital jobs"). This call 

for a EU action in order to avoid the risk of further fragmentation in Member States' 

reactions to the need of regulating new emerging problems and social risk within the 
European common market. 

o Raise in precarious life. Job insecurity as a non-standard employment and the related 
impossibility of making life-long plans, is one important dimension of precariousness, 

which reduces the realization of fertility plans. For SE and NSE, the reduced control 
over wages, work organization, and working conditions reduces their sense of certainty 

and practical manageability of both work and family roles. These result is in an 
increased risk of vulnerability and precariousness in workers’ life75. Considering the 

estimated growth of SE and NSE in the near future, without an EU initiative, not only 
the already concrete risk of ageing population will be boosted in the medium-long run 

due to a further decrease of fertility rate, but also is the current social contract 

between generations and the family life organizations that will have to adapt to a more 
precarious context.  

 
 For business, and namely EU SMES, given the interconnection of European economies, the 

future scenario could lead to the worsening of the already existing inefficient equilibrium 
arising from the lack of coordination among the different national players, generating an 

unfair competition among EU SMEs. 
 

 For Member states 

o EU intervention will mitigate a possible growth of tension in public opinion and debate 
between the increasing share of outsiders and the decreasing share of insiders. 

The public budgets of MS: the gaps in social protection coverage for today’s NSE and SE can 
generate future increased costs in Health measures, Public Pensions and Anti-poverty public 

measures. Without EU intervention, it is the fiscal sustainability of welfare state of MS that, in the 
long run, will be threatened. The direct increase in public expenditure due to the growth in social 

needs of workers with precarious working and personal paths, will be coupled with both, a 
possible reduced capacity of family to act as social safety net in case of need (increased 

precariousness in family forms), and an increasing share of dependent population relying on a 

relatively smaller active population.  

                                          
75 Sobotka, T., Skirbekk, V., & Philipov, D. (2011). Economic recession and fertility in the developed world. Population and Development Review, 

37(2), 267-306 
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3. PRELIMINARY RESULTS TO OUR STUDY AIMED AT SUPPORTING EUROPEAN COMMISSION’S 

IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

3.1. Using EUROMOD to estimate the fiscal and distributional impact of extending 

unemployment insurance coverage to self-employed workers in six countries 

In this section, we use the European tax-benefit model EUROMOD to estimate the fiscal and 
distributional impact of extending unemployment insurance to self-employed workers in six 

countries. 

3.1.1. Country selection 

Our choice of countries was constrained by a number of considerations. 

To start with, the six countries should be reasonably representative of different parts of Europe 

and different welfare regimes. In particular, they should ideally include member states with 
high incidence of self-employment, as is the case in certain parts of Southern and Central and 

Eastern Europe. 
Moreover, the number of observations reporting self-employed workers affected by the 

unemployment shock, as explained below, in our dataset should be sufficiently large. Typically, 
a number of observations n < 30 is considered too low to ensure statistical significance. 

Ideally, a much larger number of observations is preferable.) As it turned out, five countries 
fell short of that number: Luxembourg (4), Bulgaria (22), Romania (24), France (25) and 

Belgium (25 observations). Another five countries were not far above those numbers: Slovakia 

(38), the Czech Republic (38), Malta (39), Sweden (41), and Estonia (43). 
Finally, member states where unemployment insurance for self-employed workers is already 

available should preferably be avoided. That rule led to the exclusion, among other countries, 
of Hungary, Poland and Slovenia. 

As it turned out, we ended up with two member states from Southern Europe (Italy, Greece76), 
two from Central and Eastern Europe (Latvia, Croatia), one from Scandinavia (Finland), and 

one from Continental Europe (The Netherlands). 

3.1.2. Defining the unemployment shock 

To assess the effects of extending unemployment insurance and unemployment benefit to self-

employed workers, we simulate an unemployment shock. 
We define the unemployment shock using historical data. Namely, we take the average 

transition rate from self-employment to unemployment or inactivity for 2007-2015 from EU-

SILC data, as shown in Table A7 in the Annex II. 
We focus on those self-employed workers (in year t-1) who become unemployed or inactive as 

a result of the unemployment shock (in year t). Hence, we ignore those already unemployed in 
year t-1. On the one hand, they would not be affected by the unemployment shock. On the 

other hand, nor would they be affected by the reform – that is to say, they would pay no 
unemployment insurance contributions and receive no unemployment benefit (or if they did, 

the reform would be unlikely to change their entitlement retrospectively). 
We define self-employed workers as individuals with positive self-employment income and no 

(dependent) employment income. We exclude employees with some self-employment 

earnings, e.g. from freelance work, as they would already pay unemployment insurance 
contributions as employees. From that sample, we randomly select those subject to the 

unemployment shock. 

3.1.3. Policy scenarios 

We have simulated four scenarios. 

Scenario 1 assumes that self-employed workers pay the lowest unemployment insurance 

                                          
76 Note that in Greece an unemployment insurance scheme for self-employed workers is nominally in force since 2013. Nevertheless, because of 

stringent eligibility conditions, take-up of that scheme is extremely low: in 2016, when the total number of unemployed workers was 1,126,066 
(of which many had formerly been self-employed), the number of recipients of unemployment benefit for the self-employed was a mere 4,125. 

See Matsaganis M. (forthcoming) "Income support policies and labour market reform under austerity in Greece" in: “Labour market policies in the 

era of pervasive austerity: a European perspective” (edited by S. Theodoropoulou). Bristol: Policy Press. 
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contribution rate currently applying to employees and their employers. Moreover, it assumes 
that recipients qualify for the unemployment benefit currently in place, if entitled given their 

characteristics, and for as many months as dictated by the programme rules currently in place. 

Scenario 2 assumes that self-employed workers pay the same unemployment insurance 
contribution rate as in scenario 1. Furthermore, it assumes that all formerly self-employed 

workers (in year t-1) who are either unemployed or inactive (in year t) qualify for a flat-rate 
unemployment benefit at 60% of median income (see below), paid for at least as many 

months (in year t) as they had been self-employed (in year t-1). 
Scenario 3 adjusts the unemployment insurance contributions paid by self-employed workers 

(in year t-1) to exactly offset spending on unemployment benefit paid out to formerly self-
employed workers who are eligible (in year t). Benefit level and duration are as in the 

unemployment benefit currently in place for employees (i.e. the same as in scenario 1). 
Scenario 4 also adjusts the unemployment insurance contributions paid by self-employed 

workers (in year t-1) to exactly offset spending on unemployment benefit paid out to formerly 

self-employed workers who are eligible (in year t). However, the benefit in question is the 
same as in scenario 2, i.e. a flat-rate unemployment benefit at 60% of median income, paid 

for at least as many months (in year t) as they had been self-employed (in year t-1). 
We compare each of the four scenarios to the baseline. This is defined here as the 

counterfactual situation that might prevail after the unemployment shock under the current 
state of affairs of no unemployment insurance coverage (and no unemployment benefit) for 

self-employed workers. 

3.1.4. Setting the flat-rate benefit 

We have considered several rules for setting the flat-rate benefit simulated in scenarios 2 and 

4. 

One possibility would be to define the flat-rate benefit as a proportion (e.g. 110%) of social 
assistance minima. The drawback to that is that the amount of income support paid to social 

assistance recipients is not fixed but varies by household size and composition, and depends 
on existing resources (as assessed by means-testing). 

Another possibility would be to set the flat-rate benefit equal to the average amount of the 
(earnings-related) unemployment benefit paid under the current scheme for employees. The 

difficult here is that EU-SILC data on unemployment benefit receipt are notoriously under-
reported, subject to reporting and/or recall error (recipients often fail to distinguish between 

unemployment benefit and other social benefits), miss information on the number of months 

unemployment benefit was drawn (essential for converting annual income from unemployment 
benefit to monthly amounts). As a result of the above, reading on unemployment benefit 

receipt off EU-SILC data is generally considered unreliable. 
The alternative would be to simulate the average amount of the (earnings-related) 

unemployment benefit paid under the current scheme for employees in EUROMOD. The trouble 
is, the EUROMOD module tends to over-simulate the receipt of unemployment benefit for 

employees, by simulating the eligibility based on the limited information included in the data. 
As a result of that, the average amount of unemployment benefit received simulated by 

EUROMOD for “new” self-employed is more than twice as high as the benefit reported by 

previously employed individuals in EU-SILC in Finland, Latvia (and Bulgaria), close to twice as 
high in The Netherlands, and almost one-and-a-half times as high in Italy. Moreover, we found 

that the average amount of unemployment benefit paid under the current scheme for 
employees in EUROMOD was over 60% of median disposable income (equivalised, for a single-

person household) in The Netherlands and Finland, and very close to 60% in Belgium. 
Given the uncertainty as to the true value of the average amount of the (earnings-related) 

unemployment benefit paid under the current scheme for employees, we decided to set the 
flat-rate benefit simulated under scenarios 2 and 4 by reference to median equivalised 

household disposable income. As that point, setting the level of the flat-rate benefit equal to 

the poverty threshold of 60% of median seemed the least contentious choice, notwithstanding 
our misgivings that this might lead to unrealistically high fiscal costs. 
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3.1.5. Results 

a. Italy 

According to information available in MISSOC, under the current situation (2016), the 
unemployment insurance contribution rate in Italy, in both industry and commerce (almost all 

enterprises), is equal to 1.61% (paid by the employer). An additional contribution equal to 
1.40% (i.e. a total rate of 3.01%) applies to employees on fixed-term contracts. On top of 

that, the contribution rate for redundancy insurance (defined in MISSOC as “dismissal with 

placing of the employee in mobility, pending his retirement or a new job, by an enterprise 
which slims down” is equal to 0.30% (also paid by the employer)77. Taking the contribution 

rate applying to employees with the lowest contributions, we opt for 1.91% as our 
unemployment insurance contribution rate under scenarios 1 and 2. 

The data from EU-SILC longitudinal panel suggest that the probability of a self-employed 
worker in year t-1 ending up either unemployed or inactive (but not retired) in year t 

fluctuates by year. Averaged over the years 2007 to 2015, we estimate that probability for 
Italy at 9.0%. 

Under scenario 1, mimicking the existing scheme for employees, we estimate that 93.5% of 

the formerly self-employed workers made unemployed or inactive because of the 
unemployment shock, based on their personal characteristics, would meet the eligibility 

conditions of the current unemployment benefit scheme for employees. We simulate the 
average unemployment benefit to be €577 per month, annualized (again on the basis of 

existing rules concerning the level and duration of the unemployment benefit scheme currently 
in place, and the personal characteristics of the workers concerned). 

Under scenario 2, the contribution rate would be the same as under scenario 1, but the benefit 
coverage rate would be 100%, and the benefit level would be flat rate, at 60% of median 

income (i.e. €767 per month). Given our constraint that recipients cannot draw benefit for 

longer (in year t) than they had been self-employed (in year t-1), the average amount of 
benefit in annual terms would work out at €756 per month. 

Under scenario 3, benefit level, coverage and duration would all be the same as in scenario 1, 
but the unemployment insurance contribution rate would be adjusted to exactly offset 

spending on benefit paid out to formerly self-employed workers who are eligible for it. We 
estimate that rate to be 3.93%. 

Under scenario 4, the benefit level would be the same as in scenario 2 (i.e. €756 per month), 
and so would be the coverage rate and duration of benefit. However, the contribution rate 

would be set so as to exactly offset spending on benefit paid out to those eligible. We estimate 

that rate to be 5.58%. 
A summary of the above is presented in Table 10 below. 

                                          
77 Note that the two largest and oldest schemes of quasi-unemployment insurance in Italy are “ordinary earnings supplement” (Cassa 
Integrazione Guadagni, CIG) and “extraordinary earnings supplement” (Cassa Integrazione Guadagni Straordinaria, CIGS), classified by MISSOC 

under “other special contributions”. We have excluded both of these schemes on the grounds that they do not apply to small firms, so it seemed 

absurd to assume they might apply to the personal firms of self-employed workers. 
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Table 10 Base assumptions: Italy 

 
Scenario 

1 2 3 4 

UI contribution rate 1.91% 1.91% 3.93% 5.58% 

average UB amount (per month, annualised) €577 €756 €577 €756 

average earnings of recipients (in year t-1) €1,272 €1,236 €1,272 €1,236 

unemployment risk 9.0% 

UB coverage 93.5% 100.0% 93.5% 100.0% 

poverty line (fixed at baseline) €767 

poverty line (floating) €770 €772 €768 €770 

Notes: UI denotes unemployment insurance. UB denotes unemployment benefit. Unemployment risk set equal to the 

percentage of self-employed workers in year t-1 who were unemployed or inactive in year t, based on 

estimates derived from EU-SILC longitudinal panel, averaged over the years 2007 to 2015. UB coverage is 

the percentage of self-employed workers in year t-1 and unemployed or inactive in year t who are entitled to 

unemployment benefit. Average earnings of recipients refer to income from self-employment in year t-1. The 

poverty threshold is either kept constant at 60% of median equivalised household disposable income in 2016 

(“fixed at the baseline”, i.e. under the current situation), or it is allowed to vary as the various scenarios 

affect the income distribution and (possibly) the median (“floating”). For the definition of the baseline and the 

four scenarios, see text. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 

What would be the fiscal effects of our hypothetical reform of extending unemployment 
insurance and unemployment benefit to self-employed workers? 

Remember that our simulations assume no behavioural reactions by those affected by the 
changes. In other words, no jobs will be lost nor gross earnings will decrease as a result of the 

higher social contributions introduced under the reform. Furthermore, we assume that 
compliance is not affected by the reform (i.e. the level of under-reporting of earnings does not 

change in response to the increase in social contributions). 
We assess the fiscal effects of our hypothetical reform in Italy by simulating the effects of the 

unemployment shock under the current situation (of no unemployment insurance and no 

unemployment benefit for self-employed workers), then we repeat the exercise under our four 
scenarios, then compute the difference relative to the baseline. This is shown in Table 11 

below, whose figures refer to households with at least one member reporting earnings from 
self-employment in the baseline. 

 

Table 11 Fiscal impact: Italy 

 
Difference (%) of scenario x relative to baseline 

1 2 3 4 

Social contributions +8.3% +8.3% +17.3% +24.3% 

Income tax -0.4% -0.3% -1.5% -2.2% 

Disposable income +1.3% +2.1% +0.6% +0.9% 

Gross spending on unemployment benefit 0.25% 0.35% 0.25% 0.35% 

Net spending on unemployment benefit 0.13% 0.23% 0.00% 0.00% 

Notes: All figures refer to households with at least one self-employed worker before the unemployment shock, 

regardless of whether they also report other incomes. This comprises all those liable to pay unemployment 

insurance contributions. Disposable income is defined at household level. The first three rows compare social 

contributions paid in, income taxes paid in, and disposable income under each scenario with the baseline (the 

latter being defined as no unemployment insurance and no unemployment benefit for self-employed workers 

after an unemployment shock). The difference is expressed in proportional terms (i.e. +8.3% - row 1, column 

1 – means social contributions paid by self-employed workers would increase by 8.3% under scenario 1 

relative to the baseline). The last two rows show the fiscal cost of spending on unemployment benefit for self-

employed workers as a share of GDP, in gross and net terms respectively. Net cost takes into account social 

contributions into the unemployment benefit fund. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 
Following the introduction of unemployment insurance for self-employed workers, the total 
volume of social contributions paid in by those workers will obviously increase, in line with the 

contribution rate, by between 8% (under scenarios 1 and 2) and 24% (under scenario 4). 

Under fixed gross incomes, higher social contributions will result in lower taxable incomes, 
since social contributions are tax-deductible. As a result of that, income taxes paid in by self-

employed workers will decline, in line with the amount of contributions paid. 
The combined effect of higher contributions and lower incomes taxes (paid in by all self-
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employed workers), with unemployment benefits (paid out to those eligible), will be that 
disposable incomes for self-employed workers as a whole will rise. In the case scenario 2, 

which offers the best combination of low contributions and high benefits among all four 

scenarios, disposable incomes for our group would rise the most (by over 2%). 
Clearly, the flip side of that would be higher fiscal cost from the point of view of the Ministry of 

Finance: under scenario 2 spending on benefits paid out would exceed revenue from 
contributions paid in more than under scenario 1 (revenue and spending would exactly balance 

out under scenarios 3 and 4). 
As for the gross fiscal cost of spending on unemployment benefit for self-employed workers in 

Italy, we estimate that, under the assumptions described earlier, it would be 0.25% of GDP 
(under scenarios 1 and 3), or 0.35% of GDP (under scenarios 2 and 4). 

Under scenarios 1 and 2, the additional social contributions paid into the unemployment 
benefit fund would be 0.12% of GDP. As a result of that, the net fiscal cost of spending on 

unemployment benefits would be 0.13% and 0.23% respectively. (The net fiscal cost of 

scenarios 3 and 4 would by construction be zero.) 
Let us now turn to the distributional effects of our hypothetical reform. What would these be? 

As shown in Table 12, the introduction of unemployment insurance for self-employed workers 
would make a significant difference in distributional terms in the event of an unemployment 

shock in Italy, reducing inequality and poverty relative to a baseline of no unemployment 
insurance and no unemployment benefit for self-employed workers. 

The reduction in poverty would be greater for self-employed workers than for the population as 
a whole (by up to 2.5 versus 0.5 percentage points relative to a fixed poverty threshold under 

scenario 2), and would be greatest of all for the group of those self-employed workers (in year 

t-1) who would become unemployed or inactive following the unemployment shock (in year 1). 
The latter would bear the brunt of the unemployment shock; therefore, in the absence of 

unemployment benefits, they would see their poverty rate rise steeply. The extension of 
unemployment insurance would significantly soften the impact of the unemployment shock (by 

up to 23.4 percentage points relative to a fixed poverty threshold under scenarios 2 and 4). 
On the contrary, households whose main earner is self-employed would be more likely to lose 

income (as a result of the higher social contributions due) than to gain (as a result of the new 
unemployment benefit available), so that poverty rates for that group would go up by up to 

around 1.5 percentage points (under scenario 4). 

Comparing reform scenarios among each other, clearly the distributional impact would be 
greatest under scenario 2, closely followed by scenario 4. (Note that both scenarios would pay 

a flat-rate benefit at 60% of median, in exchange of lower contributions under the former than 
under the latter.) 
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Table 12 Distributional impact: Italy 

 

Difference (absolute) of scenario x relative to 
baseline 

1 2 3 4 

Gini (all) -0.003 -0.004 -0.002 -0.004 

S80/S20 (all) -0.13 -0.19 -0.12 -0.17 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (all) -0.3 -0.5 -0.1 -0.3 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE in t-1) -1.3 -2.5 -0.8 -1.6 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE main 
earner in t-1) 

+0.4 +0.1 +1.2 +1.4 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE in t-1 
unemployed in t) 

-14.8 -23.4 -14.8 -23.4 

Poverty rate floating (all) -0.1 -0.2 0.0 -0.1 

Poverty rate floating (SE in t-1) -1.1 -2.2 -0.7 -1.3 

Poverty rate floating (SE main earner in t-
1) 

+0.7 +0.4 +1.2 +1.6 

Poverty rate floating (SE in t-1 unemployed 
in t) 

-14.5 -23.2 -14.8 -23.4 

Notes: Poverty rate (SE in t-1) refers to households with individuals reporting earnings from self-employment and no 

earnings from dependent employment, before the unemployment shock. Poverty rate (SE main earner in t-1) 

refers to those households whose main earner (i) reported earnings from self-employment exceeded 50% of 

his or her total personal income, and (ii) his or her earnings from self-employment exceeded the total 

personal income of any other individual within the same household. Poverty rate (SE in t-1 unemployed in t) 

refers to the subset of those who became inactive or unemployed as a result of the unemployment shock. For 

definitions of “fixed” and “floating” poverty thresholds, see notes to Table 10. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 
As shown in Figure A21 in the Annex II, all four scenarios would be highly redistributive, in the 
sense of overwhelmingly benefiting those on low incomes, with gains strongly concentrated in 

the poorest 10% of households (decile 1), whose income would increase by up to 12% (under 

scenario 2). Focusing on households of self-employed workers alone (Figure A22), the relative 
income gains would obviously be even greater (close to 30% for those in decile 1 under 

scenarios 2 and 4). Higher up the income scale changes would be rather limited, and would 
only turn noticeably negative for the top 10% of households (by -1% under scenarios 3 and 

4). 
 

b. Greece 

The unemployment insurance contribution rate in Greece is equal to 5.61%: employees pay 
1.93% and employers 3.68% of posted earnings. A ceiling of €5,860.80 per month applies 

(see MISSOC). We therefore take 5.61% as our unemployment insurance contribution rate 

under scenarios 1 and 2. 
EU-SILC panel data suggest that the probability of a self-employed worker in year t-1 in 

Greece ending up either unemployed or inactive (but not retired) in year t, averaged 6.2% in 
2007-2015. 

Under scenario 1 (extending to self-employed workers the existing scheme for employees), we 
estimate the coverage rate at 97.1%, based on the personal characteristics of the workers 

concerned. The average unemployment benefit would be €418 per month, annualized (i.e. 
taking into account benefit duration). 

Under scenario 2, the contribution rate would again be 5.61%, as under scenario 1, but benefit 

coverage would be full, and the benefit level would be at 60% of median income (i.e. €402 per 
month). Given that the number of months recipients had been self-employed (in year t-1) is in 

some cases less than 12, benefit duration would be correspondingly lower, and the average 
amount of benefit (in year t) in annual terms would work out at €392 per month. Note that, 

unlike what was seen in the case of Italy, the existing scheme for employees in Greece pays 
benefits above the poverty threshold. As a result of that, scenario 2 would be less generous 

than scenario 1. 
Under scenario 3, benefit level, coverage and duration would all be the same as in scenario 1, 

but the unemployment insurance contribution rate would be adjusted to exactly offset 

spending on benefit paid out to formerly self-employed workers who are eligible for it. We 
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estimate that rate to be 1.94%. Again, contrary to the case of Italy, relative to the current 
rate under the existing scheme for employees, a lower contribution rate would suffice to cover 

the fiscal costs of spending on unemployment benefits in Greece. 

Under scenario 4, the benefit level would be the same as in scenario 2 (i.e. €392 per month), 
and so would be the coverage rate and duration of benefit. However, the contribution rate 

would be set so as to exactly offset spending on benefit paid out to those eligible. We estimate 
that rate to be 1.88%. 

A summary of the above is shown in Table 13 below. 
 

Table 13 Base assumptions: Greece 

 

Scenario 

1 2 3 4 

UI contribution rate 5.61% 5.61% 1.94% 1.88% 

average UB amount (per month, annualised) €418 €392 €418 €392 

average earnings of recipients (in year t-1) €672 €656 €672 €656 

unemployment risk 6.2% 

UB coverage 97.1% 100.0% 97.1% 100.0% 

poverty line (fixed at baseline) €403 

poverty line (floating) €402 €402 €404 €404 

Notes: UI denotes unemployment insurance. UB denotes unemployment benefit. Unemployment risk set equal to the 

percentage of self-employed workers in year t-1 who were unemployed or inactive in year t, based on 

estimates derived from EU-SILC longitudinal panel, averaged over the years 2007 to 2015. UB coverage is 

the percentage of self-employed workers in year t-1 and unemployed or inactive in year t who are entitled to 

unemployment benefit. Average earnings of recipients refer to income from self-employment in year t-1. The 

poverty threshold is either kept constant at 60% of median equivalised household disposable income in 2016 

(“fixed at the baseline”, i.e. under the current situation), or it is allowed to vary as the various scenarios 

affect the income distribution and (possibly) the median (“floating”). For the definition of the baseline and the 

four scenarios, see text. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 

The fiscal effects of extending unemployment insurance and unemployment benefit to self-

employed workers (assuming no behavioural reactions) in Greece are shown in Table 14 
below. 

The total volume of social contributions paid by self-employed workers would increase by 
around 12% under scenarios 3 and 4, and by over 34% under scenarios 1 and 2. Since social 

contributions are tax-deductible, and gross incomes assumed to be fixed, higher social 
contributions would result in lower taxable incomes, so income taxes paid in by self-employed 

workers would decline. 

The combined effect of higher contributions and lower incomes taxes (paid in by all self-
employed workers), with unemployment benefits (paid out to those eligible), will be that 

disposable incomes for self-employed workers as a whole will fall under scenarios 1 and 2, and 
rise under scenarios 3 and 4. Since (as seen in Table 13) benefit levels are roughly similar 

under all four scenarios, what drives these results is the level of contributions. If set at the 
level of the existing schemes for employees (scenarios 1 and 2), the disposable income of self-

employed workers would fall due to unemployment insurance contributions by more than they 
would rise due to unemployment benefits paid out to those eligible. If set at the revenue-

neutral level (scenarios 3 and 4), the opposite would occur. This is in contrast to the case of 

Italy, where disposable incomes would increase under all four scenarios. 
Turning to the gross fiscal cost of spending on unemployment benefit for self-employed 

workers in Greece, we estimate it at 0.21% of GDP (under scenarios 1 and 3), or at 0.20% of 
GDP (under scenarios 2 and 4). 

Under scenarios 1 and 2, the additional social contributions paid into the unemployment 
benefit fund would be a very substantial 0.61% of GDP. As a result of that, the net fiscal 

savings from the new unemployment contributions and benefits would be 0.40% and 0.41% 
respectively. (The net fiscal cost of scenarios 3 and 4 would by construction be zero.) 

 



Access to social protection for all forms of employment 

 
63 

Table 14 Fiscal impact: Greece 

 
Difference (%) of scenario x relative to baseline 

1 2 3 4 

Social contributions +34.6% +34.6% +12.0% +11.6% 

Income tax -8.0% -8.0% -2.8% -2.7% 

Disposable income -1.7% -1.7% +0.5% +0.5% 

Gross spending on unemployment benefit  0.21% 0.20% 0.21% 0.20% 

Net spending on unemployment benefit  -0.40% -0.41% 0.00% 0.00% 

Notes: All figures refer to households with at least one self-employed worker before the unemployment shock, 

regardless of whether they also report other incomes. This comprises all those liable to pay unemployment 

insurance contributions. Disposable income is defined at household level. The first three rows compare social 

contributions paid in, income taxes paid in, and disposable income under each scenario with the baseline (the 

latter being defined as no unemployment insurance and no unemployment benefit for self-employed workers 

after an unemployment shock). The difference is expressed in proportional terms (i.e. +34.6% - row 1, 

column 1 – means social contributions paid by self-employed workers would increase by 34.6% under 

scenario 1 relative to the baseline). The last two rows show the fiscal cost of spending on unemployment 

benefit for self-employed workers as a share of GDP, in gross and net terms respectively. Net cost takes into 

account social contributions into the unemployment benefit fund. (A negative sign denotes net fiscal savings.) 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 
The distributional effects of our hypothetical reform can be seen in Table 15. 

Extending unemployment insurance to the self-employed would make a significant difference 
in distributional terms in the event of an unemployment shock in Greece, clearly reducing 

inequality relative to a baseline of no unemployment insurance and no unemployment benefit 

for self-employed workers. 
Changes in poverty would slightly be more noticeable for self-employed workers than for the 

population as a whole. They would also be more ambiguous: we estimate that poverty rates 
would decline slightly under scenarios 3 and 4, but not under scenarios 1 and 2. In the latter 

case, a number of self-employed workers just above the poverty threshold would have to pay 
higher contributions, but would not necessarily receive unemployment benefit, pushing their 

net disposable household incomes below that threshold. 
Focusing on the group of those self-employed workers (in year t-1) who would become 

unemployed or inactive following the unemployment shock (in year 1) yields unambiguous 

results. In the absence of unemployment benefits, the households where such workers live 
would see their incomes decline and poverty rates rise following the unemployment shock. 

Conversely, the receipt of unemployment benefits would stabilise incomes, absorbing a 
significant portion of the unemployment shock, and causing poverty rates to rise much less 

than would have been the case otherwise (by up to 19.1 percentage points less relative to a 
fixed poverty threshold under scenario 3). 

As for households whose main earner is self-employed, once again they would be more likely 
to lose income (as a result of the higher social contributions due) than to gain (as a result of 

the new unemployment benefit available), so that poverty rates for that group would go up by 

up to around 2 percentage points (under scenarios 1 and 2). 
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Table 15 Distributional impact: Greece 

 

Difference (absolute) of scenario x relative to 
baseline 

1 2 3 4 

Gini (all) -0.004 -0.004 -0.004 -0.004 

S80/S20 (all) -0.19 -0.17 -0.19 -0.18 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (all) +0.1 +0.2 -0.1 -0.1 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE in t-1) +0.5 +0.6 -0.6 -0.4 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE main 
earner in t-1) 

+1.9 +1.9 +0.8 +0.8 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE in t-1 
unemployed in t) 

-18.4 -16.8 -19.1 -16.9 

Poverty rate floating (all) 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0 

Poverty rate floating (SE in t-1) +0.4 +0.5 -0.5 -0.4 

Poverty rate floating (SE main earner in t-
1) 

+1.8 +1.8 +0.8 +0.8 

Poverty rate floating (SE in t-1 unemployed 
in t) 

-18.4 -16.8 -18.5 -16.9 

Notes: Poverty rate (SE in t-1) refers to households with individuals reporting earnings from self-employment and no 

earnings from dependent employment, before the unemployment shock. Poverty rate (SE main earner in t-1) 

refers to those households whose main earner (i) reported earnings from self-employment exceeded 50% of 

his or her total personal income, and (ii) his or her earnings from self-employment exceeded the total 

personal income of any other individual within the same household. Poverty rate (SE in t-1 unemployed in t) 

refers to the subset of those who became inactive or unemployed as a result of the unemployment shock. For 

definitions of “fixed” and “floating” poverty thresholds, see notes to Table 10. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 
As shown in Figure A23 in the Annex II, in Greece as in Italy, all four scenarios would be highly 
redistributive, in the sense of overwhelmingly benefiting those on low incomes, with strong 

gains for the poorest 10% of households (decile 1), whose income would increase by up to 9% 

(under scenario 3). Focusing on households of self-employed workers alone (Figure A24), the 
relative income gains for those in decile 1 would be even greater (close to 30% under scenario 

3). Income losses would also take place for better-off households: they would be extensive, 
involving the upper half of the distribution, but on the whole rather limited, not exceeding 2% 

of previous incomes for households in the top decile 10 (under scenarios 1 and 2). 
 

c. Latvia 

The unemployment insurance contribution rate in Latvia is equal to 1.90% (see MISSOC). This 
is our unemployment insurance contribution rate under scenarios 1 and 2. 

EU-SILC panel data suggest that the probability of a self-employed worker in year t-1 in Latvia 

ending up either unemployed or inactive (but not retired) in year t, was rather high in 2007-
2015: on average 11.7%. 

Under scenario 1 (extending to self-employed workers the existing scheme for employees), we 
estimate the coverage rate at 65.9%, based on the personal characteristics of the workers 

concerned. The average unemployment benefit would be €165 per month, annualized (i.e. 
taking into account benefit duration). 

Under scenario 2, the contribution rate would again be 1.90%, as under scenario 1, but benefit 
coverage would be full, and the benefit level would be at 60% of median income (i.e. €301 per 

month). Given that the number of months recipients had been self-employed (in year t-1) is in 

some cases less than 12, benefit duration would be correspondingly lower, and the average 
amount of benefit (in year t) in annual terms would work out at €252 per month. As in the 

case of Italy, the existing scheme for employees in Latvia pays benefits well below the poverty 
threshold. As a result of that, scenario 2 would be more generous than scenario 1. 

Under scenario 3, benefit level, coverage and duration would all be the same as in scenario 1, 
but the unemployment insurance contribution rate would be adjusted to exactly offset 

spending on benefit paid out to formerly self-employed workers who are eligible for it. We 
estimate that rate to be 9.1%. Again, as in the case of Italy, relative to the current rate under 

the existing scheme for employees, a higher contribution rate would be required to cover the 

fiscal costs of spending on unemployment benefits in Latvia. 
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Under scenario 4, the benefit level would be the same as in scenario 2 (i.e. €252 per month), 
and so would be the coverage rate and duration of benefit. However, the contribution rate 

would be set at such a level as to exactly offset spending on benefit paid out to those eligible. 

We estimate that level to be 21.00%, i.e. significantly higher than under scenario 3 (which 
would pay a lower benefit to fewer recipients). 

A summary of the above is presented in Table 16 below. 

Table 16 Base assumptions: Latvia 

 
Scenario 

1 2 3 4 

UI contribution rate 1.90% 1.90% 9.10% 21.00% 

average UB amount (per month, annualised) €165 €252 €165 €252 

average earnings of recipients (in year t-1) €519 €401 €519 €401 

unemployment risk 11.7% 

UB coverage 65.9% 100.0% 65.9% 100.0% 

poverty line (fixed at baseline) €301 

poverty line (floating) €302 €302 €301 €301 

Notes: UI denotes unemployment insurance. UB denotes unemployment benefit. Unemployment risk set equal to the 

percentage of self-employed workers in year t-1 who were unemployed or inactive in year t, based on 

estimates derived from EU-SILC longitudinal panel, averaged over the years 2007 to 2015. UB coverage is 

the percentage of self-employed workers in year t-1 and unemployed or inactive in year t who are entitled to 

unemployment benefit. Average earnings of recipients refer to income from self-employment in year t-1. The 

poverty threshold is either kept constant at 60% of median equivalised household disposable income in 2016 

(“fixed at the baseline”, i.e. under the current situation), or it is allowed to vary as the various scenarios 

affect the income distribution and (possibly) the median (“floating”). For the definition of the baseline and the 

four scenarios, see text. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

The fiscal effects of extending unemployment insurance and unemployment benefit to self-
employed workers (assuming no behavioural reactions) in Latvia are shown in Table 17. 
The total volume of social contributions paid by self-employed workers would increase by 

around 6% under scenarios 1 and 2, by over 27% under scenario 3, and by as much as 63% 

under scenario 4. Given that social contributions are tax-deductible, and gross incomes 
assumed to be fixed, higher social contributions would result in lower taxable incomes, and 

hence lower income taxes for self-employed workers. 
As in Italy, disposable incomes for self-employed workers as a whole would rise under all 

scenarios, most so under scenario 2 that would pay the highest benefit (same as scenario 4) at 
the lowest contributions (same as scenario 1). 

Turning to the gross fiscal cost of spending on unemployment benefit for self-employed 
workers in Latvia, we estimate it at 0.06% of GDP (under scenarios 1 and 3), or at 0.13% of 

GDP (under scenarios 2 and 4). 

Under scenarios 1 and 2, the additional social contributions paid into the unemployment 
benefit fund would be 0.01% of GDP. As a result of that, the net fiscal cost of spending on 

unemployment benefits would be 0.04% and 0.12% respectively. (The net fiscal cost of 
scenarios 3 and 4 would by construction be zero.) 

Table 17 Fiscal impact: Latvia 

 
Difference (%) of scenario x relative to baseline 

1 2 3 4 

Social contributions +5.7% +5.7% +27.5% +63.4% 

Income tax -0.2% -0.2% -1.1% -2.4% 

Disposable income +0.8% +2.2% +0.1% +0.5% 

Gross spending on unemployment benefit  0.06% 0.13% 0.06% 0.13% 

Net spending on unemployment benefit  0.04% 0.12% 0.00% 0.00% 

Notes: All figures refer to households with at least one self-employed worker before the unemployment shock, 

regardless of whether they also report other incomes. This comprises all those liable to pay unemployment 

insurance contributions. Disposable income is defined at household level. The first three rows compare social 

contributions paid in, income taxes paid in, and disposable income under each scenario with the baseline (the 

latter being defined as no unemployment insurance and no unemployment benefit for self-employed workers 

after an unemployment shock). The difference is expressed in proportional terms (i.e. +5.7% - row 1, column 

1 – means social contributions paid by self-employed workers would increase by 5.7% under scenario 1 

relative to the baseline). The last two rows show the fiscal cost of spending on unemployment benefit for self-

employed workers as a share of GDP, in gross and net terms respectively. Net cost takes into account social 

contributions into the unemployment benefit fund. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 
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The distributional effects of our hypothetical reform can be seen in Table 18. 

Extending unemployment insurance to the self-employed would make a significant difference 

in distributional terms in the event of an unemployment shock in Latvia, reducing inequality 
and poverty relative to a baseline of no unemployment insurance and no unemployment 

benefit for self-employed workers. 
The reduction in poverty would be greater for self-employed workers than for the population as 

a whole (by up to 5.9 versus 0.3 percentage points relative to a fixed poverty threshold under 
scenario 2), and would be greatest of all for the group of those self-employed workers (in year 

t-1) who would become unemployed or inactive following the unemployment shock (in year 1). 
The latter would be the victims of the unemployment shock; therefore, in the absence of 

unemployment benefits, they would see their poverty rate rise steeply. The receipt of 
unemployment benefits would stabilise incomes, absorbing a significant portion of the 

unemployment shock, and causing poverty rates to rise much less than would have been the 

case otherwise (by up to 22.2 percentage points less relative to a fixed poverty threshold 
under scenarios 2 and 4). 

Once again, households whose main earner is self-employed would benefit less, so that 
poverty rates for that group would either go down by less than for other households reporting 

self-employed earnings (under scenarios 1-3), or would even go up (by 1.4 percentage points 
under scenario 4). 

Table 18 Distributional impact: Latvia 

 

Difference (absolute) of scenario x relative to 
baseline 

1 2 3 4 

Gini (all) -0.001 -0.002 0.000 -0.002 

S80/S20 (all) -0.03 -0.07 -0.03 -0.07 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (all) -0.1 -0.3 -0.1 -0.1 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE in t-1) -1.1 -5.9 -1.1 -4.5 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE main 

earner in t-1) 
-0.7 -1.8 -0.7 +1.4 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE in t-1 
unemployed in t) 

-3.6 -22.2 -3.6 -22.2 

Poverty rate floating (all) +0.1 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 

Poverty rate floating (SE in t-1) -1.1 -5.7 -1.1 -4.5 

Poverty rate floating (SE main earner in t-1) -0.7 -1.8 -0.7 +1.4 

Poverty rate floating (SE in t-1 unemployed 

in t) 
-3.6 -21.3 -3.6 -22.2 

Notes: Poverty rate (SE in t-1) refers to households with individuals reporting earnings from self-employment and no 

earnings from dependent employment, before the unemployment shock. Poverty rate (SE main earner in t-1) 

refers to those households whose main earner (i) reported earnings from self-employment exceeded 50% of 

his or her total personal income, and (ii) his or her earnings from self-employment exceeded the total 

personal income of any other individual within the same household. Poverty rate (SE in t-1 unemployed in t) 

refers to the subset of those who became inactive or unemployed as a result of the unemployment shock. For 

definitions of “fixed” and “floating” poverty thresholds, see notes to Table 10. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 
As shown in Figure A25 in the Annex II, in Latvia too all four scenarios would be highly 
redistributive, in the sense of overwhelmingly benefiting those on low incomes, with strongest 

gains for the poorest 10% of households (decile 1), whose income would increase by over 3% 
(under scenarios 2 and 4). Focusing on households of self-employed workers alone (Figure 

A26), the relative income gains would be even greater (exceeding 20% for those in decile 1 

under scenario 2). Income losses would be extensive, involving the middle (deciles 5 and 6) 
and the upper half of the distribution (deciles 9 and 10). Nonetheless, losses would be rather 

limited (up to 2% of previous incomes for households of self-employed workers in deciles 5 
and 6 under scenario 4). 
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d. Croatia 

The unemployment insurance contribution rate in Croatia is equal to 1.70% of the payroll, paid 
by the employer. A minimum earnings level of €372 per month and a ceiling of €6,379 per 

month apply (see MISSOC). We therefore take 1.70% as our unemployment insurance 
contribution rate under scenarios 1 and 2. 

EU-SILC panel data suggest that the probability of a self-employed worker in year t-1 ending 

up either unemployed or inactive (but not retired) in year t was even higher in Croatia than it 
was in Latvia: 12.9% on average in 2007-2015. 

Under scenario 1 (extending to self-employed workers the existing scheme for employees), we 
estimate the coverage rate at 97.9%, based on the personal characteristics of the workers 

concerned. The average unemployment benefit would be €279 per month, annualized (i.e. 
taking into account benefit duration). 

Under scenario 2, the contribution rate would again be 1.70%, as under scenario 1, but benefit 
coverage would be full, and the benefit level would be at 60% of median income (i.e. €275 per 

month). The average amount of benefit (in year t) in annual terms would be close to that: 

€274 per month. In other words, the existing scheme for employees in Croatia pays benefits 
almost exactly equal to the poverty threshold. As a result of that, scenarios 1 and 2 (and, in 

fact, all four scenarios) would pay similar amounts of benefit. 
Under scenario 3, benefit level, coverage and duration would all be the same as in scenario 1, 

but the unemployment insurance contribution rate would be adjusted to exactly offset 
spending on benefit paid out to formerly self-employed workers who are eligible for it. We 

estimate that rate to be 12.75%. Again, relative to the current rate under the existing scheme 
for employees, a significantly higher contribution rate would be required to cover the fiscal 

costs of spending on unemployment benefits in Croatia. 

Under scenario 4, the benefit level would be the same as in scenario 2 (i.e. €274 per month), 
and so would be the coverage rate and duration of benefit. The contribution rate needed to 

ensure budget neutrality would be far higher, and slightly higher even than under scenario 3 
(as scenario 4 would guarantee full benefit coverage). 

A summary of the above is shown in Table 19 below. 

Table 19 Base assumptions: Croatia 

 
Scenario 

1 2 3 4 

UI contribution rate 1.70% 1.70% 12.75% 12.81% 

average UB amount (per month, annualised) €279 €274 €279 €274 

average earnings of recipients (in year t-1) €900 €902 €900 €902 

unemployment risk 12.9% 

UB coverage 97.9% 100.0% 97.9% 100.0% 

poverty line (fixed at baseline) €275 

poverty line (floating) €278 €278 €276 €277 

Notes: UI denotes unemployment insurance. UB denotes unemployment benefit. Unemployment risk set equal to the 

percentage of self-employed workers in year t-1 who were unemployed or inactive in year t, based on 

estimates derived from EU-SILC longitudinal panel, averaged over the years 2007 to 2015. UB coverage is 

the percentage of self-employed workers in year t-1 and unemployed or inactive in year t who are entitled to 

unemployment benefit. Average earnings of recipients refer to income from self-employment in year t-1. The 

poverty threshold is either kept constant at 60% of median equivalised household disposable income in 2016 

(“fixed at the baseline”, i.e. under the current situation), or it is allowed to vary as the various scenarios 

affect the income distribution and (possibly) the median (“floating”). For the definition of the baseline and the 

four scenarios, see text. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

The fiscal effects of extending unemployment insurance and unemployment benefit to self-
employed workers (assuming no behavioural reactions) in Croatia are shown in Table 20 

below. 
The total volume of social contributions paid by self-employed workers would increase by 

around 5% under scenarios 1 and 2, and by over 38% under scenarios 3 and 4. Since social 
contributions are tax-deductible, and gross incomes assumed to be fixed, higher social 

contributions would result in lower taxable incomes, so income taxes paid in by self-employed 
workers would decline (by 14% under scenarios 3 and 4). 

The combined effect of higher contributions and lower incomes taxes (paid in by all self-

employed workers), with unemployment benefits (paid out to those eligible), will be that 
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disposable incomes for self-employed workers as a whole will rise under all four scenarios. 
Since unemployment benefit levels (and benefit coverage rates) would be roughly similar 

across scenarios, what drives these results is the level of contributions. If set at the level of 

the existing schemes for employees (scenarios 1 and 2), the disposable income of self-
employed workers would rise by almost 11%. If set at the revenue-neutral level (scenarios 3 

and 4), they would increase by 6%. 
Turning to the gross fiscal cost of spending on unemployment benefit for self-employed 

workers in Croatia, we estimate it at 0.37% of GDP (under scenarios 1 and 3), slightly rising to 
0.38% of GDP (under scenarios 2 and 4). 

Under scenarios 1 and 2, the additional social contributions paid into the unemployment 
benefit fund would be 0.05% of GDP. As a result of that, the net fiscal cost of spending on 

unemployment benefits would be 0.32% and 0.33% respectively. (The net fiscal cost of 
scenarios 3 and 4 would by construction be zero.) 

Table 20 Fiscal impact: Croatia 

 
Difference (%) of scenario x relative to baseline 

1 2 3 4 

Social contributions +5.1% +5.1% +38.1% +38.3% 

Income tax -2.2% -2.2% -14.2% -14.3% 

Disposable income +10.6% +10.7% +5.9% +5.9% 

Gross spending on unemployment benefit  0.37% 0.38% 0.37% 0.38% 

Net spending on unemployment benefit  0.32% 0.33% 0.00% 0.00% 

Notes: All figures refer to households with at least one self-employed worker before the unemployment shock, 

regardless of whether they also report other incomes. This comprises all those liable to pay unemployment 

insurance contributions. Disposable income is defined at household level. The first three rows compare social 

contributions paid in, income taxes paid in, and disposable income under each scenario with the baseline (the 

latter being defined as no unemployment insurance and no unemployment benefit for self-employed workers 

after an unemployment shock). The difference is expressed in proportional terms (i.e. +5.1% - row 1, column 

1 – means social contributions paid by self-employed workers would increase by 5.1% under scenario 1 

relative to the baseline). The last two rows show the fiscal cost of spending on unemployment benefit for self-

employed workers as a share of GDP, in gross and net terms respectively. Net cost takes into account social 

contributions into the unemployment benefit fund. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

The distributional effects of our hypothetical reform can be seen in Table 21. 

Extending unemployment insurance to the self-employed would make a significant difference 
in distributional terms in the event of an unemployment shock in Croatia, reducing inequality 

as well as poverty relative to a baseline of no unemployment insurance and no unemployment 
benefit for self-employed workers. 

The reduction in poverty would be greater for self-employed workers than for the population as 
a whole (by up to 13.2 versus 1.1 percentage points relative to a fixed poverty threshold 

under scenario 2), and would be greatest of all for the group of those self-employed workers 
(in year t-1) who would become unemployed or inactive following the unemployment shock (in 

year 1). The latter would be worst affected by the unemployment shock; therefore, in the 

absence of unemployment benefits, they would see their poverty rate rise steeply. The 
extension of unemployment insurance would significantly soften the impact of the 

unemployment shock (by up to 24.7 percentage points relative to a fixed poverty threshold 
under scenarios 2 and 4). 

Similarly to what seen earlier, households whose main earner is self-employed would benefit 
less, so that poverty rates for that group would either go down by less than for other 

households reporting self-employed earnings (under scenarios 1 and 2), or would even go up 
(by around 4 percentage points under scenarios 3 and 4). 
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Table 21 Distributional impact: Croatia 

 

Difference (absolute) of scenario x relative to 
baseline 

1 2 3 4 

Gini (all) -0.006 -0.006 -0.006 -0.006 

S80/S20 (all) -0.28 -0.25 -0.24 -0.24 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (all) -1.2 -1.1 -0.9 -0.8 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE in t-1) -12.1 -13.2 -8.9 -9.6 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE main 
earner in t-1) 

-1.9 -2.2 +3.9 +3.9 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE in t-1 
unemployed in t) 

-22.9 -24.7 -22.4 -23.8 

Poverty rate floating (all) -0.7 -0.8 -0.8 -0.7 

Poverty rate floating (SE in t-1) -10.1 -11.9 -8.9 -8.4 

Poverty rate floating (SE main earner in t-
1) 

-1.9 -2.0 +3.9 +3.9 

Poverty rate floating (SE in t-1 unemployed 
in t) 

-19.1 -22.0 -22.4 -21.1 

Notes: Poverty rate (SE in t-1) refers to households with individuals reporting earnings from self-employment and no 

earnings from dependent employment, before the unemployment shock. Poverty rate (SE main earner in t-1) 

refers to those households whose main earner (i) reported earnings from self-employment exceeded 50% of 

his or her total personal income, and (ii) his or her earnings from self-employment exceeded the total 

personal income of any other individual within the same household. Poverty rate (SE in t-1 unemployed in t) 

refers to the subset of those who became inactive or unemployed as a result of the unemployment shock. For 

definitions of “fixed” and “floating” poverty thresholds, see notes to Table 10. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 
As shown in Figure A27 in the Annex II, in Croatia all four scenarios would be highly 
redistributive, in the sense of overwhelmingly benefiting those on low incomes, with strong 

gains for the poorest 10% of households (decile 1), whose income would increase by around 

13% (across all four scenarios). Focusing on households of self-employed workers alone 
(Figure A28), the relative income gains would be huge for those in decile 1 (close to 80% 

across all four scenarios), and would be significant for those in decile 2-5. Income losses would 
be rare, mostly limited to those in the top decile 10. 

 

e. Finland 

The unemployment insurance contribution rate in Finland is calculated according to a rather 

complex formula: employers pay 0.84% on the first €2,059,500 of payroll (in 2016), then 
3.30% above that (i.e. for larger firms). On the employee side, contributions are 1.60% of 

wages, but a membership fee to the unemployment fund also applies (see MISSOC). For the 

sake of simplicity, we ignore the case of larger firms and the membership fee, and take 2.44% 
as our general unemployment insurance contribution rate under scenarios 1 and 2. 

EU-SILC panel data suggest that the probability of a self-employed worker in year t-1 in 
Finland ending up either unemployed or inactive (but not retired) in year t, averaged 5.8% in 

2007-2015. 
Under scenario 1 (extending to self-employed workers the existing scheme for employees), we 

estimate the coverage rate to be 58.6%, based on the personal characteristics of the workers 
concerned. The average unemployment benefit would be €1,275 per month, annualized (i.e. 

taking into account benefit duration). 

Under scenario 2, the contribution rate would again be 2.44%, as under scenario 1, but benefit 
coverage would be full, and the benefit level would be at 60% of median income (i.e. €1,181 

per month). Given that the number of months recipients had been self-employed (in year t-1) 
is in some cases less than 12, benefit duration would be correspondingly lower, and the 

average amount of benefit (in year t) in annual terms would work out at €887 per month. Note 
that the existing scheme for employees in Finland pays benefits above the poverty threshold. 

As a result of that, scenario 2 would be less generous than scenario 1. 
Under scenario 3, benefit level, coverage and duration would all be the same as in scenario 1, 

but the unemployment insurance contribution rate would be adjusted to exactly offset 

spending on benefit paid out to formerly self-employed workers who are eligible for it. We 
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estimate that rate to be 5.25%. In other words, relative to the current rate under the existing 
scheme for employees, a higher contribution rate would be required to cover the fiscal costs of 

spending on unemployment benefits in Finland. 

Under scenario 4, the benefit level would be the same as in scenario 2 (i.e. €1,275 per month, 
annualized), and so would be the coverage rate and duration of benefit. However, the 

contribution rate would be set at such a level as to exactly offset spending on benefit paid out 
to those eligible. We estimate that level to be 6.23%, i.e. higher than under scenario 3 (which 

would pay a higher benefit to fewer recipients). 
A summary of the above is shown in Table 22 below. 

Table 22 Base assumptions: Finland 

 

Scenario 

1 2 3 4 

UI contribution rate 2.44% 2.44% 5.25% 6.23% 

average UB amount (per month, annualised) €1,275 €887 €1,275 €887 

average earnings of recipients (in year t-1) €2,196 €1,496 €2,196 €1,496 

unemployment risk 5.8% 

UB coverage 58.6% 100.0% 58.6% 100.0% 

poverty line (fixed at baseline) €1,181 

poverty line (floating) € 1,181 € 1,181 € 1,178 € 1,178 

Notes: UI denotes unemployment insurance. UB denotes unemployment benefit. Unemployment risk set equal to the 

percentage of self-employed workers in year t-1 who were unemployed or inactive in year t, based on 

estimates derived from EU-SILC longitudinal panel, averaged over the years 2007 to 2015. UB coverage is 

the percentage of self-employed workers in year t-1 and unemployed or inactive in year t who are entitled to 

unemployment benefit. Average earnings of recipients refer to income from self-employment in year t-1. The 

poverty threshold is either kept constant at 60% of median equivalised household disposable income in 2016 

(“fixed at the baseline”, i.e. under the current situation), or it is allowed to vary as the various scenarios 

affect the income distribution and (possibly) the median (“floating”). For the definition of the baseline and the 

four scenarios, see text. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 

The fiscal effects of extending unemployment insurance and unemployment benefit to self-
employed workers (assuming no behavioural reactions) in Finland are shown in Table 23 
below. 

The total volume of social contributions paid by self-employed workers would increase by 

around 11% under scenarios 1 and 2, by 24% under scenario 3, and by over 28% under 
scenario 4. Given that social contributions are tax-exempt, and gross incomes fixed, one might 

expect that higher social contributions would result in lower taxable incomes, which would 
cause income taxes paid in by self-employed workers to decline. However, the fact is that 

unemployment benefits in Finland are subject to taxation as all other income. As a result, the 
total volume of income taxes paid in would actually go up (albeit by less than 1%). 

The combined effect of higher contributions (paid in by all self-employed workers) with 
unemployment benefits (paid out to those eligible) would be that the disposable incomes of 

self-employed workers as a whole would fall across all scenarios (by up to 0.9% under 

scenarios 3 and 4). 
Turning to the gross fiscal cost of spending on unemployment benefit for self-employed 

workers in Finland, we estimate it at 0.11% of GDP (under scenarios 1 and 3), or at 0.13% of 
GDP (under scenarios 2 and 4). 

Under scenarios 1 and 2, the additional social contributions paid into the unemployment 
benefit fund would be 0.05% of GDP. As a result of that, the net fiscal cost of spending on 

unemployment benefits would be 0.06% and 0.08% respectively. (The net fiscal cost of 
scenarios 3 and 4 would by construction be zero.) 
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Table 23 Fiscal impact: Finland 

 
Difference (%) of scenario x relative to baseline 

1 2 3 4 

Social contributions +11.2% +11.2% +24.1% +28.5% 

Income tax +0.6% +0.9% +0.6% +0.9% 

Disposable income -0.2% -0.1% -0.9% -0.9% 

Gross spending on unemployment benefit  0.11% 0.13% 0.11% 0.13% 

Net spending on unemployment benefit  0.06% 0.08% 0.00% 0.00% 

Notes: All figures refer to households with at least one self-employed worker before the unemployment shock, 

regardless of whether they also report other incomes. This comprises all those liable to pay unemployment 

insurance contributions. Disposable income is defined at household level. The first three rows compare social 

contributions paid in, income taxes paid in, and disposable income under each scenario with the baseline (the 

latter being defined as no unemployment insurance and no unemployment benefit for self-employed workers 

after an unemployment shock). The difference is expressed in proportional terms (i.e. +11.2% - row 1, 

column 1 – means social contributions paid by self-employed workers would increase by 11.2% under 

scenario 1 relative to the baseline). The last two rows show the fiscal cost of spending on unemployment 

benefit for self-employed workers as a share of GDP, in gross and net terms respectively. Net cost takes into 

account social contributions into the unemployment benefit fund. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 
The distributional effects of our hypothetical reform can be seen in Table 24. 

Extending unemployment insurance (and unemployment benefits) to the self-employed in 
Finland would make no significant difference in terms of inequality relative to a baseline of no 

unemployment insurance and no unemployment benefit for self-employed workers. 

Changes in poverty would slightly be more noticeable for self-employed workers than for the 
population as a whole. They would also be ambiguous: we estimate that poverty rates would 

decline slightly under scenarios 2 and 4, but not under scenarios 1 and 3 (in the latter case, 
they would actually rise). Clearly, a number of self-employed workers just above the poverty 

threshold would have to pay higher contributions, but would not necessarily receive 
unemployment benefit, pushing their net disposable household incomes below that threshold. 

Focusing on the group of those self-employed workers (in year t-1) who would become 
unemployed or inactive following the unemployment shock (in year 1) yields unambiguous 

results. In the absence of unemployment benefits, the households where such workers live 

would see their incomes decline and poverty rates rise following the unemployment shock. 
Conversely, the receipt of unemployment benefits would stabilise incomes, absorbing a 

significant portion of the unemployment shock, and causing poverty rates to rise much less 
than would have been the case otherwise. The poverty-reduction effect compared to the 

counterfactual would be up to 10.0 percentage points relative to a fixed poverty threshold 
under scenario 2, closely followed by scenario 4 (a 9.8-point reduction). Note that, according 

to our simulations, a lower unemployment benefit paid out to a greater proportion of 
unemployed workers (scenarios 2 and 4) would reduce poverty more than a higher 

unemployment benefit paid out to fewer recipients (scenarios 1 and 3) in the event of an 

unemployment shock. As for households whose main earner is self-employed, their poverty 
rates would go up (by almost 1.0 percentage point under scenarios 3 and 4). 
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Table 24 Distributional impact: Finland 

 

Difference (absolute) of scenario x relative to 
baseline 

1 2 3 4 

Gini (all) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

S80/S20 (all) 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.00 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (all) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE in t-1) 0.0 -0.7 +0.3 -0.4 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE main 
earner in t-1) 

+0.5 +0.5 +0.8 +0.9 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE in t-1 
unemployed in t) 

-3.8 -10.0 -3.8 -9.8 

Poverty rate floating (all) 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.1 

Poverty rate floating (SE in t-1) 0.0 -0.7 +0.3 -0.4 

Poverty rate floating (SE main earner in t-
1) 

+0.5 +0.5 +0.8 +0.9 

Poverty rate floating (SE in t-1 unemployed 
in t) 

-3.8 -10.0 -3.8 -9.8 

Notes: Poverty rate (SE in t-1) refers to households with individuals reporting earnings from self-employment and no 

earnings from dependent employment, before the unemployment shock. Poverty rate (SE main earner in t-1) 

refers to those households whose main earner (i) reported earnings from self-employment exceeded 50% of 

his or her total personal income, and (ii) his or her earnings from self-employment exceeded the total 

personal income of any other individual within the same household. Poverty rate (SE in t-1 unemployed in t) 

refers to the subset of those who became inactive or unemployed as a result of the unemployment shock. For 

definitions of “fixed” and “floating” poverty thresholds, see notes to Table 10. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 

As shown in Figure A29 in the Annex, extending unemployment insurance (and unemployment 
benefits) to the self-employed in Finland would result in gains and losses idiosyncratically 
distributed across income deciles. To start with, changes would be minimal, barely exceeding 

0.2% of previous income for deciles 1 and 2 under scenario 2. Furthermore, losses would be 

more widespread, involving all deciles under scenario 3, deciles 3-10 under scenario 4, and the 
upper half of the distribution under scenarios 1 and 2. Focusing on households of self-

employed workers alone (Figure A30) would magnify these effects. The relative income gains 
for those in decile 2 would approach 2% (under scenario 2). Income losses would also be 

slightly more significant, reaching 1% of previous incomes for households in decile 6-10 (under 
scenarios 3 and 4).  

 

f. The Netherlands 

The unemployment insurance contribution rate in The Netherlands varies by industry (and, in 

some cases, by the duration of the employment contract). On average, employees pay 2.07% 

and employers 2.16% of earnings. An annual ceiling of €51,976 applies (see MISSOC). We 
therefore take 4.23% as our unemployment insurance contribution rate under scenarios 1 and 

2. 
EU-SILC panel data suggest that the probability of a self-employed worker in year t-1 in The 

Netherlands ending up either unemployed or inactive (but not retired) in year t, averaged 
5.4% in 2007-2015 (i.e. the lowest of the six countries examined here). 

Under scenario 1 (extending to self-employed workers the existing scheme for employees), we 
estimate the coverage rate to be 88.0%, based on the personal characteristics of the workers 

concerned. The average unemployment benefit would be €1,394 per month, annualized (i.e. 

taking into account benefit duration). 
Under scenario 2, the contribution rate would again be 4.23%, as under scenario 1, but benefit 

coverage would be full, and the benefit level would be at 60% of median income (i.e. €1,134 
per month). Given that the number of months recipients had been self-employed (in year t-1) 

is in some cases less than 12, benefit duration would be correspondingly lower, and the 
average amount of benefit (in year t) in annual terms would work out at €1,048 per month. 

Note that the existing scheme for employees in The Netherlands pays benefits above the 
poverty threshold. As a result, scenario 2 would be less generous than scenario 1. 

Under scenario 3, benefit level, coverage and duration would all be the same as in scenario 1, 

but the unemployment insurance contribution rate would be adjusted to exactly offset 



Access to social protection for all forms of employment 

 
73 

spending on benefit paid out to formerly self-employed workers who are eligible for it. We 
estimate that rate to be 3.40%. In other words, relative to the current rate under the existing 

scheme for employees, a lower contribution rate would be needed to cover the fiscal costs of 

spending on unemployment benefits in The Netherlands. 
Under scenario 4, the benefit level would be the same as in scenario 2 (i.e. €1,048 per month, 

annualized), and so would be the coverage rate and duration of benefit. However, the 
contribution rate would be set at such a level as to exactly offset spending on benefit paid out 

to those eligible. We estimate that level to be 2.90%, i.e. lower than under scenario 3 (which 
would pay a higher benefit to fewer recipients). 

A summary of the above is shown in Table 25 below. 

Table 25 Base assumptions: The Netherlands 

 

Scenario 

1 2 3 4 

UI contribution rate 4.23% 4.23% 3.40% 2.90% 

average UB amount (per month, annualised) € 1,394 € 1,048 € 1,394 € 1,048 

average earnings of recipients (in year t-1) € 2,274 € 2,001 € 2,274 € 2,001 

unemployment risk 5.4% 

UB coverage 88.0% 100.0% 88.0% 100.0% 

poverty line (fixed at baseline) € 1,134 

poverty line (floating) € 1,132 € 1,132 € 1,134 € 1,134 

Notes: UI denotes unemployment insurance. UB denotes unemployment benefit. Unemployment risk set equal to the 

percentage of self-employed workers in year t-1 who were unemployed or inactive in year t, based on 

estimates derived from EU-SILC longitudinal panel, averaged over the years 2007 to 2015. UB coverage is 

the percentage of self-employed workers in year t-1 and unemployed or inactive in year t who are entitled to 

unemployment benefit. Average earnings of recipients refer to income from self-employment in year t-1. The 

poverty threshold is either kept constant at 60% of median equivalised household disposable income in 2016 

(“fixed at the baseline”, i.e. under the current situation), or it is allowed to vary as the various scenarios 

affect the income distribution and (possibly) the median (“floating”). For the definition of the baseline and the 

four scenarios, see text. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

The fiscal effects of extending unemployment insurance and unemployment benefit to self-
employed workers (assuming no behavioural reactions) in The Netherlands are shown in Table 

26 below. 

The total volume of social contributions paid by self-employed workers would increase a little 
(that is, by around 1-2% across scenarios). Social contributions are tax-exempt, which should 

cause income taxes paid in by self-employed workers to decline. On the other hand, 
unemployment benefits in The Netherlands are fully taxable. As a result, the total volume of 

income taxes paid in would actually go up (albeit by less than 1%). 
The combined effect of higher contributions (paid in by all self-employed workers) with 

unemployment benefits (paid out to those eligible) would be that the disposable incomes of 
self-employed workers as a whole would fall across all scenarios (by up to 1.1% under 

scenario 2). 

Table 26: Fiscal impact: The Netherlands 

 
Difference (%) of scenario x relative to baseline 

1 2 3 4 

Social contributions +2.1% +2.0% +1.7% +1.4% 

Income tax +0.8% +0.4% +0.8% +0.4% 

Disposable income -1.0% -1.1% -0.6% -0.5% 

Gross spending on unemployment benefit  0.15% 0.13% 0.15% 0.13% 

Net spending on unemployment benefit  -0.04% -0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 

Notes: All figures refer to households with at least one self-employed worker before the unemployment shock, 

regardless of whether they also report other incomes. This comprises all those liable to pay unemployment 

insurance contributions. Disposable income is defined at household level. The first three rows compare social 

contributions paid in, income taxes paid in, and disposable income under each scenario with the baseline (the 

latter being defined as no unemployment insurance and no unemployment benefit for self-employed workers 

after an unemployment shock). The difference is expressed in proportional terms (i.e. +2.1% - row 1, column 

1 – means social contributions paid by self-employed workers would increase by 2.1% under scenario 1 

relative to the baseline). The last two rows show the fiscal cost of spending on unemployment benefit for self-

employed workers as a share of GDP, in gross and net terms respectively. Net cost takes into account social 

contributions into the unemployment benefit fund. (A negative sign denotes net fiscal savings.) 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 
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Turning to the gross fiscal cost of spending on unemployment benefit for self-employed 

workers in The Netherlands, we estimate it at 0.15% of GDP (under scenarios 1 and 3), or at 

0.13% of GDP (under scenarios 2 and 4). 
Under scenarios 1 and 2, the additional social contributions paid into the unemployment 

benefit fund would be 0.19% of GDP. As a result of that, the net fiscal savings from the new 
unemployment contributions and benefits would be 0.04% and 0.6% respectively. (The net 

fiscal cost of scenarios 3 and 4 would by construction be zero.) 
 

The distributional effects of our hypothetical reform can be seen in Table 27. 
Extending unemployment insurance to the self-employed would make a significant difference 

in distributional terms in the event of an unemployment shock in The Netherlands, reducing 
inequality as well as poverty relative to a baseline of no unemployment insurance and no 

unemployment benefit for self-employed workers. 

Distributional effects would be quite similar across scenarios. The reduction in poverty would 
be somewhat greater for self-employed workers than for the population as a whole (by up to 

1.8 versus 0.2 percentage points relative to a fixed poverty threshold under scenarios 1 and 
3), and would be greatest of all for the group of those self-employed workers (in year t-1) who 

would become unemployed or inactive following the unemployment shock (in year 1). The 
latter would be worst affected by the unemployment shock; therefore, in the absence of 

unemployment benefits, they would see their poverty rate rise steeply. The extension of 
unemployment insurance would significantly soften the impact of the unemployment shock (by 

up to 22.7 percentage points relative to a fixed poverty threshold under scenarios 1 and 3). As 

regards households whose main earner is self-employed, their poverty rates would barely 
change as a result of increased contributions and the new unemployment benefit being made 

available (specifically, they would go down by 0.2 percentage points under scenarios 1 and 3, 
and up by 0.3 percentage points under scenarios 2 and 4). 

Table 27: Distributional impact: The Netherlands 

 

Difference (absolute) of scenario x relative to 
baseline 

1 2 3 4 

Gini (all) -0.002 -0.003 -0.002 -0.002 

S80/S20 (all) -0.05 -0.06 -0.05 -0.05 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (all) -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE in t-1) -1.8 -1.6 -1.8 -1.6 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE main 
earner in t-1) 

-0.2 +0.3 -0.2 +0.3 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE in t-1 
unemployed in t) 

-22.7 -21.9 -22.7 -21.9 

Poverty rate floating (all) -0.3 -0.3 -0.2 -0.2 

Poverty rate floating (SE in t-1) -1.8 -1.6 -1.8 -1.6 

Poverty rate floating (SE main earner in t-
1) 

-0.2 +0.3 -0.2 +0.3 

Poverty rate floating (SE in t-1 unemployed 
in t) 

-22.7 -21.9 -22.7 -21.9 

Notes: Poverty rate (SE in t-1) refers to households with individuals reporting earnings from self-employment and no 

earnings from dependent employment, before the unemployment shock. Poverty rate (SE main earner in t-1) 

refers to those households whose main earner (i) reported earnings from self-employment exceeded 50% of 

his or her total personal income, and (ii) his or her earnings from self-employment exceeded the total 

personal income of any other individual within the same household. Poverty rate (SE in t-1 unemployed in t) 

refers to the subset of those who became inactive or unemployed as a result of the unemployment shock. For 

definitions of “fixed” and “floating” poverty thresholds, see notes to Table 10. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 
As shown in Figure A31 in the Annex II, extending unemployment insurance (and 
unemployment benefits) to the self-employed in The Netherlands would have a progressive 

distributional impact. Gains would be strongest for the poorest 10% of households (decile 1): 

their income would increase by around 2% (across all four scenarios). Households in decile 2 
would also gain. Focusing on households of self-employed workers alone (Figure A32) would 

magnify these effects. The relative income gains for those in decile 1 would be close to 10% 
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(across all four scenarios). Income losses would be widespread (involving deciles 4-10), but 
losses would be rather limited (up to 3% of previous incomes for households in the top decile 

under scenario 2). 

 

3.1.6. Summing up 

Extending unemployment insurance (and unemployment benefits) to the self-employed is 

bound to have different distributional implications in different countries. The sources of 
variation are manifold: the relative weight of self-employment in European labour markets; 

the unemployment risk faced by the self-employed; the position of self-employed workers in 
the distribution of individual earnings; the position of those losing their job as a result of the 

unemployment shock; the incomes of other household members – all these factors vary widely 
across member states. This is also true with existing unemployment schemes for dependent 

workers, to which our hypothetical reforms would harmonise to varying degrees under our 
scenarios, their coverage rates varying considerably as a result of eligibility rules and the 

characteristics of unemployed workers. 

EUROMOD is uniquely placed to assess these implications, taking into account interactions with 
other tax-benefit policies. Our analysis illustrates how important these interactions are. On the 

one hand, when social contributions increase, taxable incomes decline, since contributions are 
tax-deductible, and hence income taxes for those in work will fall, absorbing some (but not all) 

of the impact of higher contributions on disposable incomes. Paying out unemployment 
benefits to those becoming unemployed (or inactive, but not retired) would obviously exert a 

positive influence on the average incomes of the self-employed. But the tax treatment of 
unemployment benefits is also important, and complicates the picture further. For instance, as 

shown earlier, in Finland and The Netherlands unemployment benefits are taxed as income, as 

a result of which social contributions as well as income taxes would rise if unemployment 
insurance and unemployment benefits were extended to the self-employed. Microsimulation 

analysis facilitates a better understanding of such differences between member states. 
Our four scenarios differ according to whether benefits would be set at the same level as paid 

out under existing schemes for employees (scenarios 1 and 3), or alternatively at the poverty 
threshold of 60% of median incomes for a single person (scenarios 2 and 4). Moreover, they 

also differ by whether the contribution rate would be set at the same level as paid in under 
existing schemes for employees (scenarios 1 and 2), or alternatively at the level required to 

ensure that revenue from contributions equals spending on benefits (scenarios 3 and 4). 

These combinations, interacting with existing benefit rules and the income distribution in each 
country, produced significant variety. Unemployment benefit schemes for employees pay 

benefits close to the poverty threshold (of 60% of median incomes) in Greece and Croatia, 
below that level in Italy and Latvia, and above that in Finland and The Netherlands (where, as 

seen earlier, benefits are taxed). 
The contribution rate implied by budget neutrality would also vary significantly. In Greece and 

The Netherlands, it would be below the rate prevailing under existing schemes for employees. 
In Italy and Finland, it would be higher but not entirely prohibitive (around 4-6%). But in 

Croatia it would be 12-13%, and in Latvia it would reach 21% (scenario 4).   

The gross fiscal cost of the new unemployment benefits for scenarios 1 and 3 (i.e. benefit 
levels as in existing schemes for employees) would range from 0.06% of GDP in Latvia, 0.11% 

and 0.15% in Finland and The Netherlands, 0.21% and 0.25% in Greece and Italy, and would 
reach 0.37% of GDP in Croatia. 

The net fiscal cost, once social contributions paid into the unemployment fund are taken into 
account, would by construction be zero under scenarios 3 and 4. Under scenarios 1 and 2, it 

would be significantly lower than gross fiscal costs (except in Latvia, where it would only be 
slightly lower), while in two of our six countries (Greece and The Netherlands) it would actually 

be negative, implying net fiscal savings. 

Once again, differences in fiscal costs can be attributed to variations across member states in 
the incidence of self-employment, the average earnings of self-employed workers, the 

unemployment risk facing them, and the characteristics of existing unemployment benefit 
schemes. 

Effects on disposable incomes, once contributions are charged and benefits are paid, and once 
their interactions with each other and the tax system have also been taken into account, would 
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also vary. In Italy and Latvia, those in self-employment before the unemployment shock would 
see their incomes increase by around 1% after the introduction of unemployment insurance 

and unemployment benefits. In Croatia (where the unemployment risk is greatest, based on 

historical data for 2007-2015), the disposable incomes of the self-employed would increase by 
over 10%. In The Netherlands and Greece, disposable incomes would fall slightly (by 1-2%). 

In Finland there would hardly be an effect either way. 
Distributional effects would be modest if assessed from the perspective of the population as a 

whole (in Finland they would be non-existent). For those immediately concerned (i.e. those in 
self-employment before the unemployment shock), poverty rates would fall by less than 2 

percentage points (except in Croatia where the drop would be around 10 percentage points), 
relative to a fixed threshold, compared to a baseline of no unemployment insurance and no 

unemployment benefits. 
On the contrary, households whose main earner is self-employed would be more likely to lose 

income (as a result of the higher social contributions due) than to gain (as a result of the new 

unemployment benefit available), so that poverty rates for that group would actually go up in 
most countries under at least some scenarios. 

If we take a narrower focus, looking at the victims of the unemployment shock, who would 
potentially benefit more, then clearly the protective role of our hypothetical reform would be 

far more substantial: it would significantly soften the impact of job loss on poverty at 
household level in all six countries. 

A final word concerns the limits of microsimulation. As is common in such exercises, we have 
assumed away behavioural responses on behalf of self-employed workers (e.g. the possibility 

that they might work less, or under-report their earnings to the authorities, as a result of 

higher contribution rates). Moreover, distributional and, to a lesser extent, fiscal effects 
depend on exactly who loses their job after an unemployment shock. Here we have assumed 

that the unemployment risk is randomly distributed across self-employed workers. It is 
possible that the risk of losing one’s job is systematically correlated with worker or job 

characteristics (such as education, industry etc.) 
This study is a first attempt to estimate the order of magnitude of the relevant effects, identify 

drivers of variation, and highlight critical points future studies might take into account.
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3.2. Estimates of budget costs and distributive effects from increasing coverage against 

unemployment risks for self-employed in EU-28 countries 

3.2.1. Aims of the simulations 

The aim of this section is presenting some estimates for all EU-28 countries about the 
budgetary costs that would be due to the provision of unemployment benefits (henceforth UB) 

and sickness benefits (henceforth SB) for self-employed workers (henceforth SE). 
 

Before discussing the contents of the simulations shown in this section, differences between 

the simulations about UB presented in this section – carried out by using EU-SILC longitudinal 
waves – and those carried out by using EUROMOD and shown in other sections of this interim 

report, have to be highlighted. Indeed, estimates based on EUROMOD aim at verifying – for 
some selected EU countries – effects of some reforms that pursue a homogenization of UB 

guarantees between employees and SE in a country. For instance, EUROMOD simulations 
analyse the effects of changing the level of social contributions levied on SE (e.g., equalizing 

social contributions between employees and the self-employed) and paying to SE who drop in 
unemployment the same UB (in terms of duration and amount) guaranteed to the employees 

by the national rules. The aim of the simulations presented in this section is instead clearly 

different.  
 

Indeed, our policy scenarios are neither based on a predefined change in contribution rates nor 
they are based on measures that homogenize UB for employees and self-employed in each 

country. The simulations shown in this section are instead based on hypothetical scenarios 
where the same type of UB scheme is introduced in all EU-28 countries. Therefore, the UB 

schemes simulated in this section are related neither to possible UB schemes for SE already 
existing in a country nor to the features of the UB schemes covering employees in that 

country. In other terms, simulation scenarios considered in this section do not assume any 

homogenization between UB for employees and SE in a country, but are based on hypothetical 
UB schemes for SE introduced in all EU-28 countries according to the same eligibility rules.  

 
Moreover, in this section, we assume no specific hypotheses about the level of social 

contributions for SE and we estimate, according to the evidence recorded in EU-SILC about the 
SE risks to become unemployed or to receive a sickness allowance, what would be the 

spending for UB and SB paid to SE according to some reform scenarios. 
 

As concerns UB, we assess a “gross” budgetary cost of these reforms. Indeed, we do not take 

into account a possible spending already existing for UB paid to SE and, thus, we do not 
subtract this possible spending from the simulated cost of the new UB scheme. The reason of 

the missed consideration of UB already received by SE is that information in EU-SILC about UB 
received in a year is not very precise, for some reasons. Indeed, the variable on annual UB 

received by an individual may include some spending component not directly considerable as 
an UB (for instance, Cassa Integrazione allowance in Italy, that is paid to not unemployed 

individuals) and, mostly, being UB only recorded on an annual basis, it does not allow us to 
exactly compute how much of the UB received in a year is linked to previous periods worked as 

a SE. Anyhow, we also present in this section preliminary information on the amount of UB 

annually paid to workers with different contracts recorded in EU-SILC. 
 

To get a magnitude of the estimated costs of these reforms, we express the total “gross” 
spending for the new simulated UB scheme for SE as a share of the wage bill (of both 

employees and SE or of SE only). This choice is useful to get a magnitude of the burden of 
these schemes and the ratio between the additional spending and the wage bill might be 

interpreted as the contribution rate that would be levied to the different groups of workers to 
finance UB scheme defined in our reforms scenarios. Note, however, that we are not assuming 
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that the new benefits would be financed through social contributions on workers (e.g., it can 
be financed by the general taxation or also in deficit).78 

 

In the analyses shown in this section the contribution rate to be levied on SE, thus, becomes 
an endogenous variable: indeed, as said, once defined a specific type of UB to be guaranteed 

to SE (e.g., a minimum benefit or a predefined replacement rate), we estimate the total cost 
that would be associated with this benefit and – expressing the cost as a ratio of the wage bill 

– we can endogenously find the contribution rate that would be needed for financing the new 
type of benefit. 

 
More in detail, this section is organized as follows: we first present the characteristics of our 

simulations scenarios (section 3.2.2) and the methodological steps followed to carry out the 
simulations (section 3.2.3). Then we present the results of our simulations under the various 

scenarios, first showing costs for the public budget of introducing the simulated UB schemes 

for SE under a scenario where a certain replacement rate is guaranteed (section 3.2.4), then 
presenting results related to a simulated UB scheme for SE when a sort of minimum benefit is 

guaranteed (section 3.2.5) and, then, showing the effects on the distribution of individual 
incomes, for both employees and self-employed, related to the introduction of the simulated 

UB schemes for SE (section 3.2.6). Finally, we turn to the issue of sickness benefits and show 
the estimates of budget costs resulting from an increasing of the coverage against sickness 

risks for self-employed in the EU (section 3.2.7). 

3.2.2. Simulations scenarios 

We focus on a possible introduction of an UB scheme for SE, under two scenarios about the 

amount of this benefit:  

a1) the benefit is related to previous wage, i.e. a replacement rate is guaranteed;  
b1) a fixed amount of benefit is paid to all individuals independently on their previous wage.  

Therefore, scenario a) is more consistent with the rules about unemployment benefits that 
apply to employees in most countries (i.e. with the policy option 2 defined in this tender), 

while scenario b) is more consistent with the adoption of a minimum level of mandatory social 
protection (i.e. with the policy option 1 defined in this tender). Furthermore, our analysis can 

be also run by specific subgroups of SE – e.g., distinguishing employers and self-employed 
without employees – providing evidence consistent with the introduction of mandatory 

occupational schemes (thus resembling in some sense policy option 3 of this tender). 

 
Estimates have been carried out by using a sample, built merging 7 cross-sections of EU-SILC 

(2009-2015 cross-sections, i.e. covering the period 2008-2014), that, following harmonized 
definitions of the relevant variables, record workers’ self-reported statuses (i.e., employee, 

self-employed, unemployed or the various inactivity conditions) in each month of a certain 
year and also record annual gross labour incomes from employment and self-employment.79 

 
We have thus computed – according to EU-SILC 2009-2015 figures – what would be the gross 

cost (i.e. without taking into account possible second-order effects on other taxes and benefits, 

as it is instead considered in EUROMOD, and the spending for already existing UB schemes for 
SE) for public finances if UB schemes for self-employed were implemented in all EU countries 

according to the scenarios assumed in our simulations. 
 

In our simulations, for each year of the period 2008-2014 recorded in EU-SILC 2009-2015 
cross-sections, we focus on those who were self-employed (both full-timers and part-timers) at 

January of each year and, being tracked their working status since February up until to 
December of that year in EU-SILC, we measure the cost to cover these workers’ subgroups 

against unemployment risks. We prefer to use a pooled sample of various EU-SILC cross-

                                          
78 As previously mentioned, this estimated contribution rate has to be considered as a “gross” rate, while, to infer a “net” rate, the ratio between 

the UB already paid to SE and the corresponding wage bill should be subtracted from the “gross” rate. 
79 Monthly statuses are recorded for a single individual (the “selected respondent”) in DK, FI and SE while around 10% of missing values of the 
variable about monthly status characterises BG and PL. We have dropped from the analysis individuals with this missing information. Therefore, 

estimated results for these 5 countries (and especially for the three Nordic countries) should be considered with some caution. 
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sectional waves instead than a single wave for a couple of reasons: i) increase the sample size 
that is rather thin for some considered events; ii) estimate a medium-run level of benefits and 

costs computed on a 7-year period rather than more volatile values that would emerge if 

single years were considered.  
 

It has to be pointed out that focusing on those who work as a SE at January only produces a 
sort of lower bound of the yearly impact of the UB scheme for SE on public finances for a 

couple of reasons: i) we do not consider the annual cost for paying unemployment benefits to 
those who have been self-employed in the previous and are still entitled to receive an 

unemployment benefit at the beginning of the next year; ii) we do not include in our estimates 
possible costs related to individuals who were not self-employed at January, then become self-

employed and afterwards drop in unemployment by the end of the year.  
However, we deal with issue i) also considering a further sensitivity scenario when we add to 

the annual cost the spending for those who are still unemployed at the end of the year and 

have not expired to total period of receipt of UB, thus assuming they will not be again 
employed before the period of receipt of UB expires (e.g., assuming that an UB is paid for at 

most 6 months, one who is fired at the end of September will receive 3 monthly UB in the 
year, but, if he/she does not come back to work will receive further 3 months of UB the 

following year). Issue ii) is instead less relevant since, as we will show in next section, the 
number of “movers” across contractual statuses and the unemployment over a year is rather 

limited everywhere. 
 

Therefore, when we do not include in the computation the expected spending in the following 

year for benefits whose receipt period has not yet expired, we are estimating a sort of lower 
bound of the annual spending for UB for SE. Alternatively, this lower bound can be considered 

as the cost of the reform in the starting year (i.e. the calendar year when the reform is 
introduced). Adding to the computation the spending for individuals who were receiving the UB 

in the previous year and are still entitled to receive it is, instead, a way to define a sort of 
upper bound of additional spending in a given year (upper bound because we assume that no 

one will exit from unemployment before the period of receipt of the UB finishes). However, it 
has to be noted that, adding the UB spending for those who become unemployed during a year 

to the residual spending for those who were already receiving the UB the previous year allows 

us to more precisely estimate the budget cost as of the second year after the introduction of 
the reform.80   

As mentioned, we have simulated two different scenarios about the implementation of an 
unemployment benefit scheme in EU countries, that, more in detail, are defined as: 

a) “The replacement rate scenario” (section 3.2.4). The unemployment benefit is paid 
according to the number of months spent in unemployment during the year for a 

maximum of 6 months (two alternative sensitivity scenarios also consider UB paid for 4 
and 8 months at most, respectively). The amount of the benefit is equal to 50% of the 

previous monthly gross labour income with a maximum monthly amount equal to 60% 

of national median gross labour income (from employment and self-employment). 
Alternative sensitivity scenarios also simulate replacement rates equal to 40% and 60% 

of the previous monthly gross labour income. This scenario, in some sense, resembles a 
scenario where self-employed would be characterised by benefit computation formulas 

similar to those of employees. 
b) “The minimum level scenario” (section 3.2.5). The unemployment benefit is paid 

according to the number of months spent in unemployment during the year for a 
maximum of 6 months (but considering two alternative sensitivity scenarios related to a 

maximum of 4 and 8 months, respectively). The amount of the benefit is equal to 30% 

of national median gross labour income (from employment and self-employment), 
independently on previous individual monthly gross labour income as a self-employed 

                                          
80 We do not use EU-SILC panel to run simulations of individuals entitled to receive UB overtime for some reasons: panel data are missing for 

Germany, Malta and the UK; the panel sample size is more limited and the number of missing values increases; defining entitlement conditions to 
UB of individuals overtime would require us to make several assumptions on specific rules (e.g. how can we provide an UB – and what would be 

its duration - to a SE who, in a 2-year period, has two 10 months stints of unemployment interposed by 2 working months?). As clarified below, 

working on cross-section allows us to simply assume that those who are SE at the beginning of a year are entitled to receive an UB if they 
become unemployed (and the number of paid months is expressed as the sum of the months in unemployment until a certain ceiling, e.g. 6 

months). 
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(two alternative sensitivity scenarios are also run assuming that the benefit is equal to 
20% and 40% of the national gross labour income, respectively). This scenario 

resembles a scenario where a minimum income guarantee would be provided to self-

employed in case of unemployment. 
Consistently with the assumptions followed in the simulations based on EUROMOD, we have 

also run additional scenarios extending the previous scenarios a) and b) considering entitled to 
receive an UB also those who worked as a SE at January and that in the following months 

during the year stop to work but report to the EU-SILC interviewers that they are inactive for 
reasons different from retirement (we have thus excluded from the analysis SE once they 

retire).  
 

As already mentioned in this Report, the choice to extend UB also to SE moving to inactivity 
might allow us to reduce a possible underreporting of unemployment risks for SE due to the 

fact that, being absent UB schemes for them in many countries, those who stop to work can 

answer in the SILC interviews to have become an inactive rather than an unemployed merely 
because they are discouraged, even if they would like to find a new job. Actually, for many not 

retired individuals, when they answer about their self-reported employment status the 
difference between the statuses of unemployed or inactive is rather slight and may depend on 

an individual feeling rather than on an objective status. And this holds true especially for SE 
when – being almost always absent UB schemes – a sort of official definition of unemployment, 

that makes the individual entitled to receive an UB, is not perceived by the them. 
 

These additional scenarios have then been run extending scenarios a) and b) according to the 

following hypotheses: 
1. “The replacement rate scenario”. The unemployment benefit is paid according to the 

number of months spent in unemployment or inactivity for reasons different from 
retirement during 2014 for a maximum of 6 months (4 and 8 months in the alternative 

scenarios). The amount of the benefit is equal to 50% of previous monthly gross labour 
income (40% and 60% in the alternative scenarios) with a maximum monthly amount 

equal to 60% of national median gross labour income (from employment and self-
employment).  

2. “The minimum level scenario”. The unemployment benefit is paid according to the 

number of months spent in unemployment or inactivity for reasons different from 
retirement during 2014 for a maximum of 6 months (4 and 8 months in the alternative 

scenarios. The amount of the benefit is equal to 30% of the national median gross 
labour income (from employment and self-employment), independently on previous 

individual monthly gross labour income as a self-employed (20% and 40% of the 
national median gross labour income in the alternative scenarios).  

As argued, the total amount of UB paid during a year (i.e. the spending for UB for SE in the 
various scenarios) is then expressed as the ratio between the spending and the wage bill (i.e. 

total gross annual labour income). In more detail, we consider both the total wage bill from 

employment and self-employment and from self-employment only as possible tax bases.  
 

Accordingly, dividing the spending by the wage bill from employment and self-employment 
would express the contribution rate for both employees and self-employed needed to finance 

UB for self-employed (in a sort of scheme not-categorical for SE only). Conversely, dividing the 
spending by the total income earned in a year by self-employed only would produce the 

contribution rate to be levied on self-employed only if a specific scheme for self-employed 
were implemented. Furthermore, as an attempt to verify what would happen in case of specific 

“occupational schemes”, we have also distinguished two categories of self-employed – 

employers and self-employed without employees – to estimate the contribution rate that would 
be levied for each category of self-employed if the financing would be category specific (note, 

however, that this further split is heavily constrained by the limited sample size of specific 
groups of self-employed in a country who drop in unemployment during a year; for instance, in 

some countries no employers move to unemployment or inactivity for reasons different from 
retirement in some years).   
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3.2.3. Steps of the simulations 

Our methodology has proceeded according to the following steps (each step has been run at 
the country level and pooling together the 7 cross-sectional waves, thus providing an average 

cost over a 7-year period): 
 Using sample weights provided in EU-SILC, we have first computed the total wage bill 

in the whole 2008-2014 period (the wage basis that can be taxed for financing UB for 

SE), distinguishing, thus, also total wage bill received by all self-employed workers 
(i.e., employers, self-employed without employees and family workers) and by 

employers and self-employed without employees.81 
 For those self-employed at January of each year, we have computed the number of 

months spent as a self-employed, as an unemployed or as an inactive (but not retired) 
in the following 11 months. 

 Dividing annual income from self-employment by the number of months spent working 
as a self-employed we have computed monthly gross labour income as a self-employed. 

 We have then computed the monthly unemployment benefit paid to each entitled 

individual (i.e. self-employed who drop in unemployment and in unemployment or 
inactivity; no further eligibility criteria are considered, e.g. about their labour market 

experience, income level or household composition), following the rules characterizing 
the aforementioned scenarios a) and b) and a.1) and b.1). 82 

 We have multiplied the monthly benefit by the number of months of payment of 
unemployment benefit (i.e. the number of months effectively spent in unemployment or 

in unemployment/inactivity with a maximum of 4-6-8 months in the various scenarios), 
thus obtaining the total benefit received by each individual. 

 We have then aggregated individual benefits by country, thus obtaining total spending 

for self-employed who become unemployed or unemployed/inactive in a year 
(aggregating information derived by the examined 7-year period). As clarified, this 

amount expresses the cost of the starting year, i.e. the year of introduction of the 
reform (it is, then, a sort of lower bound of the spending associated with the reform). 

 We have also added to the total annual spending, the spending for individuals who are 
still entitled to receive an UB (for some months) at the end of the previous year, thus 

estimating, as a sort of upper bound of total spending, the cost of the new UB scheme 
that would emerge as of the second year after the introduction of the reform. 

 Finally, we have divided total spending, in the various scenarios, by the corresponding 

wage bill, to provide a more intelligible unit of measurement of our computations. As 
pointed out, the share between the spending for UB to SE and the corresponding wage 

bill can be also expressed as the contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment 
benefit scheme we have simulated. 

Note that, as mentioned, we have computed a gross spending, without detracting the possible 
spending for unemployment benefits already paid to self-employed in some countries and 

without considering possible feedbacks on other items of the public budget. Anyway, in Table 
28 we show, according to EU-SILC figures, the spending of UB (expressed as a ratio of total 

wage bill) received in a year by individuals who report in that year to have worked as a SE. 

However, as clarified previously, it is extremely difficult to impute to SE this component of 
public spending. 

 
  

                                          
81 Analyses distinguishing subgroups of SE cannot be applied to family workers due to the very small number of those who fall in 

unemployment/inactivity in EU-SILC. Likewise, we cannot distinguish self-employed by sector of activity (thus resembling pure occupational 

schemes) due to the very small sample size of “self-employed then unemployed or inactive” by sector of activity in EU-SILC. 
82 As pointed out, scenarios a) and a.1) provide a benefit amount proportional to previous monthly wages with a ceiling on the total amount (set 

at 60% of the median of the monthly wage distribution in each country in each year), while scenarios b) and b.1) provide a flat-rate UB. 
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Table 28 – Annual spending for UB (as a ratio of total wage bill) according to the working status at January recorded in 

EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross-sections 

Country 

Total 
spending 

for UB 

UB paid to 
employee 

at January 

UB paid to 

SE at January 

UB paid to 
individuals 

not working 

at January 

UB paid to 
individuals 

not working 
at January but 

then working 
as a SE during 

the year 

AT 2.51% 0.89% 0.05% 1.57% 0.02% 

BE 5.69% 1.23% 0.02% 4.44% 0.02% 

BG 1.56% 1.01% 0.02% 0.68% 0.00% 

CY 3.34% 2.28% 0.02% 1.04% 0.01% 

CZ 0.60% 0.26% 0.02% 0.32% 0.02% 

DE 2.73% 0.87% 0.05% 1.81% 0.04% 

DK 10.34% 2.42% 0.16% 8.49% 0.03% 

EE 1.32% 0.74% 0.04% 0.54% 0.01% 

EL 1.32% 0.40% 0.01% 0.91% 0.02% 

ES 7.29% 3.08% 0.17% 4.04% 0.06% 

FI 9.40% 2.04% 0.18% 8.08% 0.06% 

FR 4.00% 1.28% 0.18% 2.54% 0.08% 

HR 0.84% 0.31% 0.00% 0.53% 0.00% 

HU 1.48% 0.36% 0.01% 1.12% 0.01% 

IE 8.25% 2.25% 0.37% 5.64% 0.12% 

IT 3.40% 2.16% 0.12% 1.12% 0.01% 

LT 0.78% 0.39% 0.03% 0.35% 0.01% 

LU 2.57% 0.67% 0.01% 1.88% 0.00% 

LV 1.57% 0.89% 0.03% 0.65% 0.01% 

MT 0.90% 0.17% 0.06% 0.67% 0.01% 

NL 3.84% 1.44% 0.25% 2.98% 0.07% 

PL 0.84% 0.23% 0.01% 0.59% 0.01% 

PT 3.07% 0.73% 0.02% 2.32% 0.01% 

RO 0.23% 0.04% 0.00% 0.18% 0.00% 

SE 2.90% 1.21% 0.11% 2.07% 0.00% 

SI 1.26% 0.54% 0.02% 0.70% 0.03% 

SK 0.70% 0.38% 0.00% 0.31% 0.02% 

UK 0.91% 0.39% 0.02% 0.51% 0.01% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 

 
As mentioned, because of the methodology we use to define entitlement conditions to UB for 

SE, we do not estimate UB paid to individuals who are not SE at January, then become SE and, 
afterwards, drop in unemployment or inactivity. However, the missed consideration of these 

cases does not alter a lot our computations since these cases are relatively rare in EU-SILC 

(Table 29). 
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Table 28 a - Annual spending (as a ratio of SE wage bill) for UB to individuals who worked as a SE during the year 

according to the working status at January recorded in EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross-sections  

Country 
UB paid to 

SE at January 

UB paid to individuals 
not working at January but then 
working as a SE during the year 

AT 0.38% 0.16% 

BE 0.24% 0.18% 

BG 0.16% 0.03% 

CY 0.15% 0.13% 

CZ 0.09% 0.10% 

DE 0.76% 0.55% 

DK 1.48% 0.26% 

EE 1.70% 0.36% 

EL 0.03% 0.07% 

ES 1.75% 0.59% 

FI 1.58% 0.49% 

FR 1.89% 0.89% 

HR 0.02% 0.02% 

HU 0.06% 0.05% 

IE 3.17% 1.05% 

IT 0.44% 0.03% 

LT 0.30% 0.05% 

LU 0.20% 0.05% 

LV 0.59% 0.19% 

MT 0.48% 0.08% 

NL 1.27% 0.33% 

PL 0.09% 0.05% 

PT 0.14% 0.13% 

RO 0.02% 0.02% 

SE 1.99% 0.02% 

SI 0.35% 0.50% 

SK 0.04% 0.15% 

UK 0.13% 0.05% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 

 
 



Access to social protection for all forms of employment 

 

 
84 

Table 29 – Share of individuals moving from employment or other non-working statuses to SE in a year 

 

Share of employees 
at January 

who become SE 

in the year 

Share of employees 
at January who 

become SE in the year 

but also spend 
some months in unemp. 

Share of 
employees 

at January who 
become SE in the 

year 

but also spend 
some months in 

unemp. or inact. 

Share of unemp/inact 
at January who 

become SE in the 

year 

AT 0.44% 0.05% 0.06% 0.98% 

BE 0.42% 0.06% 0.08% 0.43% 

BG 0.19% 0.02% 0.03% 1.83% 

CY 0.58% 0.24% 0.25% 1.70% 

CZ 0.44% 0.10% 0.11% 1.60% 

DE 0.19% 0.05% 0.06% 0.58% 

DK 0.32% 0.02% 0.04% 0.59% 

EE 0.84% 0.06% 0.11% 1.29% 

EL 0.24% 0.07% 0.08% 1.13% 

ES 0.37% 0.17% 0.17% 0.99% 

FI 1.01% 0.09% 0.15% 1.62% 

FR 0.42% 0.06% 0.08% 0.96% 

HR 0.19% 0.08% 0.08% 0.58% 

HU 0.23% 0.03% 0.03% 0.39% 

IE 0.21% 0.07% 0.09% 1.18% 

IT 0.24% 0.04% 0.04% 0.83% 

LT 0.35% 0.02% 0.05% 1.04% 

LU 0.35% 0.01% 0.03% 0.44% 

LV 0.34% 0.08% 0.09% 1.11% 

MT 0.35% 0.02% 0.02% 0.75% 

NL 0.66% 0.08% 0.15% 0.98% 

PL 1.13% 0.08% 0.10% 1.87% 

PT 0.38% 0.08% 0.09% 0.88% 

RO 0.13% 0.02% 0.03% 2.27% 

SE 0.40% 0.02% 0.05% 0.27% 

SI 0.68% 0.16% 0.16% 2.11% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 

3.2.4. Simulation results about the “replacement rate scenario A” 

The following Figures and Tables present the contribution rate (computed for different taxable 

wages) in the two aforementioned scenarios when the UB is paid according to a certain share 
of the previous wage, assuming, respectively, that periods spent in unemployment or periods 

spent in unemployment or inactivity (not for retirement) are guaranteed by the simulated UB 

scheme. 
 

As highlighted by the figures and the tables, in most of cases the contribution rate needed to 
finance the UB for SE would be extremely low – due to both the very limited share of workers 

that would benefit of these unemployment benefits and the relatively low generosity of the 
schemes simulated in this section. However, a large cross-country variation emerges (see, for 

instance, Figures 10 and 15). As argued below, this cross-country variation depends, on the 
one hand, on general labour market conditions that bring about different risks to lose the job 

for both employees and SE, but it is, in some cases (e.g., in CY, IE, MT, SI) related to a 
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relatively very high risk for those who are SE at January to drop in non-working statuses in the 
following months. 

 

As expected, the contribution rate increases when only self-employed would be in charge of 
financing income protection for self-employed, because a smaller contribution base will be 

burdened by the cost of the UB scheme for SE (compare in the different scenarios about the 
inclusion or not of those who drop in inactivity as entitled to receive UB, respectively, Figures 8 

and 9, Figures 13 and 14). 
  

As clarified, this estimated spending represents a lower bound (labelled “Lower bound 
scenarios” in Tables and Figures), i.e. the spending that would have to be financed the year 

when the reform is introduced. Adding the burden for financing UB to those individuals who are 
still entitled to receive a benefit at the end of the year (thus assuming that they will not come 

back at work before the period of payment of UB expires) produces an upper bound proper to 

estimate the costs that would emerge since the second year after the introduction of the 
reform (labelled “Upper bound scenarios” in Tables and Figures). As obvious, adding this 

component of the spending for UB increases the cost of the new UB scheme for SE (compare, 
Figures 9 and 10 and Figures 14 and 15, as concerns the two “replacement rate” scenarios). 

 
As expected, the contribution rate clearly increases when also periods spent in inactivity for 

reasons different from retirement are taken into account to define the eligibility conditions to 
UB for those who worked as a SE at January of each year, as it emerges comparing scenarios 

A and A.1 (Figures 8-12) and scenarios B and B.1 (Figures 13-17). Moreover, being relatively 

higher – with respect to self-employed without employees – the per capita wage obtained by 
the employers and being lower the number of employers who drop in unemployment/inactivity, 

the contribution rate for financing specific UB schemes would be higher for the self-employed 
without employees than for the employers (see Tables 30, 31, 32, 33, according to the various 

scenarios).83 
 

As mentioned, we present results expressed as a share of wage bills of workers or SE only that 
are both amount directly computable in EU-SILC data using sample weights. However, to 

provide a further measure of fiscal costs associated with the simulated new UB schemes for SE 

we also present in the Annex fiscal costs over the period 2008-2014 (i.e., obtained from Eu-
SILC 2009-2015 cross-sections) computed as the ratio between the additional spending for UB 

simulated in our exercise over the 7-year period and the GDP (in current prices, provided by 
the Eurostat website) over the same 7-year period. As expected, fiscal costs – in terms of GDP 

– is lower than the cost computed as a share of the workers’ wage bill. 
 

Results on sensitivity tests run changing from 6 to 4 or 8, respectively the number of months 
entitled to receive an UB are shown in the Annex IV entitled “Annex on changes in the 

estimated costs of the introduction of UB schemes for SE: sensitivity tests increasing or 

decreasing the replacement rate and the number of months of payment of UB” (Tables IV – 1-
8). Likewise, we present computations about scenarios where the UB is paid for at maximum 6 

months with a replacement rate of, respectively, 40% or 60% of the previous wage. Scenarios 
are shown computing costs with respect to the SE labour income and for both the lower bound 

scenario and the upper bound scenario. 
 

Finally, it has to be stressed that the relatively low cost of the simulated schemes is related to 
the relatively low share of individuals who work as a SE at January and, afterwards, drops in 

unemployment or unemployment or inactivity during the following 11 months recorded in EU-

SILC waves. In other terms, it is related to the low share of SE who would be characterised by 
the risk that the UB scheme should cover against. As a matter of fact, the spending for UB for 

SE in the simulated scenarios is strictly related to the share of individuals who would be 
eligible to the scheme (it has to be remarked that the same scheme would apply to all EU-28 

countries). Figures 11, 12, 16 and 17 relate the share of individuals that are entitled to the UB 

                                          
83 Note, however, that results where SE are distinguished according to their categories cannot be directly compared to the results shown in the 

Figures since in EU-SILC data the type of self-employment activity is recorded in a point in time instead that monthly. 
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and the spending for UB according to the different scenarios and, as clearly shown by these 
figures, an almost linear relation between the share of entitled workers and the spending 

emerges.  

However, relative risks to drop in unemployment or unemployment/inactivity between 
employees and SE largely differ across countries. Table 34 shows the shares of SE at January 

who drop in unemployment and in unemployment or inactivity (for reasons different from 
retirement) at least one month during the following 11 months and are, then, eligible to 

receive UB in our simulated scenarios. Likewise, Figures 18-19 show the relative risk between 
employees and SE to drop in unemployment or unemployment inactivity during a year (as the 

ratio between the frequencies of drops for employees and SE shown in Table 34). In all 
countries relative risks for employees (i.e. shares of employees who drop in unemployment) 

are higher than for SE (i.e. shares of SE who drop in unemployment) – even if in some 
countries the frequencies of drop towards unemployment/inactivity are higher for SE –, but 

what strikingly emerges from Figures 18-19 is that country differences in these relative risks 

are very high.  
 

Therefore, if, on the one hand, we can surely argue that the additional spending for UB would 
be related to general national labour market situations (and, usually, SE face lower risks than 

employees to lose their job), in some countries (e.g., CY, MT. IE, SI) risks for SE recorded in 
EU-SILC cross-sections seem rather high and no different from those faced by the employees. 

Therefore, in these countries, independently on the labour market general condition, we can 
expect a higher relative spending for guaranteeing SE from unemployment or 

unemployment/inactivity and, thus, the spending for UB for SE would be also related to 

specific national context that make more vulnerable those working as a SE. 
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Scenario A - “The replacement rate scenario”: unemployment benefit paid for 
maximum 6 months with a benefit equal to 50% of previous monthly income as a 

self-employed (with a maximum amount), including only SE moving to 

unemployment 

Figure 8 - Scenario A – Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, as a 

share of total labour income. Lower bound scenario 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Figure 9 - Scenario A – Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, as a 

share of SE labour income. Lower bound scenario 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 

Figure 10- Scenario A – Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, as a 

share of SE labour income. Upper bound scenario 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Figure 11 - Scenario A – Association between the share of SE at January who drops in unemployment during the year 

and the contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, as a share of SE 

labour income. Lower bound scenario 

 
N.B. Axes cross at mean values of the two variables. 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 

Figure 12 - Scenario A – Association between the share of SE at January who drops in unemployment during the year 

and the contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, as a share of SE 

labour income. Lower bound scenario. Upper bound scenario 

 
N.B. Axes cross at mean values of the two variables. 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table 30 - Scenario A - Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, 

distinguishing employers and self-employed without employees. Lower bound scenario 

Country 
Spending for employers/ 

Employers' wage bill 

Spending for self-employed without 
employees/ 

Self-employed without employees wage 
bill 

AT 0.044% 0.125% 

BE 0.015% 0.065% 

BG 0.061% 0.201% 

CY 0.368% 0.693% 

CZ 0.058% 0.117% 

DE 0.002% 0.102% 

DK 0.000% 0.194% 

EE 0.263% 0.449% 

EL 0.037% 0.112% 

ES 0.172% 0.295% 

FI 0.064% 0.226% 

FR 0.000% 0.077% 

HR 0.089% 0.262% 

IE 0.090% 0.070% 

IT 0.144% 0.546% 

LT 0.058% 0.160% 

LU 0.057% 0.107% 

LV 0.005% 0.022% 

MT 0.354% 0.323% 

NL 0.058% 0.142% 

PL 0.030% 0.085% 

PT 0.131% 0.291% 

SE 0.068% 0.216% 

SI 0.059% 0.050% 

SK 0.223% 0.043% 

UK 0.230% 0.238% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table 31 - Scenario A - Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, 

distinguishing employers and self-employed without employees. Upper bound scenario 

Country 
Spending for employers/ 

Employers' wage bill 

Spending for self-employed without 
employees/ 

Self-employed without employees wage 
bill 

AT 0.058% 0.145% 

BE 0.015% 0.082% 

BG 0.082% 0.251% 

CY 0.498% 0.787% 

CZ 0.082% 0.187% 

DE 0.002% 0.136% 

DK 0.000% 0.411% 

EE 0.286% 0.663% 

EL 0.057% 0.144% 

ES 0.320% 0.363% 

FI 0.076% 0.353% 

FR 0.000% 0.110% 

HR 0.153% 0.349% 

IE 0.120% 0.108% 

IT 0.265% 0.671% 

LT 0.067% 0.198% 

LU 0.094% 0.130% 

LV 0.005% 0.027% 

MT 0.451% 0.448% 

NL 0.062% 0.208% 

PL 0.073% 0.095% 

PT 0.176% 0.374% 

SE 0.092% 0.290% 

SI 0.059% 0.076% 

SK 0.223% 0.043% 

UK 0.361% 0.322% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Scenario A1 - “The replacement rate scenario”: unemployment benefit paid for 
maximum 6 months with a benefit equal to 50% of previous monthly income as a 

self-employed (with a maximum amount), including SE moving to unemployment or 

inactivity (for reasons other than retirement) 

Figure 13 - Scenario A.1 – Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, 

as a share of total labour income. Lower bound scenario 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Figure 14 - Scenario A.1 – Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, 

as a share of SE labour income. Lower bound scenario 

 
Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 

Figure 15 - Scenario A.1 – Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, 

as a share of SE labour income. Upper bound scenario 

 
Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Figure 16 - Scenario A.1 – Association between the share of SE at January who drops in unemployment or inactivity 

(for reasons other than retirement) during the year and the contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment 

benefit scheme for self-employed, as a share of SE labour income. Lower bound scenario 

 
N.B. Axes cross at mean values of the two variables. 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Figure 17 - Scenario A.1 – Association between the share of SE at January who drops in unemployment or inactivity 

(for reasons other than retirement) during the year and the contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment 

benefit scheme for self-employed, as a share of SE labour income. Upper bound scenario 

 
N.B. Axes cross at mean values of the two variables. 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table 32- Scenario A.1 - Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, 

distinguishing employers and self-employed without employees. Lower bound scenario 

Country 
Spending for employers/ 

Employers' wage bill 

Spending for self-employed without 
employees/ 

Self-employed without employees wage 
bill 

AT 0.073% 0.273% 

BE 0.097% 0.177% 

BG 0.106% 0.246% 

CY 0.517% 0.863% 

CZ 0.096% 0.178% 

DE 0.035% 0.209% 

DK 0.218% 0.213% 

EE 0.466% 0.856% 

EL 0.046% 0.155% 

ES 0.241% 0.420% 

FI 0.988% 0.691% 

FR 0.000% 0.148% 

HR 0.089% 0.269% 

IE 0.145% 0.175% 

IT 0.278% 0.733% 

LT 0.096% 0.237% 

LU 0.077% 0.125% 

LV 0.057% 0.197% 

MT 0.456% 0.498% 

NL 0.083% 0.290% 

PL 0.030% 0.119% 

PT 0.190% 0.472% 

SE 0.112% 0.278% 

SI 0.059% 0.058% 

SK 0.223% 0.043% 

UK 0.246% 0.251% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table 33 - Scenario A.1 - Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, 

distinguishing employers and self-employed without employees. Upper bound scenario 

Country 
Spending for employers/ 

Employers' wage bill 

Spending for self-employed without 
employees/ 

Self-employed without employees wage 
bill 

AT 0.094% 0.317% 

BE 0.115% 0.218% 

BG 0.127% 0.301% 

CY 0.664% 0.993% 

CZ 0.122% 0.266% 

DE 0.038% 0.255% 

DK 0.243% 0.450% 

EE 0.510% 1.111% 

EL 0.072% 0.196% 

ES 0.391% 0.510% 

FI 1.182% 1.079% 

FR 0.000% 0.193% 

HR 0.153% 0.372% 

IE 0.189% 0.231% 

IT 0.402% 0.931% 

LT 0.110% 0.289% 

LU 0.114% 0.153% 

LV 0.057% 0.243% 

MT 0.607% 0.639% 

NL 0.091% 0.378% 

PL 0.073% 0.132% 

PT 0.244% 0.593% 

SE 0.145% 0.363% 

SI 0.059% 0.088% 

SK 0.223% 0.043% 

UK 0.377% 0.334% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table 34 – Shares of individuals working as an employee or a SE at January who drop at least once in unemployment 

and in unemployment or inactivity during the following 11 months 

Country 

Share of 
Employees at 
January who 

drops in unemp. 

Share of 
Employees at 
January who 

drops in unemp. 

or inact. 

Share of SE 
at January 
who drops 

in unemp. 

Share of SE 
at January 
who drops 
in unemp. 

or inact. 

AT 6.0% 10.0% 1.4% 2.9% 

BE 3.7% 6.8% 1.0% 2.0% 

BG 4.6% 5.6% 1.9% 2.4% 

CY 8.1% 8.0% 6.4% 8.8% 

CZ 3.6% 5.3% 1.8% 2.4% 

DE 2.4% 4.2% 1.5% 3.0% 

DK 4.0% 7.0% 1.1% 1.9% 

EE 5.7% 8.6% 2.5% 4.5% 

EL 6.8% 6.3% 1.2% 1.7% 

ES 10.2% 10.6% 2.8% 3.5% 

FI 7.1% 11.4% 2.3% 6.9% 

FR 5.2% 5.5% 1.4% 2.2% 

HR 5.5% 5.9% 1.7% 1.8% 

HU 5.0% 6.5% 1.1% 2.0% 

IE 6.0% 7.9% 5.7% 8.0% 

IT 3.9% 4.9% 1.5% 2.2% 

LT 4.3% 5.4% 1.6% 2.2% 

LU 3.5% 5.5% 0.6% 1.8% 

LV 7.2% 9.4% 2.8% 3.7% 

MT 1.8% 2.5% 1.6% 3.0% 

NL 4.8% 5.5% 1.3% 2.1% 

PL 4.4% 6.1% 1.5% 2.7% 

PT 5.9% 7.1% 2.8% 3.9% 

RO 0.5% 0.7% 0.2% 0.3% 

SE 2.8% 4.8% 0.6% 0.6% 

SI 4.8% 4.9% 4.8% 5.3% 

SK 3.4% 4.4% 1.6% 2.6% 

UK 2.5% 3.9% 1.7% 3.3% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Figure 18: Ratio between the risk to drop in unemployment during a year for employees and SE at January 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 

Figure 19: Ratio between the risk to drop in unemployment/inactivity during a year for employees and SE at January 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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3.2.5. Simulation results about the “minimum level scenario B” 

When we run the “minimum level scenario B”, usually, the spending for UB reduces. As shown 
in the previous section, the spending increases in the upper bound scenario (compare, e.g., 

Figures 21 and 22 and Figures 26 and 27), when also individuals who move to inactivity are 
entitled to receive the benefit (compare scenarios B and B1, e.g. figures 22 and 27) and the 

spending is on charge of subgroups of SE (see Tables 35-38). 

 
However, a large cross-country variation in the spending for the new scheme emerges also in 

this scenario and, as pointed out previously, cross-country differences depend both on general 
labour market risks in the various countries and, on the other hand, on specific higher risks 

(compared to employees) in some countries.  
 

Note also that a scheme based on a formula that replaces 50% of previous wages (with a 
ceiling) for SE who drop in unemployment (or in unemployment/retirement; scenarios A and 

A.1, respectively) would not cost everywhere more than an UB scheme based on a relatively 

low flat-rate benefit amounting 30% of median wage (scenarios B and B.1, where, 
respectively, only SE moving to unemployment or also those moving to inactivity are 

considered eligible to receive the UB). Indeed, low-income SE would benefit more by a flat-
rate UB scheme than by an UB scheme paying a benefit proportional to previous earnings. As a 

consequence, the effect on total spending of the two types of schemes would depend on the 
characteristics of SE who lose their job. Therefore, since in some countries mostly SE with low 

incomes risk to drop in unemployment (or unemployment/inactivity) in EU-SILC data, a flat 
rate benefit would imply in some countries a higher spending than an UB based on previous 

labour incomes (compare, e.g., Figure 10 with Figure 22 and Figure 15 with Figure 27).  

 
Results on sensitivity tests run changing from 6 to 4 or 8, respectively the number of months 

entitled to receive an UB are shown in the Annex IV entitled “Annex on changes in the 
estimated costs of the introduction of UB schemes for SE: sensitivity tests increasing or 

decreasing the replacement rate and the number of months of payment of UB” (Tables IV – 1-
8). Likewise, we present computations about scenarios where the UB is paid for at maximum 6 

months with a value amounting, respectively, 20% or 40% of the median wage. Scenarios are 
shown computing costs with respect to the SE labour income and for both the lower bound 

scenario and the upper bound scenario. 
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Scenario B - “The minimum level scenario”: unemployment benefit paid for maximum 
6 months with a benefit equal to 30% of national gross median labour income, 

including only SE moving to unemployment 

 

Figure 20 - Scenario B - Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, as a 

share of total labour income. Lower bound scenario 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Figure 21 - Scenario B - Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, as a 

share of SE labour income. Lower bound scenario 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 

Figure 22 - Scenario B - Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, as a 

share of SE labour income. Upper bound scenario 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Figure 23 - Scenario B – Association between the share of SE at January who drops in unemployment during the year 

and the contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, as a share of SE 

labour income. Lower bound scenario 

 
N.B. Axes cross at mean values of the two variables. 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 

  

0.00%

1.00%

2.00%

3.00%

4.00%

5.00%

6.00%

7.00%

0.000% 0.100% 0.200% 0.300% 0.400% 0.500% 0.600% 0.700% 0.800%

Sh
ar

e 
of

 S
E 

at
 Ja

nu
ar

y 
w

ho
 d

ro
ps

 in
 u

ne
m

pl
oy

m
en

t

Ratio between the spending for UB for SE and the SE wage bill. Scenario B



Access to social protection for all forms of employment 

 

 
104 

Figure 24 - Scenario B – Association between the share of SE at January who drops in unemployment during the year 

and the contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, as a share of SE 

labour income. Upper bound scenario 

 
N.B. Axes cross at mean values of the two variables. 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table 35 - Scenario B - Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, 

distinguishing employers and self-employed without employees. Lower bound scenario 

Country 
Spending for employers/ 

Employers' wage bill 

Spending for self-employed without 
employees/ 

Self-employed without employees wage 
bill 

AT 0.034% 0.111% 

BE 0.039% 0.063% 

BG 0.034% 0.183% 

CY 0.207% 0.521% 

CZ 0.049% 0.120% 

DE 0.004% 0.168% 

DK 0.000% 0.173% 

EE 0.499% 0.932% 

EL 0.040% 0.106% 

ES 0.248% 0.312% 

FI 0.122% 0.308% 

FR 0.000% 0.118% 

HR 0.051% 0.177% 

IE 0.056% 0.057% 

IT 0.135% 0.646% 

LT 0.041% 0.119% 

LU 0.063% 0.123% 

LV 0.008% 0.034% 

MT 0.207% 0.337% 

NL 0.060% 0.123% 

PL 0.016% 0.121% 

PT 0.078% 0.185% 

SE 0.073% 0.280% 

SI 0.031% 0.039% 

SK 0.112% 0.063% 

UK 0.433% 0.542% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table 36 - Scenario B - Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, 

distinguishing employers and self-employed without employees. Upper bound scenario 

Country 
Spending for employers/ 

Employers' wage bill 

Spending for self-employed without 
employees/ 

Self-employed without employees wage 
bill 

AT 0.051% 0.136% 

BE 0.039% 0.085% 

BG 0.046% 0.232% 

CY 0.284% 0.592% 

CZ 0.073% 0.184% 

DE 0.004% 0.220% 

DK 0.000% 0.442% 

EE 0.723% 1.206% 

EL 0.055% 0.138% 

ES 0.354% 0.390% 

FI 0.192% 0.468% 

FR 0.000% 0.167% 

HR 0.084% 0.234% 

IE 0.076% 0.083% 

IT 0.216% 0.788% 

LT 0.049% 0.151% 

LU 0.098% 0.157% 

LV 0.008% 0.041% 

MT 0.269% 0.442% 

NL 0.083% 0.176% 

PL 0.038% 0.168% 

PT 0.105% 0.246% 

SE 0.100% 0.371% 

SI 0.031% 0.060% 

SK 0.112% 0.063% 

UK 0.685% 0.763% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Scenario B.1 - “The minimum level scenario”: unemployment benefit paid for 
maximum 4 months with a benefit equal to 30% of national gross median labour 

income, including SE moving to unemployment or inactivity (for reasons other than 

retirement) 

Figure 25 - Scenario B.1 - Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, as 

a share of total labour income. Lower bound scenario 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Figure 26 - Scenario B.1 - Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, as 

a share of SE labour income. Lower bound scenario 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 

Figure 27 - Scenario B.1 - Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, as 

a share of SE labour income. Upper bound scenario 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Figure 28 - Scenario B.1 – Association between the share of SE at January who drops in unemployment or inactivity 

(for reasons other than retirement) during the year and the contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment 

benefit scheme for self-employed, as a share of SE labour income. Lower bound scenario 

 
N.B. Axes cross at mean values of the two variables. 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 

Figure 29 - Scenario B.1 – Association between the share of SE at January who drops in unemployment or inactivity 

(for reasons other than retirement) during the year and the contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment 

benefit scheme for self-employed, as a share of SE labour income. Upper bound scenario 

 
N.B. Axes cross at mean values of the two variables. 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 

0.00%

1.00%

2.00%

3.00%

4.00%

5.00%

6.00%

7.00%

8.00%

9.00%

10.00%

0.000% 0.200% 0.400% 0.600% 0.800% 1.000% 1.200% 1.400% 1.600%

Sh
ar

e 
of

 S
E 

at
 Ja

nu
ar

y 
w

ho
 d

ro
ps

 in
 u

ne
m

pl
oy

m
en

t o
r i

na
ct

iv
ity

Ratio between the spending for UB for SE and the SE wage bill. Scenario B.1

0.00%

1.00%

2.00%

3.00%

4.00%

5.00%

6.00%

7.00%

8.00%

9.00%

10.00%

0.000% 0.200% 0.400% 0.600% 0.800% 1.000% 1.200% 1.400% 1.600% 1.800%

Sh
a

re
 o

f 
SE

 a
t 

Ja
n

u
a

ry
 w

h
o

 d
ro

ps
 in

 u
n

em
p

lo
ym

en
t 

or
 in

a
ct

iv
it

y

Ratio between the spending for UB for SE and the SE wage bill. Scenario B.1



Access to social protection for all forms of employment 

 

 
110 

  



Access to social protection for all forms of employment 

 

 
111 

Table 37 - Scenario B.1 - Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, 

distinguishing employers and self-employed without employees. Lower bound scenario 

Country 
Spending for employers/ 

Employers' wage bill 

Spending for self-employed without 
employees/ 

Self-employed without employees wage 
bill 

AT 0.057% 0.289% 

BE 0.108% 0.149% 

BG 0.058% 0.215% 

CY 0.306% 0.698% 

CZ 0.076% 0.178% 

DE 0.029% 0.327% 

DK 0.118% 0.208% 

EE 0.702% 1.882% 

EL 0.049% 0.148% 

ES 0.301% 0.426% 

FI 0.955% 0.933% 

FR 0.000% 0.189% 

HR 0.051% 0.183% 

IE 0.095% 0.138% 

IT 0.211% 0.854% 

LT 0.063% 0.178% 

LU 0.073% 0.148% 

LV 0.041% 0.203% 

MT 0.301% 0.544% 

NL 0.097% 0.251% 

PL 0.017% 0.159% 

PT 0.116% 0.385% 

SE 0.138% 0.379% 

SI 0.031% 0.054% 

SK 0.112% 0.063% 

UK 0.451% 0.563% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table 38 - Scenario B.1 - Contribution rate needed to finance the unemployment benefit scheme for self-employed, 

distinguishing employers and self-employed without employees. Upper bound scenario 

Country 
Spending for employers/ 

Employers' wage bill 

Spending for self-employed without 
employees/ 

Self-employed without employees wage 
bill 

AT 0.083% 0.363% 

BE 0.122% 0.193% 

BG 0.073% 0.269% 

CY 0.393% 0.823% 

CZ 0.109% 0.262% 

DE 0.045% 0.388% 

DK 0.161% 0.489% 

EE 0.959% 2.363% 

EL 0.070% 0.192% 

ES 0.414% 0.538% 

FI 1.327% 1.594% 

FR 0.000% 0.258% 

HR 0.084% 0.252% 

IE 0.135% 0.183% 

IT 0.300% 1.084% 

LT 0.081% 0.224% 

LU 0.108% 0.191% 

LV 0.042% 0.255% 

MT 0.421% 0.681% 

NL 0.135% 0.337% 

PL 0.039% 0.218% 

PT 0.157% 0.507% 

SE 0.193% 0.509% 

SI 0.031% 0.083% 

SK 0.112% 0.063% 

UK 0.704% 0.784% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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3.2.6. Simulations’ results about distributive effects of extending UB to SE under A 

and B scenarios 

The effects of the introduction of the simulated UB schemes can be also assessed by looking at 
changes in income distribution once the new UB schemes are taken into account, i.e., adding 

the simulated value of the new UB for SE to individual gross earnings and subtracting from 
gross earnings the extra contribution that should be levied to finance these new UB schemes in 

the various scenarios, in order to better assess the distributive effect related to the new 

schemes. 
 

More in detail, we start from a “baseline” situation (i.e., a no scenario analysis) where we 
analyse the income distribution of individual gross annual earnings plus gross annual 

unemployment benefits recorded in EU-SILC. Afterwards, according to the various scenarios, 
we modify this income distribution levying on annual gross earnings the contribution rates 

computed in section 3.2.4 and 3.2.5 (distinguishing, consistently with results of sections 3.2.4-
3.2.5, options when the contribution rate is levied on all workers or on self-employed only) and 

adding to annual earnings the unemployment benefits already recorded in EU-SILC and the 

new simulated benefit computed in the various scenarios. 
 

The distributive analysis is carried out for the year 2014 (2013 for Germany; i.e., using EU-
SILC 2015, EU-SILC 2014 for Germany). We assess changes in income distribution with 

respect to the baseline scenario, i.e. to the values recorded in EU-SILC. Note that changes with 
respect to the baseline scenario are expressed as percentages (i.e., note that they do not 

indicate, instead, percentage points). We consider three distributive indicators: the mean 
income, the Gini index of inequality and the poverty headcount. The poverty headcount (i.e. 

poverty ratio) is computed as the share of individuals whose income (i.e., earnings plus 

unemployment benefits) is lower than the 60% of the median of the country distribution of 
individual incomes. We present changes in these three indicators as concerns both all workers 

(employees plus self-employed) and only SE (i.e., considering only those SE at January in the 
sample). 

 
Following the structure of our simulation scenarios, we then run scenarios A, A1, B, B1, further 

distinguishing the case when the contribution for the new scheme is levied on all workers (“All” 
in the labels of next Tables 39-45) from the case when the contribution for the new scheme is 

levied on SE only (and it is then higher, as shown in section 3.2.4; “SE” in the labels of next 

Tables 24-30). Consistently with previous sections, labels “lower bound” and “upper bound” 
instead refer to the scenarios when the spending for benefits for individuals who are not 

expired the period of payment at the end of the year is not added or is added to the 
computation, respectively. Hence, we assess changes in income distribution in 12 alternative 

scenarios, compared to the baseline situation. The values of mean income, Gini index and 
poverty headcount in the baseline situation are shown in Table 40, where we can note that in 

some countries (EE, EL, LV, PL, PT, RO, SI, UK) SE are characterised by a risk of being working 
poor at least 5 percentage points higher than the employees. 

 

As remarked in Sections 3.2.4-3.2.5, the effects of the simulated benefits are rather limited, 
since, on the one hand, the number of SE who drop in unemployment or in 

unemployment/inactivity during a year is limited and, on the other hand, the generosity of the 
simulated schemes – in terms of the benefit amount and its duration – is rather meagre. As a 

consequence, changes in distributive indicators after the possible reforms would be rather low, 
especially when we compute the distributive indicators for both employees and self-employed 

(Tables 41-43). The effects, even if still limited, are a bit higher when we focus on SE only 
(i.e., when we compute the indicators on the subsample of SE at January, also including those 

who afterwards move to unemployment or inactivity; Tables 44-46).84  

 

                                          
84 Note that – also when we refer to SE only – we consider a poverty threshold based on the distribution of all workers’ earnings (i.e., both 
employees and SE). Note also that, consistently with the concept of relative poverty, we consider poverty thresholds specific to the earnings plus 

UB distribution in the various scenarios; hence, the thresholds slightly change in the various scenarios. 
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Finally, note that while, on average, mean SE incomes increase in most of the cases (Table 
44), in some cases – i.e., when the UB scheme favours SE who receive a relatively higher 

labour income – the simulated scenarios would (very slightly) increase the Gini index “within 

SE” (Table 45) and – when the increase in the median income, that slightly changes in the 
various scenarios, is higher than the increase in income of the low-paid SE – the risk of being 

below the poverty threshold of SE (Table 46). 

Table 39 – Distributive indicators of the distribution of individual gross earnings plus unemployment benefits in the 

baseline situation  

 

Mean income Gini index Poverty headcount 

All workers SE All workers SE All workers SE 

AT 30,801 36,078 0.447 0.440 33.3% 26.4% 

BE 33,790 31,441 0.335 0.354 24.0% 25.5% 

BG 4,590 5,816 0.427 0.441 21.8% 19.7% 

CY 19,248 18,280 0.469 0.366 29.6% 22.8% 

CZ 10,013 11,162 0.355 0.403 21.7% 22.2% 

DE 28,140 38,192 0.441 0.561 35.3% 37.2% 

DK 38,146 58,373 0.443 0.560 37.3% 33.6% 

EE 10,990 8,887 0.442 0.513 28.0% 44.7% 

EL 14,892 16,335 0.418 0.526 27.6% 33.5% 

ES 17,726 18,307 0.467 0.473 33.6% 30.2% 

FI 29,744 31,924 0.402 0.414 31.4% 31.9% 

FR 27,195 40,875 0.394 0.531 25.1% 28.0% 

HR 9,016 9,011 0.386 0.371 22.5% 22.7% 

HU 6,239 7,562 0.375 0.410 23.0% 18.9% 

IE 33,405 36,246 0.455 0.491 29.7% 28.4% 

IT 25,014 29,038 0.394 0.444 29.1% 28.8% 

LT 7,698 10,943 0.459 0.554 24.3% 27.0% 

LU 48,359 61,816 0.388 0.526 19.7% 26.5% 

LV 8,308 8,550 0.438 0.481 25.3% 34.6% 

MT 18,037 21,126 0.411 0.378 27.2% 17.1% 

NL 31,811 36,434 0.452 0.510 35.8% 39.1% 

PL 8,693 9,620 0.380 0.417 19.5% 26.4% 

PT 14,203 15,919 0.423 0.558 17.9% 26.1% 

RO 3,642 1,447 0.370 0.596 22.6% 80.7% 

SE 33,574 32,004 0.370 0.359 28.1% 33.3% 

SI 15,190 9,398 0.445 0.462 31.2% 63.9% 

SK 8,696 9,963 0.274 0.361 14.3% 18.1% 

UK 33,505 33,327 0.439 0.512 25.8% 36.3% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015  

 

Results on sensitivity tests run on risks of being relative poor in alternative scenarios about the 
introduction of new UB schemes for SE changing from 6 to 4 or 8, respectively, the number of 

months entitled to receive an UB are shown in the Annex IV (Tables IV 9-16) and, likewise, we 
present computations about scenarios where the UB is paid for at maximum 6 months with a 

replacement rate of, respectively, 40% or 60% of the previous wage (under scenarios A and 
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A1) or with a flat amount equal to 20% or 40% of the median wage (under scenarios B and 
B1). 
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Table 40 – % changes in mean individual incomes (earnings plus unemployment benefits) – compared to the baseline situation – under alternative scenarios about the 

introduction of new UB schemes for SE. Analyses for all workers (employees and self-employed).  

 

Scenario A Scenario A1 Scenario B Scenario B1 

"All 

Lower 
bound" 

"SE 

Lower 
bound" 

"SE Upper 
bound" 

"All 

Lower 
bound" 

"SE 

Lower 
bound" 

"SE Upper 
bound" 

"All 

Lower 
bound" 

"SE 

Lower 
bound" 

"SE 

Upper 
bound" 

"All 

Lower 
bound" 

"SE 

Lower 
bound" 

"SE Upper 
bound" 

AT 0.010% 0.010% 0.013% 0.006% 0.007% 0.008% 0.007% 0.007% 0.011% 0.021% 0.022% 0.024% 

BE -0.001% -0.001% -0.002% -0.004% -0.003% -0.003% 0.000% 0.000% -0.002% 0.000% 0.000% -0.002% 

BG -0.001% -0.002% -0.006% -0.003% -0.005% -0.009% 0.004% 0.003% 0.003% 0.002% 0.001% 0.000% 

CY 0.037% 0.043% 0.038% 0.034% 0.041% 0.034% 0.037% 0.042% 0.039% 0.037% 0.043% 0.039% 

CZ 0.002% 0.003% 0.006% -0.003% -0.001% 0.005% 0.009% 0.010% 0.008% 0.012% 0.014% 0.015% 

DE -0.004% -0.004% -0.004% -0.007% -0.006% -0.007% -0.006% -0.006% -0.007% -0.011% -0.011% -0.012% 

DK -0.007% -0.007% -0.009% -0.005% -0.005% -0.006% -0.004% -0.004% -0.007% 0.007% 0.007% 0.005% 

EE -0.006% -0.005% -0.001% -0.012% -0.010% -0.007% -0.008% -0.007% -0.004% -0.010% -0.007% -0.005% 

EL -0.006% -0.009% -0.013% -0.007% -0.010% -0.016% -0.008% -0.010% -0.014% -0.010% -0.013% -0.020% 

ES -0.008% -0.010% -0.012% -0.010% -0.012% -0.014% 0.000% -0.002% -0.003% 0.001% -0.001% 0.000% 

FI -0.001% 0.000% 0.002% 0.004% 0.005% 0.005% 0.003% 0.003% 0.006% 0.000% 0.002% 0.001% 

FR 0.000% 0.001% 0.000% -0.001% -0.001% 0.000% -0.002% -0.001% -0.003% -0.001% 0.000% 0.000% 

HR -0.008% -0.004% -0.003% -0.008% -0.004% -0.004% -0.002% 0.001% 0.001% -0.002% 0.000% 0.000% 

HU -0.013% -0.011% -0.016% -0.007% -0.004% -0.004% -0.009% -0.008% -0.011% -0.004% -0.002% -0.002% 

IE -0.010% -0.014% -0.024% -0.013% -0.018% -0.025% -0.018% -0.022% -0.031% -0.018% -0.024% -0.030% 

IT 0.002% 0.004% 0.005% -0.001% 0.003% 0.002% 0.005% 0.006% 0.008% 0.004% 0.006% 0.006% 

LT 0.011% 0.009% 0.008% 0.010% 0.007% 0.005% 0.004% 0.001% 0.002% -0.001% -0.005% -0.006% 

LU 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 0.002% 0.006% -0.001% -0.001% -0.001% -0.002% -0.001% 0.002% 

LV -0.011% -0.014% -0.019% -0.004% -0.007% -0.010% -0.009% -0.011% -0.015% -0.005% -0.008% -0.010% 

MT 0.004% 0.006% 0.004% 0.000% 0.004% 0.001% 0.003% 0.005% 0.003% 0.001% 0.005% 0.003% 

NL 0.002% 0.001% 0.000% -0.001% -0.003% -0.005% -0.001% -0.003% -0.004% -0.005% -0.008% -0.009% 

PL 0.015% 0.015% 0.013% 0.020% 0.020% 0.020% 0.007% 0.007% 0.006% 0.010% 0.010% 0.010% 

PT -0.007% -0.005% -0.009% -0.011% -0.007% -0.013% -0.003% 0.000% -0.001% -0.001% 0.003% 0.001% 

RO -0.005% -0.004% -0.006% -0.007% -0.006% -0.008% -0.003% -0.003% -0.005% -0.005% -0.005% -0.007% 

SE 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 

SI 0.012% 0.013% 0.014% 0.010% 0.011% 0.012% 0.013% 0.014% 0.017% 0.009% 0.011% 0.011% 

SK 0.004% 0.002% 0.003% 0.002% -0.002% 0.003% -0.004% -0.006% -0.004% -0.007% -0.011% -0.006% 

UK -0.004% -0.005% -0.005% -0.004% -0.004% -0.004% -0.004% -0.004% -0.005% -0.007% -0.007% -0.008% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015   
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Table 41 – % changes in the Gini of individual incomes (earnings plus unemployment benefits) – compared to the baseline situation – under alternative scenarios about the 

introduction of new UB schemes for SE. Analyses for all workers (employees and self-employed). Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015  

 

Scenario A Scenario A1 Scenario B Scenario B1 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

AT -0.027% -0.029% -0.038% -0.038% -0.040% -0.049% -0.031% -0.031% -0.047% 0.047% 0.045% 0.020% 

BE -0.012% -0.009% -0.009% -0.033% -0.027% -0.030% -0.021% -0.018% -0.018% -0.054% -0.048% -0.051% 

BG -0.040% -0.049% -0.056% -0.038% -0.047% -0.056% -0.049% -0.056% -0.070% -0.047% -0.056% -0.070% 

CY -0.171% -0.149% -0.151% -0.190% -0.162% -0.166% -0.166% -0.151% -0.158% -0.164% -0.143% -0.151% 

CZ -0.059% -0.065% -0.073% -0.076% -0.079% -0.101% -0.039% -0.045% -0.056% 0.025% 0.020% -0.003% 

DE 0.000% -0.002% 0.000% -0.005% -0.009% -0.009% -0.002% -0.005% -0.005% -0.002% -0.007% -0.011% 

DK 0.000% -0.005% -0.005% -0.007% -0.014% -0.016% -0.002% -0.007% -0.007% 0.036% 0.029% 0.027% 

EE -0.005% -0.005% -0.014% -0.011% -0.009% -0.018% -0.009% -0.007% -0.016% 0.034% 0.036% 0.023% 

EL -0.053% -0.060% -0.065% -0.069% -0.077% -0.084% -0.060% -0.065% -0.077% -0.079% -0.086% -0.103% 

ES -0.032% -0.024% -0.026% -0.047% -0.036% -0.041% -0.017% -0.009% -0.019% -0.032% -0.021% -0.041% 

FI -0.023% -0.023% -0.028% -0.086% -0.083% -0.101% -0.040% -0.040% -0.060% -0.076% -0.076% -0.136% 

FR -0.015% -0.018% -0.020% -0.023% -0.033% -0.041% -0.018% -0.023% -0.028% -0.013% -0.023% -0.038% 

HR -0.034% -0.029% -0.034% -0.034% -0.029% -0.034% -0.034% -0.031% -0.036% -0.034% -0.031% -0.034% 

HU 0.000% -0.003% -0.005% -0.043% -0.048% -0.059% 0.003% 0.000% 0.000% -0.037% -0.043% -0.053% 

IE -0.040% -0.040% -0.044% -0.059% -0.062% -0.073% -0.035% -0.035% -0.044% -0.051% -0.051% -0.070% 

IT -0.058% -0.066% -0.074% -0.076% -0.086% -0.097% -0.061% -0.066% -0.081% -0.081% -0.089% -0.107% 

LT -0.024% -0.028% -0.033% -0.024% -0.030% -0.035% -0.030% -0.037% -0.050% -0.030% -0.041% -0.054% 

LU -0.008% -0.010% -0.010% -0.021% -0.026% -0.033% -0.008% -0.010% -0.010% -0.021% -0.023% -0.033% 

LV -0.011% -0.011% -0.011% -0.025% -0.023% -0.030% -0.007% -0.005% -0.009% -0.021% -0.018% -0.027% 

MT -0.027% -0.027% -0.029% -0.027% -0.027% -0.032% -0.015% -0.015% -0.019% -0.007% -0.007% -0.017% 

NL -0.005% -0.007% -0.009% -0.005% -0.009% -0.012% 0.021% 0.018% 0.009% 0.016% 0.012% 0.002% 

PL -0.066% -0.073% -0.081% -0.110% -0.123% -0.142% -0.029% -0.034% -0.047% 0.013% 0.005% -0.026% 

PT -0.031% -0.035% -0.043% -0.038% -0.045% -0.052% 0.095% 0.088% 0.064% 0.161% 0.154% 0.125% 

RO 0.000% 0.005% 0.008% 0.000% 0.005% 0.008% 0.000% 0.005% 0.005% 0.000% 0.005% 0.005% 

SE 0.000% 0.003% 0.003% 0.000% 0.003% 0.003% -0.003% -0.003% -0.003% -0.003% -0.003% -0.003% 

SI -0.072% -0.058% -0.074% -0.072% -0.061% -0.072% -0.103% -0.083% -0.112% -0.108% -0.083% -0.110% 

SK -0.066% -0.080% -0.095% -0.077% -0.099% -0.113% -0.007% -0.018% -0.047% 0.069% 0.051% 0.022% 

UK 0.000% -0.002% -0.002% -0.018% -0.018% -0.023% 0.018% 0.018% 0.018% 0.062% 0.059% 0.057% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015   
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Table 42 – % changes in the poverty headcount (based on individual earnings plus unemployment benefits) – compared to the baseline situation – under alternative scenarios 

about the introduction of new UB schemes for SE. Analyses for all workers (employees and self-employed). 

 

Scenario A Scenario A1 Scenario B Scenario B1 

"All 

Lower bound" 

"SE 

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower bound" 

"SE 

Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

AT -0.145% -0.145% -0.197% -0.145% -0.104% -0.156% -0.090% -0.090% -0.142% 0.082% 0.049% -0.003% 

BE -0.065% -0.166% -0.166% -0.065% -0.065% -0.001% -0.065% -0.166% -0.166% -0.065% -0.065% -0.001% 

BG -0.151% -0.151% -0.151% -0.151% -0.151% -0.151% -0.151% -0.151% -0.151% -0.151% -0.151% -0.151% 

CY -0.490% -0.424% -0.424% -0.350% -0.332% -0.442% -0.344% -0.277% -0.277% -0.362% -0.295% -0.295% 

CZ 0.982% -0.270% -0.270% 0.942% -0.347% -0.347% 1.156% -0.096% -0.096% 0.048% 0.048% 0.048% 

DE 0.000% 0.021% 0.021% -0.023% -0.002% -0.021% 0.000% 0.021% 0.021% -0.012% -0.019% -0.039% 

DK 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.046% 0.092% 0.092% -0.028% -0.028% -0.028% 0.074% 0.074% 0.120% 

EE 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.022% 0.022% 0.022% 0.117% 0.117% 0.103% 

EL -0.057% -0.028% -0.028% -0.106% -0.077% -0.077% -0.057% -0.028% -0.028% -0.060% -0.031% -0.031% 

ES -0.097% -0.093% -0.098% -0.097% -0.093% -0.090% 0.035% 0.036% 0.017% 0.034% 0.020% -0.016% 

FI -0.205% -0.213% -0.213% -0.253% -0.387% -0.325% -0.215% -0.197% -0.279% -0.212% -0.555% -0.575% 

FR -0.020% -0.020% -0.020% -0.149% -0.149% -0.149% -0.006% -0.006% -0.006% -0.088% -0.088% -0.088% 

HR -0.048% -0.048% -0.048% -0.048% -0.048% -0.048% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

HU 0.000% 0.021% 0.021% 0.000% 0.021% 0.021% 0.009% 0.009% 0.030% 0.009% 0.030% 0.030% 

IE 0.331% 0.331% 0.385% 0.331% 0.385% 0.445% 0.033% 0.033% 0.033% 0.074% 0.074% 0.176% 

IT -0.235% -0.235% -0.247% -0.267% -0.240% -0.252% -0.182% -0.181% -0.193% -0.213% -0.213% -0.198% 

LT 0.073% 0.073% 0.073% 0.073% 0.073% 0.073% 0.073% 0.073% 0.073% 0.073% 0.073% 0.073% 

LU 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

LV 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% -0.068% -0.068% -0.068% 0.031% 0.031% 0.031% -0.037% -0.037% -0.037% 

MT 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% -0.036% -0.036% -0.036% -0.006% -0.006% -0.006% 0.050% 0.050% 0.050% 

NL -0.019% -0.019% -0.019% -0.019% -0.019% -0.103% 0.032% -0.053% -0.053% 0.032% -0.053% -0.053% 

PL -0.245% -0.179% -0.191% -0.340% -0.355% -0.367% -0.113% -0.113% -0.173% -0.046% 0.053% -0.063% 

PT -0.148% -0.148% -0.291% -0.214% -0.214% -0.357% 0.380% 0.380% 0.237% 0.671% 0.671% 0.529% 

RO 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

SE 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

SI 0.020% 0.040% 0.016% 0.000% 0.040% 0.016% 0.010% 0.040% 0.016% -0.011% 0.040% 0.037% 

SK -0.417% -0.417% -0.342% -0.501% -0.426% -0.426% -0.307% -0.307% -0.231% -0.149% -0.074% -0.074% 

UK 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% -0.105% -0.082% -0.082% 0.088% 0.111% 0.111% 0.138% 0.161% 0.161% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015   
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Table 43 – % changes in mean individual incomes (earnings plus unemployment benefits) – compared to the baseline situation – under alternative scenarios about the 

introduction of new UB schemes for SE. Analyses within the group of self-employed. 

 

Scenario A Scenario A1 Scenario B Scenario B1 

"All 

Lower bound" 

"SE 

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower bound" 

"SE 

Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

AT 0.199% 0.114% 0.145% 0.250% 0.093% 0.111% 0.167% 0.084% 0.126% 0.409% 0.237% 0.270% 

BE 0.060% -0.008% -0.015% 0.140% -0.030% -0.023% 0.082% 0.004% -0.019% 0.194% 0.015% -0.012% 

BG 0.178% 0.056% 0.037% 0.199% 0.045% 0.023% 0.193% 0.094% 0.116% 0.202% 0.084% 0.100% 

CY 1.154% 0.594% 0.564% 1.297% 0.605% 0.557% 0.959% 0.551% 0.537% 1.137% 0.596% 0.574% 

CZ 0.121% 0.024% 0.043% 0.144% 0.002% 0.045% 0.167% 0.065% 0.058% 0.238% 0.092% 0.101% 

DE 0.030% -0.048% -0.056% 0.075% -0.078% -0.092% 0.025% -0.077% -0.102% 0.068% -0.141% -0.165% 

DK 0.002% -0.070% -0.089% 0.099% -0.024% -0.023% 0.023% -0.037% -0.060% 0.238% 0.121% 0.110% 

EE 0.050% -0.025% 0.072% 0.083% -0.058% 0.032% 0.128% -0.002% 0.081% 0.343% 0.095% 0.186% 

EL 0.049% -0.024% -0.035% 0.070% -0.027% -0.044% 0.041% -0.029% -0.040% 0.057% -0.038% -0.057% 

ES 0.162% -0.045% -0.056% 0.220% -0.056% -0.060% 0.261% 0.027% 0.027% 0.341% 0.043% 0.061% 

FI 0.137% 0.027% 0.062% 0.535% 0.158% 0.201% 0.220% 0.076% 0.123% 0.600% 0.142% 0.208% 

FR 0.066% 0.011% 0.010% 0.098% 0.003% 0.019% 0.066% -0.001% -0.014% 0.115% 0.011% 0.015% 

HR 0.140% -0.002% 0.029% 0.139% -0.005% 0.020% 0.137% 0.041% 0.063% 0.136% 0.038% 0.054% 

HU -0.013% -0.095% -0.133% 0.159% -0.003% -0.002% -0.008% -0.068% -0.094% 0.131% 0.009% 0.016% 

IE 0.221% -0.090% -0.171% 0.338% -0.113% -0.166% 0.212% -0.155% -0.230% 0.347% -0.160% -0.197% 

IT 0.135% 0.049% 0.059% 0.188% 0.059% 0.064% 0.117% 0.053% 0.067% 0.158% 0.063% 0.072% 

LT 0.168% 0.113% 0.109% 0.167% 0.102% 0.094% 0.132% 0.056% 0.071% 0.128% 0.020% 0.026% 

LU 0.046% 0.016% 0.015% 0.139% 0.031% 0.078% 0.038% -0.005% -0.007% 0.103% -0.005% 0.033% 

LV 0.063% -0.130% -0.190% 0.216% -0.032% -0.062% 0.078% -0.099% -0.138% 0.190% -0.050% -0.066% 

MT 0.194% 0.083% 0.073% 0.279% 0.081% 0.062% 0.167% 0.073% 0.055% 0.281% 0.091% 0.076% 

NL 0.080% 0.016% 0.013% 0.092% -0.012% -0.026% 0.079% -0.013% -0.020% 0.096% -0.056% -0.050% 

PL 0.308% 0.132% 0.133% 0.457% 0.188% 0.202% 0.183% 0.067% 0.072% 0.324% 0.108% 0.120% 

PT 0.154% -0.013% -0.056% 0.187% -0.034% -0.080% 0.240% 0.044% 0.051% 0.376% 0.105% 0.099% 

RO -0.005% -0.044% -0.065% -0.002% -0.062% -0.081% -0.003% -0.033% -0.050% 0.002% -0.050% -0.069% 

SE 0.040% 0.023% 0.023% 0.040% 0.023% 0.023% 0.038% 0.023% 0.023% 0.038% 0.023% 0.023% 

SI 0.625% 0.350% 0.412% 0.638% 0.332% 0.382% 0.996% 0.474% 0.609% 1.016% 0.428% 0.521% 

SK 0.166% 0.019% 0.033% 0.218% -0.002% 0.033% 0.100% -0.035% -0.019% 0.156% -0.063% -0.031% 

UK 0.019% -0.030% -0.036% 0.090% -0.013% -0.010% 0.059% -0.022% -0.028% 0.139% -0.031% -0.037% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015  
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Table 44 – % changes in the Gini of individual incomes (earnings plus unemployment benefits) – compared to the baseline situation – under alternative scenarios about the 

introduction of new UB schemes for SE. Analyses within the group of self-employed. 

 

Scenario A Scenario A1 Scenario B Scenario B1 

"All  

Lower bound" 

"SE  

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All  

Lower  

bound" 

"SE  

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All  

Lower  

bound" 

"SE  

Lower bound" 

"SE  

Upper 

bound" 

"All  

Lower 

 bound" 

"SE  

Lower  

bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

AT -0.307% -0.309% -0.511% -0.411% -0.411% -0.511% -0.350% -0.350% -0.507% 0.598% 0.595% 0.359% 

BE -0.119% -0.113% -0.339% -0.339% -0.328% -0.339% -0.223% -0.217% -0.226% -0.610% -0.602% -0.619% 

BG -0.476% -0.471% -0.498% -0.444% -0.440% -0.498% -0.571% -0.566% -0.723% -0.555% -0.551% -0.707% 

CY -2.592% -2.611% -3.007% -2.849% -2.871% -3.007% -2.559% -2.573% -2.721% -2.420% -2.442% -2.650% 

CZ -0.320% -0.322% -0.511% -0.402% -0.404% -0.511% -0.223% -0.223% -0.275% 0.122% 0.122% 0.015% 

DE -0.011% -0.012% -0.091% -0.084% -0.086% -0.091% -0.036% -0.037% -0.037% -0.036% -0.039% -0.068% 

DK -0.002% -0.009% -0.136% -0.098% -0.113% -0.136% -0.039% -0.046% -0.048% 0.456% 0.443% 0.427% 

EE -0.060% -0.062% -0.261% -0.150% -0.154% -0.261% -0.164% -0.170% -0.285% 0.156% 0.146% -0.043% 

EL -0.127% -0.127% -0.180% -0.165% -0.167% -0.180% -0.141% -0.141% -0.163% -0.190% -0.190% -0.222% 

ES -0.250% -0.214% -0.366% -0.368% -0.322% -0.366% -0.129% -0.091% -0.186% -0.260% -0.212% -0.392% 

FI -0.215% -0.208% -1.003% -0.856% -0.836% -1.003% -0.392% -0.384% -0.597% -0.745% -0.723% -1.349% 

FR -0.109% -0.102% -0.207% -0.171% -0.156% -0.207% -0.109% -0.100% -0.119% -0.068% -0.053% -0.126% 

HR -0.459% -0.459% -0.559% -0.459% -0.459% -0.559% -0.464% -0.464% -0.548% -0.464% -0.464% -0.548% 

HU 0.000% 0.005% -0.498% -0.425% -0.417% -0.498% 0.039% 0.042% 0.044% -0.356% -0.352% -0.457% 

IE -0.291% -0.303% -0.554% -0.450% -0.468% -0.554% -0.263% -0.277% -0.330% -0.389% -0.409% -0.545% 

IT -0.275% -0.272% -0.410% -0.358% -0.356% -0.410% -0.279% -0.279% -0.342% -0.372% -0.372% -0.446% 

LT -0.229% -0.238% -0.267% -0.233% -0.244% -0.267% -0.253% -0.264% -0.352% -0.256% -0.273% -0.361% 

LU -0.084% -0.082% -0.322% -0.230% -0.221% -0.322% -0.074% -0.070% -0.070% -0.198% -0.190% -0.295% 

LV -0.106% -0.091% -0.301% -0.258% -0.237% -0.301% -0.060% -0.046% -0.081% -0.214% -0.195% -0.289% 

MT -0.331% -0.318% -0.381% -0.357% -0.331% -0.381% -0.148% -0.135% -0.191% -0.042% -0.019% -0.114% 

NL -0.041% -0.043% -0.071% -0.047% -0.051% -0.071% 0.157% 0.153% 0.090% 0.110% 0.106% 0.035% 

PL -0.453% -0.441% -0.840% -0.739% -0.725% -0.840% -0.187% -0.180% -0.264% 0.091% 0.103% -0.067% 

PT -0.256% -0.260% -0.374% -0.315% -0.321% -0.374% 0.639% 0.636% 0.439% 1.080% 1.071% 0.854% 

RO 0.000% 0.000% -0.003% -0.002% -0.002% -0.003% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% -0.003% -0.003% -0.007% 

SE 0.017% 0.025% 0.025% 0.017% 0.025% 0.025% -0.050% -0.045% -0.045% -0.050% -0.045% -0.045% 

SI -1.053% -1.050% -1.282% -1.072% -1.070% -1.282% -1.789% -1.791% -2.287% -1.841% -1.841% -2.287% 

SK -0.379% -0.376% -0.562% -0.462% -0.459% -0.562% -0.042% -0.039% -0.191% 0.343% 0.346% 0.174% 

UK -0.010% -0.008% -0.150% -0.135% -0.133% -0.150% 0.104% 0.104% 0.092% 0.358% 0.360% 0.332% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015  
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Table 45 – % changes in the poverty headcount (based on individual earnings plus unemployment benefits) – compared to the baseline situation – under alternative scenarios 

about the introduction of new UB schemes for SE. Analyses within the group of self-employed. 

 

Scenario A Scenario A1 Scenario B Scenario B1 

"All  

Lower bound" 

"SE  

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All  

Lower  

bound" 

"SE  

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All  

Lower  

bound" 

"SE  

Lower bound" 

"SE  

Upper 

bound" 

"All  

Lower 

 bound" 

"SE  

Lower  

bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

AT -2.000% -2.000% -2.720% -2.000% -1.432% -2.152% -1.248% -1.248% -1.968% 1.463% 2.024% 1.313% 

BE -0.723% -0.723% -0.723% -0.723% -0.723% -0.016% -0.723% -0.723% -0.723% -0.723% -0.723% -0.016% 

BG -2.340% -2.340% -2.340% -2.340% -2.340% -2.340% -2.340% -2.340% -2.340% -2.340% -2.340% -2.340% 

CY -11.744% -10.812% -10.812% -11.061% -10.812% -11.061% -8.876% -7.944% -7.944% -7.795% -6.865% -6.865% 

CZ -1.742% -1.742% -1.742% -2.244% -2.244% -2.244% -0.622% -0.622% -0.622% 0.297% 0.297% 0.297% 

DE 0.000% 0.411% 0.411% -0.444% -0.034% -0.413% 0.000% 0.411% 0.411% -0.247% 0.163% -0.216% 

DK 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% -0.596% -0.596% -0.596% 1.697% 1.697% 1.697% 

EE 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.167% 0.167% 0.167% 1.327% 1.327% 1.327% 

EL -0.155% -0.077% -0.077% -0.288% -0.209% -0.209% -0.155% -0.077% -0.077% -0.162% -0.084% -0.084% 

ES -0.947% -0.947% -1.001% -0.947% -0.947% -1.001% 0.490% 0.490% 0.436% 0.616% 0.616% 0.562% 

FI -2.325% -2.121% -2.121% -3.054% -2.582% -1.886% -2.141% -1.937% -2.861% -2.089% -1.620% -1.847% 

FR -0.211% -0.211% -0.211% -1.539% -1.539% -1.539% -0.071% -0.071% -0.071% -0.928% -0.928% -0.928% 

HR -0.574% -0.574% -0.574% -0.574% -0.574% -0.574% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

HU 0.000% 0.302% 0.302% 0.000% 0.302% 0.302% 0.128% 0.128% 0.431% 0.128% 0.431% 0.431% 

IE -0.185% -0.185% 0.360% -0.185% 0.360% 0.637% -0.689% -0.689% -0.689% -0.269% -0.269% 0.273% 

IT -1.315% -1.210% -1.276% -1.492% -1.387% -1.453% -1.016% -0.912% -0.977% -1.193% -1.088% -1.154% 

LT 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

LU 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

LV 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% -0.634% -0.634% -0.634% 0.253% 0.253% 0.253% -0.380% -0.380% -0.380% 

MT 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% -0.669% -0.669% -0.669% -0.015% -0.015% -0.015% 1.165% 1.165% 1.165% 

NL -0.173% -0.173% -0.173% -0.173% -0.173% -0.173% 0.271% 0.271% 0.271% 0.271% 0.271% 0.271% 

PL -1.465% -1.020% -1.020% -1.973% -1.898% -1.966% -0.696% -0.632% -0.955% -0.397% 0.131% -0.489% 

PT -1.355% -1.355% -2.656% -1.961% -1.961% -3.262% 2.946% 2.946% 1.665% 5.203% 5.203% 3.935% 

RO 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

SE 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

SI 0.120% 0.238% 0.097% 0.000% 0.238% 0.097% -0.028% 0.151% 0.010% -0.147% 0.151% 0.138% 

SK -2.651% -2.651% -2.170% -3.185% -2.704% -2.704% -1.977% -1.977% -1.497% -1.044% -0.565% -0.565% 

UK 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% -0.670% -0.525% -0.525% 0.484% 0.628% 0.628% 0.658% 0.801% 0.801% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015   
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3.2.7. Estimates of budget costs from increasing coverage against sickness risks for 

self-employed in EU-28 countries 

 

Following the same approach of the overall section 3.2, EU-SILC data have been used to 

compute budget costs of increasing coverage against sickness risks for SE85.  
 

EU-SILC records for all countries – apart from Italy where this information is not available – 
information about annual gross sickness benefits (henceforth SB) paid to workers where these 

benefits refer to cash benefits that replace, in whole or in part, the loss of earnings during a 
temporary inability to work due to sickness or injury. 

 
In this section we have, thus, simulated the costs due to an extension of SB for SE. Differently 

from UB, that can be simulated using information on periods spent in unemployment or 

inactivity (section 3.2) we do not have information in SILC on which workers are more likely to 
receive a SB, if this benefit were provided. We have then simulated possible SB for SE 

imputing benefits according to workers characteristics, exploiting knowledge on employees 
who receive SB. 

 
More in detail, we have run an OLS regression on SB paid to employees, controlling for their 

gender, a third-degree polynomial on age, the occupational dummies (according to 2 digits 
ISCO), the educational dummies (according to the ISCED educational attainment), the annual 

gross labour income and country fixed effects. Coefficients estimated by this regression have, 

then, been used to impute SB to SE according to their characteristics (i.e., gender, age, 
country, occupation and education). 

 
Being results obtained through simulated SB values on a not observable phenomenon, we 

prefer to not compute detailed distributive indicators on the effect of SB for SE on the income 
distribution. However, we have computed total additional spending for SB in the various 

countries in our simulation and, following the approach of section 3.2, we have expressed this 
spending as a share of total wage bill and of the SE wage bill. 

 

Before showing the results of our simulation, it is interesting to observe that – according to 
EU-SILC data – the gross annual spending for SB paid to employees as a ratio of total wage 

bill is not negligible (Figure 30). According to the characteristics of our imputation procedure, 
that attributes to SE the same spending for employees, according to their socio-demographic 

characteristics, we can thus expect that the higher the SB spending for employees the higher 
the additional spending for SB for SE will be. 

To this aim, it has to be pointed out that the cross-country variation of our results is related, 
apart from the level of benefits paid to employees in a country, on the one hand, to the 

different share of SE in the national context and, on the other hand, to the characteristics of 

the SE labour force that make them more or less likely to receive a SB. 
 

Consistently with approach of section 3.2, we have then expressed the spending for SB for SE 
as a share of total wage bill, as if all workers would contribute to this additional spending 

(Figure 31) and as a share of wage bill of SE only, as if only SE would contribute to this 
additional spending (Figure 32). As expected, the ratio between the spending and the wage bill 

highly increases when only the SE wage bill is considered, and, in some countries, this ratio 
could be comparable to an over than 1% increase in the contribution rate levied on SE labour 

income (Figure 32).  

 
 

                                          
85 In particular, we use a dataset developed merging 2009-2015 cross-sectional waves. 
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Figure 30 – Ratio between total spending for SB for employees and the wage bill 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 

 

Figure 31 – Ratio between total spending for SB for SE and the total wage bill 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Figure 32 – Ratio between total spending for SB for SE and the SE wage bill 

 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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3.3. The qualitative assessments of policy options: an explorative analysis 

This section presents a preliminary qualitative analysis of the policy options that are the object 

of the present study. The information has been collected through a questionnaire that we sent 
to our network of social policy specialists in 16 different countries in July and September 

201786.The questionnaire on impact assessment was composed of 21 items. For each policy 

options, we have identified, in agreement with the European Commission, several potential 
effects and we have asked to our experts to: (1) provide a preliminary answer on a checklist of 

potential impacts87; (2) clarify the reasons behind their assessment and available data and 
information; (3) specify, if possible, the social policy areas where the impact could be better 

observed. 
For the purpose of the present study, we have paid particular attention to the most likely 

impacts that we define as those effects that have received a positive or negative answer in at 
last 50% of the countries where national experts replied to our questions. The identification of 

the most likely impacts has then been accompanied by the analysis of the main reasons 

provided, in order to assess the significance of the impact. Finally, the information collected 
through the questionnaire has been integrated by the analysis of secondary literature and 

available comparative datasets. 
The following sections present the results of this explorative analysis by looking at three main 

policy options identified by the European Commission: 
 

1) Introducing mandatory rights and obligations for every type of job, irrespective of the type 
of contract, and for self-employed; 

2) Stimulating the taking up of existing voluntary schemes; 

3) Making right transferable and transparent; 

3.3.1. OPTION 1 - Improving the access to social protection by mandatory schemes 

 

The qualitative analysis focuses on three possibilities aimed at improving the access to social 
protection for NSE and SE and therefore the actual coverage of these categories of workers. 

These general policy sub-options are: 
 

a. the introduction of a minimum level of social rights and benefits for SE and NSE; 
b. the equalization of social rights and benefits among different categories of workers; 

c. the adoption of a single universal scheme for all categories of workers. 

 
The adoption of one of these three alternatives can produce a very different impact on the 

basis of (1) the national scope of the problem, that is the share of NSE and SE not adequately 
covered by existing social protection schemes and (2) the peculiar configuration of national 

social protection models and national taxation system. As a matter of fact, these three policy 
sub-options may require a different degree of convergence and harmonization of Member 

States' social protection schemes at national level.  
  

(a) The introduction of a minimum level of social rights and benefits for SE and NSE 

 
The first option, that is the introduction of a minimum level of mandatory social 

protection and social contribution, represents the policy measure that, at least in theory, 
will have more limited impacts on the actual configuration of national welfare states. As we 

have shown in the section 1 of the present report (table 6 and 7), in almost the totality of 
European countries a minimum level of social protection is already guaranteed for non-

                                          
86 The countries involve in the qualitative analysis are: The Nordic countries (Denmark, Sweden, Finland), the Conservative/corporatist countries 
(Germany, France, Belgium, the Netherlands), the Southern European countries (Italy, Spain, Greece, Portugal), the Central and Eastern 

European countries (Latvia, Poland, Slovakia, Romania) and Ireland. 
87 Policy experts could choose among three alternative answers: "yes", "no", "do not know". When national experts answered "do not know", they 
primarily justified their replies by reporting the lack of specific data, information or general elements which could be used to carry out a more 

accurate qualitative evaluation of possible impacts. More in details, the questions have been constructed in order to immediately identified the 

direction of the impact (negative or positive). 
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standard workers, while self-employed can get access to several social protection schemes. 
Moreover, recent reform trends seem to confirm a move towards the extension of social 

protection for NSE and SE (ESPN 2017; Eurofound 2017). However, a lack in the statutory 

access to social protection can still be observed with reference to some forms of non-standard 
employment like casual work and seasonal work (mainly in the Central and Eastern European 

States and in the Baltic States) or with reference to self-employed in Belgium, France, Greece, 
Italy, Latvia and Slovakia. 

Having said that, according to our analysis and the information provided by national experts, it 
is more likely that this policy sub-option will produce the following potential impacts: 

 
1. an increase in public expenditure that could not be fully balanced through higher social 

contributions or taxes; 
2. a reduction in expenditures for social assistance; 

3. a reduction in labour supply or in the number of new businesses (i.e. the take-up of SE); 

4. a potential expansion of shadow economy; 
 

As for social impacts, some experts also highlight the following ones: 
 

6. better equality across workers by reducing disparities in treatment; 
7. increase the quality of work; 

8. poverty reduction in negative economic conditions. 
 

1. An increase in public expenditures 

The adoption of a minimum level of mandatory social protection will plausibly led to additional 
costs caused by the full integration of SE and NSE into national social protection systems. As 

we will argue, such additional costs may also have an impact over the balance between public 
revenues and expenditures. This type of impact is expected to be higher in countries (1) where 

it is possible to observe a relatively high share of NSE/SE and (2) where these categories of 
workers tend to be de jure or de facto excluded from social protection. 

In particular, the provision of minimum level of social protection for the self-employed would 
mostly affect countries like Greece, Italy and Romania, where there is a high share of this 

category of workers (above 20% of the national workforce), and where we can observe an 

almost complete lack of social protection for them88. By contrast, in Sweden, Denmark and 
Germany, where the share of SE is relatively low and the social protection model already offer 

a relatively good statutory social protection coverage of SE, the impact of the introduction of a 
minimum level of social benefits could be estimated as less significant89. 

As regards NSE, additional costs for the introduction of minimum level of statutory social 
protection can be considered, in general, lower than for SE due to the greater diffusion of 

compulsory social protection schemes across Europe. However, this policy option may mostly 
affect some specific categories like casual workers and seasonal workers in the Central and 

Eastern European States and in the Baltic States or mini-jobbers in Germany and marginal 

part-timers in Austria. 
However, in order to assess the potential impact of the introduction of a minimum level of 

social rights and benefits for SE and NSE, one should also consider how national social 
protection systems are financed. This aspect may greatly affect the significance of the impact 

on national budget, since different scenarios are possible. In this case, the main questions are: 
who will actually bear the cost of an increase coverage in social protection (employees, 

employers or the State)? How can adequate forms of redistribution of additional costs for 
social protection be identified? 

For example, the cost of the introduction of minimum level of social protection could be 

financed through an increase in social contributions or taxes (or a combination of both) 
entirely paid by those categories of workers previously excluded from social benefits, without 

having important effects on national budgets. While considering this scenario, it is important to 

                                          
88 However, this may hold true also in Slovakia and Netherland where we can observe a share of SE above the European average (see figure 1 in 

the section 1 of the present report) and a level of statutory social protection coverage of SE relatively low. 
89 In their qualitative assessment, national experts have not considered the probability for NSE and SE to incur in social risks like unemployment, 

sickness or retirement which indeed could affect the concrete impact of this policy option. For further details on this aspect, please see section 

3.2. 
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note that if the cost of this policy option has to be paid only by the new potential recipients, 
low-income SE and NSE could encounter some difficulties to deal with rising expenditure for 

their social protection. This problem can be considered highly significant for example in 

Romania, where more than 81% of self-employed earn less than 60% of the average wage in 
2014 (Source: EU-Silc 2015), and in Greece where about half of SE are working poor. At the 

same time, in Spain and the Netherland, we can observe a relatively high share of SE on total 
employment (above the EU average)90, while also the incidence of SE with low income is 

relatively high (about 40%). A similar situation can be found with reference to NSE in Germany 
and Spain, two countries that show high share of NSE91 and high incidence of working poor 

among this category of employees92, followed by Ireland, Italy and Finland. 
Another possible scenario refers instead to the possibility that the cost for the introduction of 

minimum level of mandatory protection could be shared among all taxpayers in non-
contributory-based welfare states or by all workers, both employees and employers, in 

contributory-based welfare states. In this case too, it is plausible that the setting of this new 

minimum level of social protection will not have a significant impact on national budgets, 
especially when the upward convergence in the level of social protection affects not all NSE 

and SE but only those categories of NSE and SE who are currently excluded from social 
protection schemes (therefore a relatively narrower group of new potential social benefit 

recipients)93. 
 

To summarize, the introduction of a minimum level of social benefits may lead to a rise in 

public expenditure, in particular to face the condition of low-income SE/NSE who cannot afford 
to pay adequate social security contributions. However, this potential rise in costs depends on 

the combination of several factors like the scope of the problem (i.e. the actual number of 
SE/NSE uncovered by social protection), the eligibility rules that can affect the actual take-up 

rates, the generosity of the "minimum level" set at the national level, the setting of financing 
rules of social protection that can distribute the cost of an "upward convergence" in social 

protection across different categories of workers or between employees, employers and the 

State, the taxation rules and also the behavioural responses to the new social protection 
measures. 

 
2. A reduction in employment level for NSE and SE 

If the cost of the new minimum level of social protection are paid only through higher social 
contributions or taxes, a further likely impact concerns the potential reduction in the 

labour supply and demand of the self-employed and NSE. According to our experts, the 
main reason of this effect refers to the additional labour costs that may act as an obstacle or 

deterrent factor for these forms of employment. Again, the significance of this impact will be 

potentially linked to the level of generosity of the new "minimum" social benefits, the diffusion 
of NSE and SE and their actual social protection coverage. For example, the setting of a 

minimum, but still significant, level of social contributions is expected to affect those countries 
where no or very limited compulsory access to SE is foreseen like Southern European 

countries, but also France, Belgium, Latvia and Germany94. With reference to NSE, the risk of a 
negative impact on labour demand and supply has been reported by our experts in Poland 

(with reference to CRPRO contracts - i.e. workers employed on the basis of contracts for the 
realization of specific product), and in Romania and Spain (where this policy option could 

trigger a shift towards shadow economy). 

Furthermore, this potential impact may also vary according to the specific economic sectors. 
For example, as highlighted by the Latvian expert, a negative impact could be foreseen for 

                                          
90 Please, see Figure 3 in the section 1 of the present report. 
91 Please see Figure 1 on the section 1 of the present report. 
92 According to EU-SILC data (2015), the incidence of working poor among non-standard workers amounts at 64.9% in Germany and 62% in 
Spain. 
93 In this last scenario, the introduction of a minimum level of mandatory social protection for NSE and SE will therefore simply affect those NSE 

and SE who actually cannot get access to social benefits, by levelling up their social protection to the best conditions already available to other 
non-standard workers.  
94 In these last four countries, however, the share of SE on total employment is below the European average and SE have the possibility to get 

voluntary access to occupational or private social security schemes. 
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workers under the so-called micro-enterprises tax regime95, while, as observed by the Finnish 
expert, SE are more exposed in those sectors usually characterised by higher price elasticity of 

the demand, like creative sectors.  

 
 

3. A reduction in expenditure for social assistance 
Another likely, but indirect, impact concerns the reduction in expenditure for social 

assistance. This potential effect has been highlighted by experts in a number of countries 
belonging to the Scandinavian area (Denmark, Finland), the Continental Europe (The 

Netherlands, Belgium and Germany) and Ireland. The main explanation is that a partial 
reduction of expenditures for social assistance could be expected because more SE will be able 

to access to new insurance-based schemes. However, as previously argued, this potential 
reduction could be neutralized by an increase in public expenditures for social insurance or, in 

other words, the potential increase in government spending could be (partially) offset by 

savings on social assistance schemes. Therefore, while defining the specific characteristics of 
the introduction of a compulsory minimum level of social protection for NSE/SE, it is important 

to consider the interrelated effects of the new insurance schemes for SE/NSE and existing 
social assistance schemes. 

 
4. A potential expansion in shadow economy 

Finally, some experts also stressed that the potential rise in labour costs due to the 
introduction of compulsory minimum level of social insurance for SE and NSE can indirectly led 

to the expansion of shadow economy. For example, the Spanish expert notes that the 

potential rise in labour costs for social protection to be borne by self-employed may further 
increase the already large size of the Spanish shadow economy. This impact could also be 

likely in other countries such as Romania, Latvia, Poland, Italy and Portugal where the level of 
shadow economy is already relatively high96. The main reason for this potential impact is that, 

as reported by several studies97, the increase in total labour costs (due to a rise in taxes and 
social contributions) is among the main causes of underground economic activities. 

Moreover, as a possible side-effect, also national budget could be affected as less people would 
contribute for social protection and, at the same time, would declare low salary or revenue in 

order to access to social assistance schemes paid through the national budget98. However, no 

empirical evidence to support the likelihood of this negative impact has been provided by 
experts. In fact, the potential effect of a rise in social contributions or taxes aimed at covering 

new social benefit expenditure and the development of shadow economy is anything but 
straightforward. Tax and social contributions burden can indeed play an important role in 

influencing the variance of shadow economy. Nevertheless, other factors can also be important 
such as the deterrence measures pursued by the State, the individual morality and the quality 

of governance and State institutions. Moreover, when the cost of social insurance is adequately 
balanced among potential contributors (employees, employers and the State), an increase in 

the level of social protection for the most precarious workers could also represent an incentive 

to regularize their position. 
 

5. Potential social impacts 
Finally, the introduction of minimum mandatory social protection standard for NSE and SE 

could also produce social impacts, for example in terms of better equality by reducing the 
disparities in treatment among different categories of workers. Furthermore, it could lead to 

some indirect positive effects also on the quality of work. As suggested by our experts in 
Latvia, Romania, Spain and Italy, the increased coverage of sickness benefits, accident and 

                                          
95 Micro-enterprise tax regime is a special tax regime firstly introduced in Latvia in 2010 in order to promote entrepreneurship. For further details, 
see ESPN thematic report on access to social protection of people working as self-employed or non-standard contracts on Latvia and Karnite 

(2017). 
96 According to Schneider et al. (2015), the average size of the shadow economy of 31 European countries in 2014 (in per cent of the Gross 
Domestic Product - GDP) is 18,3. All the countries mentioned in the text (i.e. Spain, Romania, Latvia, Poland, Italy and Portugal) are above this 

threshold, ranging from Spain (18.5% of the GDP) to Romania (28.1% of the GDP). 
97 For a general review, please see Schneider and Williams (2013). 
98 It is worth mentioning that this indirect impact could be reduced by the intervention of employment services or other offices that are called to 

sanction fraudulent use of social protection benefits and support recipients of social assistance benefits in his/her path towards labour market 

integration. 
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occupational injuries benefits and health care for NSE and SE could potentially favour an 
improvement in health conditions of workers by easing the access to adequate care.  

Moreover, it also worth noticing that the introduction of new social contributions paid by SE 

and NSE could potentially reduce their disposable incomes and, in some cases, push them 
below the poverty threshold. However, one of the main functions of social protection 

schemes is to act as income stabilizers. This means that a negative impact on poverty rate 
could be eventually observed before the occurrence of social risks like unemployment or 

sickness. By contrast, when social risks emerge (that is "in bad times"), we can plausibly 
suppose that the improved access to social benefits for SE and NSE will largely compensate for 

the loss of income caused by the payment of higher social contributions99.  
 

(b) The equalization of social rights and benefits among different categories of workers 
 

The most likely impacts that we have identified with reference to the introduction of a 

minimum mandatory level of social protection for SE and NSE are also confirmed if we look at 
a further policy sub-option, that is the introduction of the same level of social protection 

for all workers. However, the significance of the impacts that we have previously discussed is 
expected to be higher since the adoption of this policy option will involve a more profound 

change in existing national welfare states, in particular in those countries where social 
protection is mainly based on a contributory system. 

The most likely impacts are: 
 

1. The rise in public expenditure 

For example, our experts identified among the most likely effects the potential increase in 
national expenditure, which can be mainly due to the cost of widening the eligibility and the 

generosity of the existing schemes. In particular, this impact could be particularly significant 
with reference to some policy areas such as pension. An increase in public expenditure could 

be also expected because it is plausible that many low-income NSE and SE may not afford to 
paid high social contributions or taxes.  

 
2. The potential impacts on employment level  

By contrast, if SE and NSE have to bear the burden of the increase costs of social protection, a 

second likely impact may be the reduction of (new) business activities and/or a 
decrease in the demand for services offered by SE. As a matter of fact, part of the higher 

costs for social protection will probably led to a rise in the prices of services offered by SE. As 
observed by our experts in Finland and Latvia, this impact will be greater with reference to 

some services that are most price-sensitive and where the increased costs may affect the 
demand, such as creative sectors (like artists and freelances).  

Moreover, as highlighted by national experts in Belgium, Spain, Italy, The Netherlands and 
Latvia, higher taxation or social contributions can in theory push workers and employers 

towards tax-avoidance and tax-evasion strategies. 

 
3. Social impacts 

Finally, as observed by our expert in France, the equalization of mandatory social protection 
rights for all workers could only produce positive social impacts, e.g. in terms of reduced 

disparity of treatment and improved quality of work, when it is addressed to the upward 
convergence of social rights across different categories of workers, especially those who 

cannot get access to adequate social protection. By contrast, it should be important to avoid 
that this "equalization scenario" will led to the levelling down of the existing social rights for 

standard workers in the name of budget containment. 

 
(c) The adoption of a single scheme with universal coverage 

 
A final potential policy option aimed at increasing the access to social protection for NSE and 

SE is the adoption of a single scheme with universal coverage for all people. Again, the 
specific impact of this option will mainly depend on its characteristics. 

                                          
99 Please, see also section 3.1. 
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A first scenario regards the access to a single scheme in each of the different social protection 
areas, independently from the working status. This situation can be found for example in all 

non-contributory based welfare states (mainly Nordic countries and partially in the Netherland) 

and in some contributory-based welfare states with reference to social benefits schemes like 
health insurance (for example in Italy, Lithuania, Portugal, Romania, Spain), or when we can 

find some means-tested assistance schemes (i.e. not based on the payment of insurance 
contributions) open to all citizens/residents. 

According to this scenario, therefore, the adoption of single universal schemes (in the plural) 
will affect only those countries (and social protection areas) where a basic floor of universal 

social protection benefits is not provided to all citizens/residents and to all categories of SE and 
NSE100. In this case, this policy option could have several impacts (e.g. a rise in public budget 

and in terms of public administration burden) according to the level of generosity and the rules 
on its financing (see the discussion about the introduction of option 1a - "minimum level of 

social protection" and 1b - "equalization of social rights among different categories of 

workers"). 
A second scenario that can be consider is the adoption of some versions of an unconditional 

cash transfer paid to each single person independently from his/her income. Such an 
unconditional cash transfer could then completely replace existing national social security 

schemes or, alternatively, be complemented by existing social security benefits. 
The adoption of this policy option will certainly require profound changes in the organization of 

different types of welfare state models across Europe. As claimed by the German expert "the 
introduction of a single scheme with universal coverage would solve a lot of problems resulting 

from the recent structure of the German social security system, such as the opt-out options of 

high-earners from the solidary organized social security system and the ‘outsider-position’ of 
the needy NSW and SE who do not qualify for the social security system with its very 

traditional understanding of what is ‘an employee’". Indeed, the introduction of a single 
scheme with universal coverage can be considered as a major reform, especially in countries 

with a strong tradition as a Bismarckian social security system like most of the Continental 
Europe systems.  
 

Beyond organizational effects, other very significant impacts will mainly depend on the 

features of the unconditional cash transfer scheme such as: 
a. the target population (age limits, individuals or households); 

b. the number of social schemes that would be completely replaced; 
c. the arrangement in terms of taxation; 

d. the specific amount of benefit and the basis to which this amount will be anchored (e.g. 
poverty threshold or a share of per capita Gross domestic product or the level of a 

guarantee minimum income). 
 

In a recent study carried out for the OECD on four European countries (Finland, France, Italy 

and United Kingdom), Browne and Immervoll (2017) highlight several potential consequences 
of this policy option. 

On the "positive" side, an unconditional cash transfer scheme could simplify the administration 
of very complex national social protection systems. Therefore, while in the short-term its 

introduction will involve strong efforts for public administration, in the long-term the 
management of a single scheme could result in greater flexibility and simplicity by avoiding, 

for example, the costs of means-tested benefits. 
On the "negative" side, Browne and Immervoll's study claims that the adoption of an 

unconditional cash transfer scheme may cause a (more or less strong) rise in taxation, and 

therefore a reduction in disposable income for large part of the population (including most 
"deserving groups"), without significantly reducing poverty. A budget-neutral unconditional 

cash transfer would require a significant increase in taxation and a reduction in existing 
benefits and it will produce complex patterns of gains and losses which differ from countries to 

countries. In order to contain high costs, a very modest unconditional cash transfer scheme 
could be instead foreseen. However, while this modest unconditional cash transfer scheme 

                                          
100 In this case we only refer to a basic universal floor of social rights. This means that further complementary social schemes could be provided 

for different categories of workers, depending on different eligibility conditions.  
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might be considered as a way to increase equality among different categories of workers, it will 
run the risk to provide insufficient protection against social risks. 
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3.3.2. OPTION 2 - Stimulating the Taking Up of Existing Voluntary Schemes 

 
The stimulation of taking-up of existing voluntary schemes may represent another possibility 

to enhance the actual accessibility of SE and NSE to social protection. Two main policy options 
have been examined: 

 

a) the adoption of better conditions to easing the access to voluntary benefits; 
b) the provision of tax incentives or subsidies for voluntary schemes addressed to low-income 

workers. 
 

(a) The adoption of better conditions to easing the access to voluntary benefits 
 

In order to increase the taking-up of existing voluntary schemes a first policy option refers to 
the adoption of qualification criteria, contribution rules, benefit calculation which can be better 

tailored to NSE and SE, and the provision of better information about these schemes. 

Voluntary occupational schemes usually consist of social benefits provided by private 
employers (or by the State in its role as employer) and are essentially market-driven. 

Therefore, the adoption of better conditions for NSE and SE can be facilitated by promoting 
some forms of agreements between public authorities and private providers of voluntary 

schemes. These agreements could for example ease the transferability of social rights among 
voluntary occupational schemes, promote the information about these schemes also through 

public channels, provide forms of public support to partially cover the cost related to the 
lowering of qualification criteria or eligibility conditions.  

 

Most of national experts did not identify any "most likely" impact related to this policy sub-
option. The only impacts which received a certain number of positive answers (but largely 

behind the majority of experts who responded to the questions101) were:  
 

1. the potential reduction of the expenditure for social assistance 
This is the case, for example, of Scandinavian countries like Sweden and Finland, where the 

increased coverage in voluntary schemes (mainly unemployment benefit schemes) could 
translate in a reduction of expenditure for social assistance schemes, since it would shift part 

of the financial burden to voluntary unemployment funds.  

 
2. the potential wage reduction for NSE and SE. 

This impact can be foreseen if NSE/SE have to entirely bear the costs of (expensive) new 
voluntary schemes. Nevertheless, as underlined by the Latvian expert, while non-standards 

employees could see their wage reduced, this short-term impact could be associated with 
higher benefits in the future, such as higher pension benefits or lower costs to cover medical 

expenditures. 
 

3. the reduction of at risk of poverty. 

This potential effect has been identified by experts from both Southerner European countries 
(Spain and Italy) and Scandinavian countries (Finland and Sweden). For example, in Sweden 

and Finland, if a great share of workers can access to (voluntary) unemployment schemes, this 
may result in a rise in their incomes in case of unemployment and therefore in a reduction of 

the risk to fall below poverty threshold. As stated by the Italian expert, the access to voluntary 
social protection schemes could have an important impact by improving access to in-kind and 

cash-benefits. Consequently, this may increase the disposable income of 
individuals/households and therefore reduce the risk of poverty. Yet, low-income SE and NSE 

might find hard to pay contributions for the voluntary schemes, unless the costs of the 

enrolment in voluntary schemes will be partially covered by employers.  
 

                                          
101 "Do not know-type" of answers were largely predominant. 
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Overall, while easing the conditions of access to voluntary schemes can increase the de facto 
coverage of non-compulsory social protection for SE and NSE, this policy sub-option could 

indirectly lead to a greater fragmentation (or segmentation) of social protection models since 

only some categories of workers may eventually get adequate protection from these 
supplementary schemes. By definition the eligibility rules and characteristics (e.g. generosity, 

coverage) of voluntary schemes change from employers to employers (or from sectors to 
sectors) and therefore a wide variation is to be expected. At the same time, as shown by an 

on-line survey carried out in nine countries (Natali et al. 2017), both employers and employees 
seem to prefer voluntary occupational schemes which provide same benefits to workers, 

irrespective of their types of contracts. In conclusion, easing the access to voluntary schemes 
can contribute to reduce the gap in social protection between different categories of NSE/SE 

and between standard and non-standard workers. Nevertheless, these voluntary schemes 
cannot assure that all NSE and SE in equal conditions will be protected at the same level 

against social risks precisely due to their private and not public nature. 

 
(b) The provision of tax incentives or subsidies for voluntary schemes addressed to low-income 

workers 
 

A further policy sub-option, that could partially deal with the above-mentioned risk, is the 
provision of tax incentives or subsidies for low income NSE and SE. For example, some 

supports for low income people (included SE) has been implemented since 2000 in France to 
promote the access to a health complementary insurance.  

According to our experts, the two most likely impacts of the provision of tax incentives or 

subsidies to promote the taking-up of voluntary scheme could be: 
 

1. a negative effect on the national budget; 
2. a possible reduction of poverty rate. 

 
1. A negative effect on the national budget 

According to our experts this measure could have, by definition, a negative impact on public 
finances depending on the level of tax incentives or subsidies and their actual take-up rate of 

SE/NSE. The significance of this impact cannot be estimated ex ante, but it could be 

considered higher in those countries where there are most people in need, i.e. where the de 
jure or de facto lack of access to compulsory social protection for SE/NSE is severe and the 

share of low-income SE/NSE is relatively high (Romania, Greece, Spain with reference to SE; 
Germany, Ireland and Spain with reference to NSE).  

 
2. A possible reduction of poverty rate 

A better social protection coverage of SE and NSE through voluntary schemes could also led to 
a possible reduction in the number of people at risk of poverty, as reported by our experts in 

some countries. For example, in Finland, higher unemployment fund membership rate would 

lead to a lower poverty rate, thanks to the increase access to social benefits in case of 
unemployment. In Poland, the reduction of poverty rate could be due to the fact that more 

people would probably choose to work as NSE or SE instead of working in grey zones (informal 
economy). Therefore, fewer people would fall into the trap of poverty, and fewer people would 

benefit from social assistance. In Italy and Spain, the provision of voluntary benefits (either 
cash or in-kind benefits) could increase the disposable income and therefore, could reduce the 

risk of poverty. More in general, the significance of this potential impacts will strongly depend 
on the generosity and extension of the voluntary scheme. 

 

3. Other impacts 
If policy option 2 focuses on the promotion of voluntary schemes as a possible alternative 

solution to the introduction of mandatory social protection for SE and NSE, other impacts can 
be identified beyond the most likely ones highlighted by our national experts. As suggested by 

a recent research on occupational welfare carried out in nine countries (Natali et al. 2017)102, 

                                          
102 The countries concerned by this research are Austria, Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Spain, Sweden and the United 

Kingdom. 
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these voluntary schemes may however have a double-edged swords impact. As regards 
positive effects, the study mentions the improvement of the social protection for several 

categories of workers who are excluded or only partially covered by compulsory schemes and 

the promotion of the involvement of trade unions and companies in the management of social 
risks. However, Natali et al. (2017) also underlines some potential negative consequences such 

as the increase in inequalities in access among different categories of workers, the non-
negligible public costs when occupational welfare schemes are promoted by the State through 

fiscal incentives, the risks of mismanagement for the employees (especially in case of 
increased "financialisation" of some social schemes, like pension funds), and finally the lack of 

coordination between these voluntary instruments and (public) social and fiscal welfare. 
 

3.3.3. OPTION 3 - Transferability and Transparency  

 
Option three mainly refers to the possibility of improving transferability of social protection 

rights across different categories of workers. In this case, three options have been explored: 

 
a) the adoption of minimum standards; 

b) the introduction of individual welfare accounts; 
c) the improvement of transparency and administrative simplification. 

 
 

(a) The setting of minimum standards for transferability 
 

One way to pursue this objective is to introduce minimum standards for timely acquisition, 

preservation and transferability of these rights. The specific impact of this policy option will 
depend on the actual level of minimum standards that will be set. In general, according to our 

national experts any very significant effects could be expected in Finland, France, Spain, 
Romania and the Netherlands since minimum requirements are already in place. 

 
Having said that, the most likely impact that emerge from our questionnaire are: 

1. An increase in organisational burden of the public administration 
For example, in Ireland, the expert notes that the impact could be different depending on the 

time-horizon taken into consideration: ‘in the short-term we could expect an increase in 

government’s administrative costs. In the long-term, the setting of minimum standards would 
reduce government’s administrative costs. 

2. An increase in public expenditure 
Along this potential impact, national experts in Romania, Italy, Finland and Poland highlight 

the risk of higher public expenditure. This could be mainly due to a rise in the take-up rate of 
social protection favoured by the improved transferability of social rights. 

 
(b) The introduction of individual accounts 

A second way to improve the transferability of social rights refers to the introduction of 

individual welfare accounts. Again, according to our experts, the specific impact of this policy 
tool is hard to assess ex-ante since it will depend on its configuration at the national level. The 

adoption of an individual welfare account may imply the complete re-organization of the 
national welfare state system (i.e. a " social policy individualization" scenario) or it can refer 

only to some social policy areas (e.g. pensions or social rights linked to training activities). 
Moreover, the adoption of a system based on individual account may also refer to the creation 

of online databases (single portals) where each recipient can easily consult the amount of 
social contributions that he/she has paid during his/her career and the social protection 

schemes that can be accessible according to different rules103. 

                                                                                                                                          

 
103 In this last scenario, the individual account should be mainly considered as an instrument to improve the transparency of information, rather 

than the transferability of social rights.  
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Overall, the most likely impacts are: 
 

1. An increase in government's administrative burden 

One of the potential impacts is, again, the increase in government's administrative 
burden (at least in the short-run). In general, the adoption of this policy option is to be 

considered as a major reform in almost the totality of European countries, since the only 
country that have experimented a system fully based on individual account is Latvia. 

In contributory-based welfare states, such as Continental and Southern European countries, 
the introduction of individual welfare accounts would affect several aspects of national social 

protection models in a fundamental way. This holds true also for France where at the 
beginning of 2017 the government introduced on experimental basis a sort of "individual 

account" (Compte personnel d'activité), but only with reference to some specific functions and 
policy areas (like training). By contrast, as stressed by the French expert, the reorganization of 

the entire national social policy system in the direction prescribed by this policy option will 

probably led to a negative impact on public administration in the short and medium term, due 
to the complexity of gathering the information about entitlements and their implementation104. 

Nevertheless, in the long run a system based on the creation on individual account could 
produce a reduction of administrative burden and improve the accessibility and the 

transparency of information about social rights thanks to the realization of economies of scales 
(minor costs can be foreseen for the management of a less fragmented administrative 

system). 
Therefore, as we have argued, the significance of this impact (i.e. the increase in 

government's administrative burden) will mainly depend on (1) the specific characteristics of 

the new system based on individual accounts (2) the current national social protection 
organization (i.e. its level of internal segmentation) and (3) the mode and timing of its 

adoption (i.e. through gradual experimentation or more comprehensive change). 
It is clear that a new welfare system based on individual account could improve the 

transferability of social rights and therefore the social protection coverage of NSE and SE. This 
is true especially where there are strong gaps in the de facto coverage of social protection 

caused by fragmented career paths that make difficult to meet eligibility conditions. At the 
same time, a system based on individual account could be of limited help in those countries 

where national social policies are mainly financed through general taxation and the access 

tends to be universal, such as in Scandinavian countries. In this case, a system based on 
individual account "will affect the inner structure and rationale" of the national social policy 

model, as argue by the Danish expert, without significantly improving other aspects (e.g. the 
transferability of social rights). By contrast, some moves towards a greater transferability of 

social rights could be foreseen in contributory-based welfare models, for example by improving 
the rules on the aggregation of different insurance periods and schemes (totalization). In these 

welfare states, the transferability of social rights could therefore improve by setting new 
standards and rules, while preserving the principle of risk mutualisation which instead could be 

negatively affected by the introduction of a system simply based on individual accounts. 

 
2. An increase in public expenditures 

A further likely impact, which mainly referred to contributory-based welfare state systems, is 
the increase in the public social protection expenditures. This can be due to the fact that 

in a system based on individual welfare accounts, the number of welfare state recipients will 
plausibly rise compared to a system where there is a lack of social protection coverage due to 

the more limited transferability of social rights. Actually, one of the main aim of a system 
based on an individual account is precisely the improvement of social protection of people who 

are not actually covered by social benefit since for example they cannot meet eligibility 

conditions. Again, this impact - that is the increase in public expenditure - mainly depends on 
the specific design of the individual accounts (e.g. their rules on eligibility, generosity and 

financing) and cannot be assessed ex ante. In theory, a new system based on individual 
accounts could also led to the opposite result (i.e. a reduction in social protection expenditure) 

                                          
104 As stated by the French expert: ‘Either the public administration or the institutions in charge with the management of the system will have to 

gather information for various sources (especially for precarious workers) and make sure that workers have the capabilities to enforce their 

entitlements".  
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if in such a system the access to social protection will strictly depends on the amount of social 
contributions credited into the individual account, excluding any form of risk pooling. 

 

3. Potential social impacts 
Finally, the introduction of individual welfare accounts aims, at least in theory, to improve the 

equity of treatment among different categories of workers if the transferability of social 
rights can lead to extend the coverage of social protection to previously unprotected categories 

of workers. However, it is also worth stressing that a system based on individual account may 
have a negative impact on solidarity among citizens. As underlined in the ESPN thematic 

report on the access to social protection for NSE and SE in Latvia, a system entirely based on 
the individual’s responsibility strongly limits the possibility of redistribution and can also lead 

to inadequate levels of social contributions for some categories of workers. By contrast a 
system partially based on individual accounts can led to an improvement in solidarity among 

citizens when, for example, people involved in charity and voluntary work can cumulate rights 

to training105 (or other social rights), independently from their formal working activity, and 
when some mechanisms of mutualisation of social risks are still maintained.  

 
(b) Better transparency and administrative simplification 

 
A final issue concerns the improvement of transparency and administrative 

simplification. In this case, the most likely impact of providing better and easier information 
to all types of workers is the higher take-up of existing social protection schemes, and 

therefore the improvement of de facto coverage for SE and NSE (with the subsequent potential 

rise in public expenditures and, at the same time, in the equality of treatment among 
workers). For example, according to the French and Irish experts, the development of a 

simplified, and more transparent system at the national level could have a relatively significant 
impact in helping to reduce the share of NSE and SE that have no access to social protection 

schemes. This impact has been also highlighted by experts in Greece, Romania and Latvia. In 
general, in contributory welfare states the simplification of rules and procedure related, for 

example, to the totalization of insurance periods paid to different schemes could help NSE and 
SE to get access to more generous social benefit schemes. Moreover, as underlined by the 

Swedish expert, the availability of better information could re-orient workers' choices on the 

labour market. For example, if more people know that full-time employment is the most 
important factor for the seize of pensions, they will probably try to find a full-time job, instead 

of a part-time job. At the same time, the availability of information about individual social 
protection scenario could push self-employed to make greater saving or to buy voluntary social 

insurance.  
 

                                          
105 This is for example the case of the French personal activity account. 
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ANNEX I: GLOSSARY 

Non-standard employment (NSE) refers to all forms of work other than standard 
employment forms, namely all forms of work which do not comply with at least one of the 

following conditions: 

- Full-time work; 

- Permanent work. 

Self-employment (SE) refers to employment in which persons pursue a gainful activity for 
their own account. Self-employment also includes workers dependent on a ‘single-client’ and 

possibly bound with him by a contract (so-called ‘dependent self-employed). 

Here’s a rough selection of forms of atypical employment type of work which can fall in the 

above-mentioned categories: 

 Fixed-term, project- or task-based contracts: contractual employment arrangements 

between one employer and one employee characterised by a limited duration or a pre-
specified event to end the contract; 

 Part-time work: includes employees whose normal hours of work are fewer than those of 

the comparable full-time employees. In literature, distinctions are often made between 
“substantial part-time” (21–34 hours per week); “short part time” (20 hours or less); and 

“marginal” part-time (fewer than 15 hours per week); 
 Temporary agency work (TAW), entailing a ‘triangular’ employment relationship between a 

temporary work agency, a worker and a user undertaking, whereas the worker has a 
contract of employment or an employment relationship with a temporary work agency with 

a view to being assigned to a user undertaking to work temporarily under its supervision 
and direction; 

 Casual work: engagement of workers on a very short term or on an occasional and 

intermittent basis, upon request by the employer. Whereas a minimum number of working 
hours is not guaranteed, casual work arrangements can be defined as ‘zero-hours 

contracts’; 
 ICT-based mobile work: work patterns characterised by the worker (whether employee or 

self-employed) operating from various possible locations outside the premises of their 
employer (for example, at home, at a client’s premises or ‘on the road’), supported by 

modern technologies such as laptop and tablet computers; 
 Employee sharing: individual worker jointly hired by a group of employers (who are not 

clients of a traditional temporary work agency); 

 Crowd employment: characterised by not being place-bound. Virtual platforms match a 
large number of buyers and sellers of services or products, often with larger tasks being 

broken down into small jobs; 
 Job-sharing: single employer hires two or more workers to jointly fill a specific job; 

 Interim management: worker – usually a highly skilled expert – is hired for a temporary 
period of time by an employer, often to conduct a specific project or solve a specific 

problem; 
 Voucher-based work: employment relationship and related payment is based on a voucher 

rather than an employment contract. In most cases, the workers then have a status 

somewhere between employees and self-employed; 
 Employee-sharing portfolio work: self-employed works for a large number of clients, 

providing just small amounts of work for each of them; 
 Collaborative employment: type of work entailing cooperation among self-employed 

workers, e.g. Co-working and Cooperatives. 
Under their umbrella definitions, NSE and SE contain several types of work which can vary or 

overlap according to the national context. As the focus of this research is on social protection 
of NSE and SE, national experts should assess the impact of the proposed policy options on 

those forms of NSE and SE codified in their law framework. In order to have a clearer picture, 

please consult the ESPN Thematic report concerning your Research Country.  

You can find more information at: 

 ILO website – Non-standard employment page: http://www.ilo.org/global/topics/non-
standard-employment/lang--en/index.htm 

http://www.ilo.org/global/topics/non-standard-employment/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ilo.org/global/topics/non-standard-employment/lang--en/index.htm
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 Eurofound – New forms of employment page and report: 
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/new-forms-of-employment 

https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/it/publications/report/2015/working-conditions-labour-

market/new-forms-of-employment  
 EuroFound glossary: https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/observatories/eurwork/industrial-

relations-dictionary  

https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/new-forms-of-employment
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/it/publications/report/2015/working-conditions-labour-market/new-forms-of-employment
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/it/publications/report/2015/working-conditions-labour-market/new-forms-of-employment
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/observatories/eurwork/industrial-relations-dictionary
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/observatories/eurwork/industrial-relations-dictionary
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Tab. A1: Workforce composition by contractual arrangement in 2015 

 

Employees Self-employed 

Open-ended Fixed-term Unknown contract Employer 
Self-employed 

without employees 
Family worker Unknown type 

Full-
time 

Part-time Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time 

AT 58.9% 20.2% 4.5% 1.9% 3.0% 0.2% 3.7% 0.2% 5.7% 1.6% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

BE 58.4% 21.4% 5.6% 2.9% 1.1% 0.3% 2.6% 0.1% 6.5% 0.7% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 

BG 81.1% 1.1% 3.9% 0.6% 2.7% 0.6% 3.3% 0.1% 5.3% 0.5% 0.6% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

CY 71.9% 5.4% 9.4% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1.6% 0.4% 5.1% 3.7% 0.1% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

CZ 70.4% 1.4% 10.3% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 3.4% 0.1% 12.5% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

DE 57.8% 23.0% 9.3% 4.2% 0.0% 0.2% 1.8% 0.1% 2.0% 1.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

DK 39.4% 9.3% 2.7% 1.8% 29.8% 8.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.8% 0.7% 0.2% 0.7% 

EE 79.5% 7.5% 1.5% 0.6% 1.2% 0.3% 3.5% 0.2% 4.2% 1.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 

EL 46.1% 2.5% 9.3% 2.7% 4.6% 1.8% 6.0% 0.1% 22.7% 2.4% 1.4% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 

ES 52.2% 6.6% 15.5% 6.4% 2.7% 0.9% 4.3% 0.2% 10.1% 0.9% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

FI 38.5% 3.6% 4.9% 2.0% 34.0% 3.4% 4.0% 0.0% 8.8% 0.6% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

FR 63.4% 11.5% 10.5% 4.1% 0.6% 0.1% 0.5% 0.0% 8.0% 1.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

HR 69.9% 1.1% 17.9% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 4.1% 0.0% 4.9% 0.6% 0.2% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 

HU 76.9% 2.5% 8.0% 0.6% 1.2% 0.2% 3.3% 0.1% 6.3% 0.5% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

IE 58.7% 16.2% 3.7% 4.4% 0.8% 2.8% 3.3% 0.8% 6.3% 2.7% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 

IT 56.0% 10.0% 7.8% 3.0% 1.5% 0.6% 4.8% 0.2% 13.0% 2.0% 0.8% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 

LT 80.5% 4.0% 2.6% 0.2% 1.4% 0.2% 1.9% 0.1% 6.5% 0.9% 0.8% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 

LU 64.7% 16.8% 8.2% 1.9% 0.5% 0.4% 3.1% 0.2% 2.7% 1.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 

LV 80.6% 4.6% 0.5% 0.0% 4.0% 0.4% 2.8% 0.2% 5.3% 1.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

MT 75.7% 5.2% 6.0% 1.4% 0.6% 0.1% 2.5% 0.1% 6.7% 1.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.3% 0.0% 

NL 21.6% 16.1% 4.0% 3.9% 22.0% 17.2% 2.8% 0.7% 7.1% 4.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.3% 

PL 52.9% 1.8% 21.9% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 0.1% 13.5% 1.3% 1.6% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 

PT 66.4% 1.6% 14.8% 1.6% 2.6% 1.2% 3.3% 0.0% 7.0% 1.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

RO 70.8% 0.3% 1.0% 0.2% 1.5% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 14.1% 6.6% 2.7% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

SE 37.1% 7.7% 4.1% 2.6% 31.1% 7.7% 3.9% 0.2% 4.5% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

SI 35.0% 1.7% 4.8% 0.6% 45.3% 2.2% 2.6% 0.1% 6.6% 0.8% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

SK 71.9% 1.3% 9.7% 1.4% 0.4% 0.2% 2.7% 0.1% 11.7% 0.5% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

UK 65.7% 14.4% 2.3% 1.2% 2.4% 2.2% 2.3% 0.3% 7.0% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

EU28 58.5% 11.4% 8.7% 3.0% 3.5% 1.5% 2.7% 0.2% 8.1% 1.7% 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015 
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Tab. A2: Workforce composition by contractual arrangement in 2007 

 

Employees Self-employed 

Open-ended Fixed-term Unknown contract Employer 
Self-employed without 

employees 
Family worker 

Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time 

AT 63.3% 16.3% 6.9% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 3.6% 0.1% 7.0% 1.0% 0.2% 0.1% 

BE 60.3% 18.9% 5.7% 3.8% 0.0% 0.0% 3.3% 0.2% 6.4% 1.1% 0.2% 0.0% 

CY 71.9% 3.1% 9.8% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 2.7% 0.0% 7.5% 2.7% 0.4% 0.4% 

CZ 71.7% 1.5% 9.9% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 3.6% 0.0% 11.4% 0.5% 0.1% 0.0% 

DE 50.9% 19.5% 5.2% 3.0% 11.9% 1.4% 2.2% 0.1% 3.7% 1.7% 0.1% 0.4% 

DK 46.2% 7.1% 0.0% 0.0% 32.0% 5.7% 4.0% 0.1% 3.9% 0.7% 0.2% 0.1% 

EE 85.9% 4.4% 1.0% 0.2% 1.4% 0.4% 2.5% 0.0% 3.3% 0.6% 0.1% 0.1% 

EL 47.4% 2.3% 12.0% 3.6% 0.0% 0.0% 6.1% 0.2% 21.9% 1.9% 3.4% 1.2% 

ES 56.6% 4.6% 18.5% 4.3% 0.1% 0.0% 4.3% 0.1% 10.1% 0.9% 0.2% 0.1% 

FI 37.5% 3.6% 6.0% 2.4% 32.9% 4.0% 4.5% 0.3% 7.4% 1.1% 0.1% 0.1% 

FR 59.7% 11.0% 9.5% 5.2% 5.2% 0.7% 3.0% 0.2% 4.5% 0.5% 0.4% 0.2% 

HU 72.5% 2.7% 10.2% 1.6% 0.5% 0.0% 4.2% 0.1% 7.5% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 

IE 57.7% 14.7% 4.0% 4.0% 0.9% 2.1% 4.3% 0.3% 8.9% 2.2% 0.4% 0.3% 

IT 57.8% 6.3% 8.7% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.7% 0.2% 14.0% 2.0% 0.9% 0.3% 

LT 82.3% 2.2% 5.7% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 0.1% 5.5% 0.5% 1.6% 0.3% 

LU 69.6% 14.7% 6.7% 1.1% 0.8% 0.8% 2.1% 0.1% 2.6% 0.7% 0.5% 0.2% 

LV 82.3% 3.1% 5.6% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 0.1% 3.3% 1.5% 0.6% 0.2% 

NL 23.4% 16.0% 3.9% 2.9% 24.8% 16.8% 3.0% 0.5% 5.3% 3.0% 0.2% 0.2% 

PL 55.2% 2.2% 20.0% 3.6% 0.0% 0.0% 3.4% 0.1% 11.2% 1.5% 1.9% 0.8% 

PT 60.9% 2.4% 15.5% 2.3% 0.2% 0.1% 5.0% 0.2% 9.4% 3.2% 0.4% 0.3% 

SE 35.8% 9.4% 4.2% 2.4% 29.4% 8.4% 4.3% 0.3% 4.7% 1.1% 0.0% 0.1% 

SI 31.7% 0.9% 4.5% 0.4% 53.0% 1.7% 2.2% 0.0% 5.4% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 

SK 76.7% 1.5% 11.2% 1.1% 0.1% 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 7.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 

UK 63.7% 16.4% 2.0% 1.5% 3.1% 1.9% 1.9% 0.3% 7.0% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

EU25 56.3% 10.6% 8.8% 3.0% 5.9% 1.6% 3.5% 0.2% 7.9% 1.5% 0.5% 0.3% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2007 
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Tab. A3: Share by sector 2007 – Self Employed 

Country Agricolture Manufacturing Construction Services 
PA, Health and 

Education 

AT 74% 5% 11% 12% 4% 

BE 66% 6% 25% 14% 5% 

CY 61% 10% 19% 14% 5% 

CZ 21% 7% 35% 24% 4% 

DE 25% 3% 14% 11% 5% 

DK 39% 5% 17% 10% 5% 

EE 26% 3% 8% 9% 0% 

EL 94% 23% 31% 34% 7% 

ES 47% 11% 17% 20% 3% 

EU25 57% 7% 20% 17% 4% 

FI 62% 6% 23% 16% 3% 

FR 56% 2% 12% 10% 3% 

HU 34% 5% 20% 18% 3% 

IE 82% 7% 26% 14% 5% 

IT 50% 15% 33% 35% 6% 

LT 55% 2% 7% 9% 1% 

LU 86% 2% 2% 6% 3% 

LV 36% 2% 7% 8% 2% 

NL 58% 4% 18% 15% 4% 

PL 86% 4% 14% 16% 3% 

PT 68% 10% 17% 24% 3% 

SE 66% 6% 22% 14% 3% 

SI 66% 3% 12% 8% 1% 

SK 13% 6% 26% 13% 2% 

UK 18% 7% 32% 13% 5% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2007
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Figures Share by sector 2007 – Self Employed 

 

Fig. A 1 Share of Self-Employed in Agriculture in 2007 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2007 

 

Fig. A 2 Share of Self-Employed in Manufacturing in 2007  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2007 
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Fig. A 3 Share of Self-Employed in Construction in 2007  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2007 

 

Fig. A 4 Share of Self-Employed in Services in 2007  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2007 
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Fig. A 5 Share of Self-Employed in PA, Health and Education in 2007  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2007 
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Tab. A4: Share by sector 2007 – Non-Standard Employees 

Country Agriculture Manufacturing Construction Services 
PA, Health and 

Education 

AT 7% 19% 16% 30% 28% 

BE 15% 19% 7% 28% 38% 

CY 16% 5% 10% 16% 19% 

CZ 9% 12% 9% 12% 16% 

DE 18% 17% 13% 32% 33% 

DK 3% 4% 0% 12% 20% 

EE 4% 2% 3% 8% 8% 

EL 3% 14% 35% 19% 19% 

ES 29% 21% 40% 26% 28% 

EU25 14% 16% 20% 25% 28% 

FI 11% 13% 13% 22% 30% 

FR 16% 18% 17% 28% 31% 

HU 18% 13% 23% 13% 15% 

IE 2% 12% 8% 26% 33% 

IT 32% 12% 16% 20% 18% 

LT 13% 6% 13% 8% 7% 

LU 6% 9% 12% 21% 35% 

LV 12% 7% 19% 9% 8% 

NL 20% 29% 16% 39% 61% 

PL 7% 31% 40% 30% 19% 

PT 12% 14% 25% 23% 23% 

SE 5% 13% 14% 26% 39% 

SI 2% 5% 5% 7% 5% 

SK 15% 15% 13% 14% 12% 

UK 7% 6% 5% 21% 29% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2007
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Figures Share by sector 2007 – Non-Standard Employees 

 

Fig. A 6 Share of Non-Standard employees in Agriculture in 2007  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2007 

 

Fig. A 7 Share of Non-Standard Employees in Manufacturing in 2007  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2007 
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Fig. A 8 Share of Non-Standard Employees in Construction in 2007  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2007 

 

Fig. A 9 Share of Non-Standard Employees in Services in 2007  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2007 
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Fig. A 10 Share of Non-Standard Employees in PA, Health and Education in 2007  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2007 
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Tab. A5: Share by sector 2015 – Self Employed 

Country Agriculture Manufacturing Construction Services 
PA, Education and 

Health 

AT 78% 4% 10% 13% 4% 

BE 51% 3% 29% 14% 4% 

BG 37% 3% 9% 13% 2% 

CY 49% 5% 12% 11% 10% 

CZ 24% 7% 40% 24% 5% 

DE 31% 2% 9% 7% 3% 

DK 39% 4% 13% 8% 2% 

EE 26% 5% 12% 13% 1% 

EL 90% 18% 48% 33% 7% 

ES 31% 9% 30% 21% 4% 

FI 68% 7% 25% 16% 3% 

FR 56% 4% 20% 11% 4% 

HR 61% 6% 12% 10% 2% 

HU 41% 3% 16% 15% 1% 

IE 70% 8% 41% 13% 5% 

IT 51% 11% 34% 29% 7% 

LT 50% 5% 14% 10% 1% 

LU 68% 1% 2% 10% 4% 

LV 40% 5% 10% 10% 2% 

MT 50% 7% 29% 14% 2% 

NL 61% 4% 26% 21% 7% 

PL 84% 5% 23% 17% 4% 

PT 49% 6% 18% 15% 4% 

RO 91% 2% 22% 7% 0% 

SE 68% 5% 18% 14% 2% 

SI 75% 4% 24% 13% 2% 

SK 19% 9% 43% 20% 4% 

UK 52% 5% 36% 13% 5% 

EU 28 65% 5% 25% 15% 4% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015  
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Figures Share by sector 2015 – Self Employed 

 
Fig. A 11 Share of Self Employed in Agriculture in 2015  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015 

 

Fig. A 12 Share of Self-Employed in Manufacturing in 2015  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015 
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Fig. A 13 Share of Self-Employed in Construction in 2015  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015 

 

Fig. A 14 Share of Self-Employed in Services in 2015  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015 
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Fig. A 15 Share of Self-Employed in PA, Health and Education in 2015  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015 
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Tab. A6: Share by sector 2015 – Non-Standard Employees 

Country Agriculture Manufacturing Construction Services 
PA, Health and 

Education 

AT 5% 13% 14% 29% 40% 

BE 15% 20% 9% 28% 41% 

BG 6% 4% 6% 6% 7% 

CY 24% 9% 13% 19% 15% 

CZ 11% 13% 9% 12% 16% 

DE 28% 25% 25% 39% 43% 

DK 7% 10% 10% 20% 35% 

EE 9% 4% 5% 11% 13% 

EL 1% 16% 15% 18% 14% 

ES 41% 22% 33% 31% 26% 

EU 28 13% 18% 16% 25% 30% 

FI 4% 8% 4% 10% 15% 

FR 16% 26% 15% 24% 35% 

HR 9% 21% 19% 23% 15% 

HU 10% 8% 7% 8% 19% 

IE 8% 14% 15% 27% 28% 

IT 29% 15% 15% 25% 18% 

LT 7% 7% 6% 7% 7% 

LU 3% 12% 16% 26% 35% 

LV 5% 4% 4% 6% 5% 

MT 0% 10% 4% 15% 13% 

NL 16% 33% 24% 37% 61% 

PL 7% 31% 38% 33% 20% 

PT 11% 18% 14% 20% 17% 

RO 1% 1% 1% 2% 3% 

SE 7% 12% 6% 24% 35% 

SI 4% 5% 8% 8% 6% 

SK 10% 13% 10% 12% 14% 

UK 13% 7% 6% 19% 25% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015  
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Figures Share by sector 2015 – Non-Standard Employees 

 

Fig. A 16 Share of Non-Standard Employees in Agriculture in 2015  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015 

 

Fig. A 17 Share of Non-Standard Employees in Manufacturing in 2015  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015 
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Fig. A 18 Share of Non-Standard Employees in Construction in 2015  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015 

 

Fig. A 19 Share of Non-Standard Employees in Services in 2015  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015 
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Fig. A 20 Share of Non-Standard Employees in PA, Health and Education in 2015  

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015 
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Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages, i.e. according to the working status 

at year 1) 

Note 1: FT employee and PT employee statuses refer to cases where information on duration of the contract is missing 

Note 2: Individuals who retire during the simulation period are not taken into account 

Source: elaborations on longitudinal EU-SILC 2007-2015  

 

Tab. A7. 1: Austria - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Austria - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. Employee 86,8 4,4 2,9 0,3 0,3 0,1 1,0 2,3 2,1 3.575 

Perm. PT. Employee 12,7 70,2 0,8 2,1 0,0 0,2 1,5 4,3 8,1 1.154 

Temp. FT. 

Employee 
38,7 2,2 30,4 2,7 8,7 0,2 0,0 10,3 6,8 250 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
12,4 31,2 7,4 24,2 0,0 1,0 1,4 12,4 10,3 81 

FT employee 20,9 0,5 22,2 0,0 38,0 1,6 2,2 7,0 7,7 146 

PT employee 11,4 18,7 0,0 16,2 7,3 11,4 13,3 4,0 17,7 20 

Self-employed 3,9 1,9 0,9 0,3 0,2 0,0 88,4 1,1 3,3 708 

Unemployed 18,4 6,0 4,0 3,6 1,6 0,2 2,7 48,7 14,7 442 

Inactive 6,3 5,9 2,9 1,6 1,0 0,3 1,5 4,8 75,6 1.495 
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Tab. A7. 2: Belgium - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Belgium - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

88,6 4,7 2,0 0,1 0,5 0,1 0,8 1,7 1,5 3.083 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

9,7 80,7 0,6 2,3 0,0 0,3 0,8 2,8 2,9 1.097 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

33,5 1,7 42,8 3,6 0,8 0,0 0,3 10,9 6,4 270 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

8,6 22,9 7,2 34,4 0,0 0,0 1,4 15,2 10,4 196 

FT employee 57,8 4,4 1,4 0,0 24,6 0,0 8,5 3,3 0,0 50 

PT employee 0,0 33,6 6,5 8,9 12,0 19,9 0,0 12,5 6,5 18 

Self-employed 3,5 1,8 1,3 0,0 0,8 0,2 88,9 0,8 2,7 600 

Unemployed 6,9 2,7 6,9 5,5 0,7 0,2 0,9 66,5 9,7 671 

Inactive 2,7 1,2 2,7 1,8 0,2 0,2 1,0 4,0 86,4 2.011 

Tab. A7. 3: Bulgaria- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Bulgaria - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. Employee 93,0 0,3 1,0 0,0 1,0 0,0 0,4 3,5 0,9 4.630 

Perm. PT. Employee 23,3 65,2 2,2 0,0 0,0 0,7 0,0 6,1 2,5 86 

Temp. FT. Employee 39,8 0,6 39,7 1,2 2,9 0,0 0,9 14,1 0,9 266 

Temp. PT. Employee 11,3 7,6 7,8 46,5 0,0 1,4 0,0 20,7 4,8 44 

FT employee 31,1 0,0 2,3 0,0 47,8 0,8 5,2 11,6 1,2 318 

PT employee 4,8 10,9 10,3 4,9 11,3 38,8 0,0 10,3 8,6 32 

Self-employed 6,4 0,0 0,1 0,2 2,0 0,3 89,0 1,8 0,1 588 

Unemployed 10,3 0,5 5,4 0,9 3,2 0,4 0,9 71,7 6,6 1.454 

Inactive 4,9 0,2 1,9 0,2 0,9 0,3 0,4 7,2 84,0 1.477 
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Tab. A7. 4: Cyprus - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Cyprus - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. Sample size 

Perm. FT. Employee 90,0 1,3 1,7 0,2 0,1 0,5 5,5 0,7 3.829 

Perm. PT. Employee 16,3 66,6 0,9 3,6 0,0 2,0 7,7 2,9 216 

Temp. FT. Employee 21,4 0,1 68,4 0,5 0,0 0,5 7,1 2,1 538 

Temp. PT. Employee 10,3 17,9 6,2 33,1 0,0 0,0 27,6 4,9 62 

Self-employed 4,6 0,7 1,1 0,0 0,0 87,1 4,2 2,3 628 

Unemployed 18,0 3,0 4,8 3,4 0,0 5,5 57,0 8,2 600 

Inactive 3,5 1,2 2,0 0,8 0,0 0,6 6,5 85,4 2.339 

Tab. A7. 5: Czech Republic- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Czech Republic - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. Sample size 

Perm. FT. Employee 91,2 0,2 3,1 0,1 0,0 0,8 2,4 2,3 6.306 

Perm. PT. Employee 19,6 67,2 3,8 4,1 0,0 0,0 0,3 5,1 138 

Temp. FT. Employee 37,2 0,0 51,9 0,1 0,4 1,5 6,1 2,7 739 

Temp. PT. Employee 9,2 7,5 18,9 47,0 0,0 1,9 5,4 10,2 85 

FT employee 57,9 0,0 9,0 5,1 19,1 8,9 0,0 0,0 13 

PT employee 0,0 91,5 0,0 8,5 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3 

Self-employed 3,0 0,0 0,9 0,0 0,0 93,2 1,8 1,1 1.145 

Unemployed 12,4 0,3 15,8 2,3 0,0 3,4 57,7 8,2 773 

Inactive 5,6 0,5 3,4 0,7 0,0 1,3 4,4 84,2 2.708 
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Tab. A7. 6: Denmark- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Denmark - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. Employee 86,2 4,6 1,4 0,1 0,2 0,0 0,9 4,8 1,9 1.257 

Perm. PT. Employee 24,8 52,9 1,0 0,6 1,5 0,0 2,6 3,9 12,8 222 

Temp. FT. Employee 28,1 2,6 26,1 15,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 28,1 21 

Temp. PT. Employee 0,0 14,8 0,0 15,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 52,7 17,3 9 

FT employee 1,1 0,6 0,0 0,0 87,3 3,9 1,2 3,1 2,8 1.210 

PT employee 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 26,5 60,1 2,3 1,5 9,6 223 

Self-employed 4,9 1,6 0,0 0,0 5,8 0,6 83,1 0,7 3,3 263 

Unemployed 15,4 2,7 9,6 1,8 13,5 2,0 0,7 41,0 13,5 128 

Inactive 4,6 2,2 0,1 1,3 5,4 1,9 0,7 4,5 79,4 691 

Tab. A7.7: Estonia- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Estonia - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

88,1 2,3 0,3 0,0 0,2 0,1 1,4 4,7 3,0 4.269 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

33,1 52,0 1,3 1,0 0,5 0,4 0,8 3,2 7,7 301 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

63,3 6,4 10,6 0,5 0,0 0,0 2,1 15,4 1,7 61 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

29,4 6,4 24,0 9,9 2,1 0,0 0,0 17,4 10,8 21 

FT employee 28,9 4,2 0,0 0,0 27,9 3,1 6,7 22,3 7,0 53 

PT employee 41,4 2,2 9,1 0,0 1,4 11,1 6,4 25,0 3,3 17 

Self-employed 13,6 0,9 0,0 0,0 0,5 0,2 79,7 1,7 3,4 424 

Unemployed 24,4 3,5 2,8 1,2 3,1 0,2 2,2 49,5 13,2 895 

Inactive 9,2 2,1 0,8 0,6 0,1 0,2 1,2 5,5 80,4 2.301 
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Tab. A7. 8: Greece- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Greece - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
84,6 1,3 3,6 0,4 2,8 0,2 1,4 4,8 0,9 2.128 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

19,2 56,0 2,8 8,4 0,5 2,8 0,9 8,4 1,1 108 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

14,4 0,2 34,3 3,8 13,8 4,8 5,3 19,9 3,5 406 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

4,3 11,3 7,5 43,5 4,4 10,1 2,2 13,6 3,0 120 

FT employee 25,8 0,8 7,8 1,0 35,4 3,7 7,4 16,9 1,3 194 

PT employee 1,3 8,3 2,3 9,5 13,1 35,0 1,8 17,0 11,8 69 

Self-employed 2,2 0,2 1,1 0,1 1,9 1,0 87,4 3,0 3,2 1.922 

Unemployed 5,1 0,6 4,4 1,5 1,7 1,2 2,8 75,5 7,4 1.195 

Inactive 1,4 0,2 0,4 0,6 0,3 0,7 2,1 8,6 85,6 2.263 

Tab. A7. 9: Spain- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Spain - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

 
Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

87,0 2,3 1,4 0,2 1,1 0,0 1,1 5,7 1,3 6.800 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

23,9 60,6 1,2 1,5 0,5 0,0 1,2 7,7 3,4 674 

Temp. FT. 

Employee 
11,4 0,4 49,1 5,4 1,2 0,1 1,3 27,4 3,6 1.515 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
4,7 8,0 22,8 28,9 1,5 1,1 1,4 25,5 6,1 455 

FT employee 27,2 0,4 3,4 1,5 23,1 3,3 22,3 15,1 3,6 451 

PT employee 2,5 3,5 0,0 11,1 13,9 21,4 2,3 26,3 19,1 84 

Self-employed 2,7 0,2 1,1 0,8 6,4 0,9 80,0 5,3 2,8 1.992 

Unemployed 4,3 0,7 10,9 3,9 2,2 0,5 2,8 62,5 12,3 3.447 

Inactive 1,5 0,5 2,7 1,6 1,5 0,4 1,4 12,5 78,0 5.631 
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Tab. A7. 10: Finland- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Finland - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

 
Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
83,5 1,9 3,4 0,1 2,8 0,1 1,1 3,4 3,9 3.424 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

25,9 40,1 5,0 4,5 0,3 1,4 0,8 5,3 16,7 353 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

27,7 2,7 40,4 3,4 1,1 0,2 0,8 10,4 13,3 321 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

13,1 13,9 21,2 11,8 0,0 0,3 0,7 15,3 23,7 88 

FT employee 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 87,6 2,7 1,2 3,5 5,0 3.488 

PT employee 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 31,3 46,9 4,1 5,2 12,6 341 

Self-employed 2,3 0,3 0,1 0,2 2,4 0,3 88,6 1,1 4,7 2.657 

Unemployed 5,2 0,9 4,1 0,9 10,6 3,3 1,0 60,1 14,0 1.051 

Inactive 2,8 1,5 2,0 1,4 7,3 3,6 1,2 6,0 74,2 3.832 

Tab. A7. 11: France - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

France - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

 
Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

93,5 2,1 0,7 0,1 0,1 0,0 0,5 2,3 0,7 18.674 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

8,6 83,6 0,8 0,7 0,1 0,3 0,6 3,0 2,5 3.794 

Temp. FT. 

Employee 
8,5 1,6 70,6 2,9 0,1 0,0 0,5 13,1 2,8 2.382 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
4,7 5,5 7,4 64,2 0,1 0,1 1,0 14,0 3,0 1.246 

FT employee 6,2 1,7 1,3 0,3 83,8 0,0 3,5 2,7 0,6 366 

PT employee 6,0 3,7 0,0 1,4 0,0 70,3 6,9 5,7 6,1 39 

Self-employed 1,4 0,4 0,7 0,5 0,2 0,0 94,9 0,9 1,1 2.838 

Unemployed 9,4 3,6 11,3 5,6 0,2 0,1 2,9 62,1 4,9 3.130 

Inactive 2,9 1,6 3,7 1,8 0,0 0,0 0,6 3,8 85,7 8.380 
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Tab. A7. 12: Croatia- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Croatia - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

 
Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
86,9 0,1 5,4 0,2 0,1 0,0 1,3 5,3 0,7 1.570 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

49,7 23,7 0,0 0,0 12,0 0,0 14,6 0,0 0,0 12 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

33,0 0,8 43,2 0,0 0,1 0,0 1,1 21,6 0,3 250 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

44,8 19,1 0,0 25,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 10,4 0,0 11 

FT employee 52,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 9,0 0,0 17,1 21,2 0,0 9 

Self-employed 7,6 0,0 1,2 0,0 2,0 0,0 76,3 9,4 3,5 244 

Unemployed 7,1 0,2 7,3 1,0 0,1 0,2 2,5 72,7 9,0 915 

Inactive 1,7 0,4 2,1 0,0 0,0 0,1 1,0 19,7 74,9 850 

Tab. A7. 13: Hungary- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Hungary - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

 
Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
86,3 1,1 2,7 0,2 3,2 0,1 1,1 3,3 2,1 7.940 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

31,0 43,7 0,9 2,6 1,1 1,5 1,5 6,3 11,4 230 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

41,2 0,3 32,6 2,7 4,4 0,8 1,1 12,8 4,1 741 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

14,0 12,7 19,2 19,7 3,5 1,8 0,0 24,4 4,8 134 

FT employee 52,6 0,7 4,2 0,0 22,0 1,5 9,0 7,1 2,9 439 

PT employee 18,5 1,5 8,0 1,3 18,1 19,4 5,7 20,4 7,1 77 

Self-employed 9,7 0,3 0,9 0,6 4,9 0,6 77,9 2,8 2,3 907 

Unemployed 17,5 1,2 11,4 2,4 2,3 0,6 1,2 51,5 11,9 1.657 

Inactive 6,6 1,0 2,3 0,7 0,7 0,1 0,6 6,7 81,3 5.499 
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Tab. A7. 14: Ireland- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Ireland - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

 
Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
88,3 5,4 1,1 0,3 0,4 0,2 0,3 3,0 0,9 1.053 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

16,2 66,7 0,7 3,6 0,0 1,7 0,5 4,8 5,8 331 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

44,2 6,9 11,4 9,5 3,4 0,0 3,3 16,7 4,6 58 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

1,3 32,0 2,9 34,4 0,0 4,9 0,0 21,1 3,3 70 

FT employee 28,9 5,3 0,0 0,0 8,4 5,1 45,8 0,0 6,5 14 

PT employee 12,5 33,5 0,7 9,4 0,8 31,6 1,9 1,2 8,3 58 

Self-employed 3,5 0,5 0,8 0,9 0,0 0,7 85,3 6,7 1,6 273 

Unemployed 6,7 2,1 2,5 3,4 1,4 2,5 2,4 65,2 13,9 475 

Inactive 2,0 2,3 1,1 1,9 0,1 1,3 0,5 7,7 83,1 1.083 

Tab. A7. 15: Italy- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Italy - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

 
Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

87,3 3,3 1,7 0,3 0,3 0,1 1,9 3,0 2,3 9.332 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

17,4 65,3 2,6 2,1 0,1 0,8 2,1 5,5 4,2 1.273 

Temp. FT. 

Employee 
28,2 2,3 40,0 4,8 0,6 0,1 4,4 14,4 5,3 1.373 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
10,2 11,9 15,7 29,4 0,5 1,4 3,1 15,5 12,3 408 

FT employee 19,6 3,4 6,7 2,3 26,1 2,6 25,4 9,5 4,4 146 

PT employee 4,3 11,1 6,2 3,5 11,7 17,3 10,4 18,0 17,4 73 

Self-employed 4,2 0,9 1,7 0,3 0,6 0,1 83,3 4,9 4,1 4.150 

Unemployed 6,1 1,5 5,8 2,6 0,5 0,2 4,6 59,5 19,2 2.562 

Inactive 2,2 0,8 2,0 1,1 0,1 0,1 2,7 8,3 82,8 7.573 
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Tab. A7. 16: Lithuania- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Lithuania - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

 
Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
92,5 1,5 0,6 0,0 0,2 0,0 0,6 3,4 1,2 4.007 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

22,2 64,0 0,7 0,2 0,2 0,6 1,4 7,1 3,6 226 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

36,8 1,6 40,2 1,0 1,3 0,0 1,9 15,5 1,7 150 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

9,8 35,4 0,0 18,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 29,0 7,6 9 

FT employee 43,2 0,0 8,1 0,0 11,4 2,6 28,5 4,7 1,5 45 

PT employee 0,0 14,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 63,7 0,0 22,3 0,0 9 

Self-employed 5,5 0,4 0,6 0,0 3,1 0,0 83,3 4,5 2,7 477 

Unemployed 17,8 1,5 2,1 0,1 0,5 0,5 2,2 68,5 6,8 1.036 

Inactive 4,4 0,7 1,3 0,0 0,4 0,0 0,6 5,6 87,0 1.815 

Tab. A7. 17: Luxembourg- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Luxembourg - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

 
Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

93,0 1,9 1,0 0,0 0,1 0,0 0,5 2,3 1,2 4.660 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

5,8 87,8 0,1 0,8 0,0 0,3 0,3 1,8 3,1 1.120 

Temp. FT. 

Employee 
27,2 1,3 45,6 2,6 1,2 0,3 1,5 15,9 4,5 454 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
8,8 22,2 10,7 29,6 2,1 4,7 0,3 16,3 5,3 120 

FT employee 28,0 0,0 8,4 0,4 46,6 0,0 15,4 1,3 0,0 26 

PT employee 0,0 21,0 2,7 1,6 11,5 57,3 0,1 0,2 5,7 48 

Self-employed 3,4 0,9 0,4 0,0 0,5 0,3 92,9 0,1 1,5 650 

Unemployed 13,0 5,6 15,8 4,7 0,2 0,0 1,1 43,6 16,0 538 

Inactive 2,6 1,8 1,9 1,1 0,1 0,2 0,7 3,0 88,6 3.122 
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Tab. A7. 18: Latvia- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Latvia - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

 
Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
84,0 2,6 2,0 0,1 0,9 0,0 1,1 6,2 3,2 4.372 

Perm. PT. 

Employee 
45,1 38,2 1,0 0,6 0,6 0,0 1,9 7,7 4,9 217 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

35,7 1,5 27,1 0,9 0,4 0,0 0,8 29,1 4,5 208 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

37,6 20,2 7,7 7,4 0,0 4,3 3,9 8,4 10,6 27 

FT employee 40,8 2,2 0,6 0,6 16,2 0,8 20,4 16,1 2,3 166 

PT employee 14,3 4,8 13,7 0,0 15,3 0,0 16,3 27,8 7,8 21 

Self-employed 16,2 0,6 2,6 0,2 7,8 0,5 60,5 8,0 3,7 432 

Unemployed 16,9 1,5 8,0 0,9 0,9 0,4 3,0 53,7 14,8 1.530 

Inactive 8,4 2,4 1,9 0,5 0,0 0,2 1,3 10,8 74,5 1.685 

Tab. A7. 19: Malta- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Malta - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

 
Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

94,0 0,9 1,3 0,0 0,8 0,0 1,0 1,0 1,2 3.163 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

15,5 64,1 1,0 1,6 0,2 0,0 0,0 3,0 14,7 265 

Temp. FT. 

Employee 
30,0 0,0 51,3 3,7 1,2 0,0 2,4 5,7 5,7 185 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
11,2 22,7 9,0 33,7 2,4 0,0 2,1 0,0 19,1 55 

FT employee 55,1 0,0 9,1 0,0 14,5 1,7 14,4 0,0 5,2 53 

PT employee 28,4 31,4 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 40,2 4 

Self-employed 2,5 0,4 0,3 0,0 0,6 0,0 91,5 2,1 2,7 532 

Unemployed 15,1 1,2 2,6 1,4 0,9 0,4 5,9 57,2 15,2 303 

Inactive 3,1 2,8 0,6 0,2 0,1 0,0 0,6 1,2 91,4 2.779 
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Tab. A7. 20: The Netherlands - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

The Netherlands - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

 
Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
90,4 3,8 2,2 0,6 0,0 0,0 0,7 1,6 0,8 2.725 

Perm. PT . 
Employee 

3,6 86,6 0,8 2,3 0,1 0,0 0,8 1,1 4,7 2.235 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

9,2 0,9 75,6 4,9 0,3 0,0 2,6 2,8 3,6 282 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

3,3 12,9 9,1 55,7 0,0 1,1 2,5 5,3 10,3 326 

FT employee 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 91,2 4,7 1,2 1,6 1,4 2.793 

PT employee 0,0 0,0 0,1 0,0 5,0 87,1 1,0 1,3 5,6 2.345 

Self-employed 1,6 1,2 0,7 1,7 3,6 2,1 83,9 0,6 4,8 1.580 

Unemployed 5,0 2,4 5,1 5,8 5,4 7,5 8,6 30,5 29,8 353 

Inactive 1,2 1,5 0,6 1,7 1,7 3,6 1,5 2,7 85,6 3.597 

Tab. A7. 21: Poland- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Poland - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

 
Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. Sample size 

Perm. FT. Employee 90,6 0,5 4,3 0,2 0,0 0,7 2,5 1,2 6.876 

Perm. PT. Employee 11,5 66,3 3,8 5,0 0,0 3,3 4,9 5,1 301 

Temp. FT. Employee 20,8 0,3 63,5 2,0 0,0 1,4 9,2 2,7 2.556 

Temp. PT. Employee 5,1 6,2 20,3 47,9 0,0 2,2 9,9 8,5 442 

FT employee 100,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 2 

Self-employed 1,7 0,2 1,4 0,4 0,0 93,1 1,6 1,7 2.895 

Unemployed 4,3 0,8 17,7 3,0 0,0 4,6 59,2 10,5 1.900 

Inactive 1,6 0,3 5,1 1,4 0,0 1,7 5,7 84,3 5.401 
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Tab. A7. 22: Portugal - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Portugal - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

 
Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
88,8 0,8 2,8 0,0 1,2 0,2 1,5 4,0 0,6 3.719 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

11,9 58,9 1,1 7,4 2,5 11,2 3,3 1,5 2,1 102 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

28,3 1,5 46,2 2,0 2,9 0,1 1,4 16,0 1,6 773 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

4,4 7,4 16,6 37,5 1,2 11,0 0,0 18,6 3,4 78 

FT employee 29,0 1,5 15,1 0,0 19,8 4,4 9,2 20,3 0,7 154 

PT employee 7,3 13,5 3,6 4,1 12,7 17,9 8,1 12,8 20,0 74 

Self-employed 6,9 0,0 2,2 0,6 1,2 1,1 76,2 5,7 6,1 823 

Unemployed 3,8 0,6 11,6 1,5 1,9 1,2 2,6 67,7 9,2 1.137 

Inactive 0,9 0,3 4,1 0,8 0,9 1,2 1,4 10,5 79,9 1.873 

Tab. A7. 23: Romania- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Romania - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

95,7 0,1 0,8 0,1 0,8 0,0 0,9 0,9 0,7 4.615 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

55,8 31,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 10,7 0,0 1,8 22 

Temp. FT. 

Employee 
65,9 0,0 26,6 1,3 0,0 0,0 2,9 0,7 2,6 92 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
13,7 2,8 2,5 58,5 0,0 0,0 3,7 0,0 18,7 17 

FT employee 67,2 0,0 1,1 0,8 12,3 0,0 10,9 4,1 3,6 64 

PT employee 16,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 29,1 32,1 0,0 22,6 7 

Self-employed 2,3 0,1 0,3 0,0 0,9 0,1 95,3 0,4 0,8 1.912 

Unemployed 12,9 0,0 3,3 0,3 0,2 0,1 10,9 60,4 11,9 473 

Inactive 2,9 0,1 0,5 0,0 0,3 0,0 2,9 2,5 90,8 2.291 
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Tab. A7. 24: Sweden- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Sweden - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
89,4 3,0 2,7 0,4 0,6 0,1 0,4 1,7 1,7 1.956 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

20,6 67,2 1,4 3,7 0,5 0,8 0,6 1,9 3,6 539 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

41,1 6,0 36,4 5,6 0,5 0,0 0,0 7,1 3,3 148 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

13,8 18,8 22,8 17,8 2,0 0,0 2,5 14,3 8,0 122 

FT employee 0,9 0,5 0,2 0,0 84,3 6,2 4,6 1,0 2,3 2.287 

PT employee 0,4 1,0 0,0 0,1 22,2 66,3 3,6 2,4 4,1 592 

Self-employed 2,2 1,1 0,0 0,0 6,4 2,5 85,1 0,8 1,9 348 

Unemployed 5,1 2,8 8,5 6,7 13,0 5,2 0,6 41,5 16,5 409 

Inactive 4,2 1,6 3,7 3,4 4,3 3,3 1,6 8,5 69,5 1.441 

Tab. A7. 25: Slovenia- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Slovenia - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

88,3 1,3 4,2 0,3 0,1 0,0 2,2 3,4 0,3 3.373 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

20,0 64,7 1,0 4,6 0,0 0,0 2,2 7,1 0,5 132 

Temp. FT. 

Employee 
33,7 0,5 44,8 0,7 0,4 0,0 1,8 17,2 0,9 417 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
16,2 13,1 7,0 25,8 0,0 0,0 5,1 32,8 0,0 39 

FT employee 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 90,8 1,4 2,1 5,3 0,4 6.242 

PT employee 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 25,8 49,8 3,5 18,4 2,5 205 

Self-employed 7,7 0,2 1,7 0,3 12,7 0,7 66,8 6,7 3,4 1.208 

Unemployed 3,1 0,2 6,3 0,9 10,0 1,3 3,0 65,8 9,4 1.959 

Inactive 0,4 0,1 1,2 0,3 4,4 0,3 1,3 11,2 80,9 4.150 
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Tab. A7. 26: Slovakia- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Slovakia - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
91,9 0,4 2,9 0,1 0,4 0,0 0,8 2,2 1,4 3.882 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

26,6 50,4 1,4 1,0 0,0 1,2 3,4 4,6 11,5 78 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

44,8 0,2 44,9 1,7 0,9 0,0 0,7 5,4 1,5 444 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

13,9 7,6 15,0 35,6 0,0 2,0 3,1 13,8 9,1 55 

FT employee 29,8 0,0 2,5 0,0 19,5 5,5 10,4 12,6 19,8 21 

PT employee 40,0 15,8 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 21,9 0,0 22,3 4 

Self-employed 5,0 0,0 0,9 0,1 0,1 0,3 88,4 3,1 2,0 513 

Unemployed 12,2 0,4 12,1 1,8 0,1 0,0 2,5 63,0 7,9 742 

Inactive 4,1 0,5 3,2 0,6 0,0 0,0 0,7 5,4 85,5 2.013 

Tab. A7. 27: United Kingdom- Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

United Kingdom - Working status conditions at the 2nd year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 2 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

86,6 5,3 1,2 0,3 1,0 0,2 2,0 1,5 2,0 2.745 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

16,9 68,7 0,4 1,6 0,5 1,5 3,1 1,9 5,6 795 

Temp. FT. 

Employee 
51,2 4,3 22,3 2,4 2,0 4,4 2,3 3,7 7,5 79 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
19,5 31,5 6,4 10,8 0,0 11,5 2,1 6,8 11,4 48 

FT employee 81,1 4,8 2,0 0,2 0,9 0,6 2,5 2,9 5,0 952 

PT employee 18,4 56,9 1,4 2,1 2,2 5,1 1,8 1,9 10,2 363 

Self-employed 6,0 1,4 0,3 0,1 6,9 2,0 78,0 1,4 3,9 712 

Unemployed 15,7 8,1 3,2 1,9 1,3 0,2 6,3 37,8 25,5 357 

Inactive 6,8 7,0 1,3 1,3 0,6 1,1 3,6 7,0 71,3 1.678 
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Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Note 1: FT employee and PT employee statuses refer to cases where information on duration of the contract is missing 

Note 2: Individuals who retire during the simulation period are not taken into account 

Source: elaborations on longitudinal EU-SILC 2007-2015  

 

Tab. A8. 1: Austria - Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Austria - Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. Employee 82,7 5,7 2,2 0,4 0,2 0,1 1,8 3,2 3,9 4.178 

Perm. PT. 

Employee 
14,3 66,2 1,1 3,2 0,1 0,4 2,7 4,1 8,0 1.297 

Temp. FT. 

Employee 
53,3 5,5 19,1 4,8 0,3 0,0 0,4 7,7 8,9 279 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
13,9 38,3 3,4 20,1 0,0 0,0 4,6 6,5 13,2 90 

FT employee 53,8 4,3 7,6 3,2 6,9 0,0 3,1 8,3 12,9 112 

PT employee 0,0 18,0 0,0 8,6 0,0 0,0 30,4 29,8 13,3 17 

Self-employed 7,1 4,0 0,9 0,4 0,5 0,4 82,0 1,0 3,9 784 

Unemployed 23,0 8,3 4,3 1,8 1,0 0,2 2,3 44,6 14,5 424 

Inactive 13,0 13,1 3,0 2,5 1,6 0,1 2,5 5,3 59,1 1.730 
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Tab. A8. 2: Belgium- Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Belgium- Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

81,7 8,9 1,8 0,5 0,9 0,1 1,7 2,4 1,9 3.443 

Perm. PT. 

Employee 
13,5 73,2 0,7 2,9 0,2 0,5 1,0 2,8 5,3 1.236 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

48,9 5,7 22,8 3,8 0,6 0,0 2,3 11,4 4,5 285 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

14,4 26,7 9,0 18,5 1,4 1,7 0,0 17,6 10,9 214 

FT employee 45,2 11,7 2,3 0,0 16,7 2,6 9,5 3,5 8,5 36 

PT employee 8,8 43,0 0,0 8,1 4,9 8,1 0,0 12,8 14,3 13 

Self-employed 6,5 1,7 0,5 1,3 0,7 0,4 84,6 1,0 3,3 601 

Unemployed 12,7 6,4 5,0 4,2 0,2 0,2 1,7 53,8 15,9 659 

Inactive 8,3 2,6 4,4 2,3 0,3 0,2 1,8 5,3 74,9 2.120 

Tab. A8. 3: Bulgaria -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Bulgaria -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

87,1 0,3 1,5 0,1 1,4 0,1 1,3 6,6 1,6 5.401 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

51,9 28,3 3,1 0,9 0,9 1,0 0,8 9,7 3,4 119 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

48,3 0,7 19,6 1,1 3,5 0,6 3,7 16,3 6,1 347 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
27,4 2,1 8,0 10,2 0,0 0,8 1,6 39,3 10,7 63 

FT employee 38,6 1,1 2,9 0,5 27,1 1,6 7,0 16,3 5,0 374 

PT employee 21,9 6,8 1,2 5,0 20,1 15,3 9,4 11,7 8,6 48 

Self-employed 14,3 0,4 0,7 0,3 4,3 0,3 71,2 6,0 2,5 742 

Unemployed 21,4 0,5 4,4 1,3 5,2 1,5 3,7 50,1 11,8 1.740 

Inactive 16,3 0,3 2,9 0,1 1,6 0,6 2,2 13,9 62,2 1.598 
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Tab. A8. 4: Cyprus -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Cyprus -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
82,7 2,3 1,8 0,4 0,0 0,0 1,3 9,8 1,7 4.464 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

25,1 48,5 2,2 3,0 0,0 0,0 2,3 13,5 5,5 242 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

37,6 1,2 45,9 0,6 0,0 0,0 3,5 9,1 2,2 486 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

14,5 16,2 8,5 33,0 0,0 1,6 6,7 15,6 4,1 72 

Self-employed 9,4 1,4 0,7 0,8 0,0 0,0 74,6 7,8 5,3 821 

Unemployed 25,1 4,3 5,2 2,8 0,0 0,0 7,4 44,5 10,7 566 

Inactive 11,7 2,4 3,1 1,1 0,0 0,0 1,9 9,7 70,1 2.853 

Tab. A8. 5: Czech Republic -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Czech Republic -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

87,2 0,6 3,8 0,2 0,0 0,0 2,0 2,3 3,8 8.730 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

29,9 37,9 6,6 1,6 0,0 0,0 4,3 3,2 16,5 200 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

52,4 0,2 31,5 0,9 0,1 0,0 2,5 4,9 7,6 1.013 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

42,5 15,4 11,0 15,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 2,4 13,5 130 

FT employee 67,5 0,0 0,0 0,0 14,1 0,0 18,4 0,0 0,0 11 

PT employee 8,5 91,5 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3 

Self-employed 5,8 0,2 1,5 0,1 0,0 0,0 87,9 2,0 2,6 1.499 

Unemployed 27,5 1,0 13,4 2,3 0,0 0,0 4,3 37,6 13,9 918 

Inactive 19,2 1,2 7,7 1,7 0,0 0,0 2,8 7,3 60,1 3.664 
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Tab. A8. 6: Denmark -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Denmark -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
80,2 6,9 2,7 0,4 0,2 0,0 1,6 4,2 4,0 2.192 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

26,7 47,5 0,9 1,8 1,2 0,0 1,3 8,2 12,5 396 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

50,1 7,3 18,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 5,6 10,0 8,3 21 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

2,9 14,8 0,0 2,8 0,0 0,0 0,0 62,3 17,3 9 

FT employee 0,6 0,5 0,0 0,0 80,5 8,6 2,3 3,2 4,3 1.906 

PT employee 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 26,1 62,1 2,2 3,1 6,6 344 

Self-employed 9,9 3,4 0,2 0,0 6,9 1,8 75,2 1,3 1,3 427 

Unemployed 20,8 6,3 1,9 1,4 10,1 4,2 2,3 29,4 23,7 190 

Inactive 12,6 3,4 6,7 1,2 7,5 2,8 1,8 9,6 54,5 896 

Tab. A8. 7: Estonia -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Estonia -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

83,0 3,0 0,7 0,1 0,7 0,2 2,3 5,6 4,3 5.652 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

47,2 30,9 0,5 0,3 0,7 0,4 2,3 3,6 14,1 357 

Temp. FT. 

Employee 
64,6 4,7 5,8 0,5 0,0 0,9 6,3 9,4 8,0 70 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
52,0 10,8 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 22,8 10,8 3,5 18 

FT employee 39,9 2,3 1,1 0,0 16,9 3,9 1,9 22,5 11,7 76 

PT employee 28,1 9,5 2,2 0,0 1,7 4,0 0,0 9,3 45,2 23 

Self-employed 19,2 2,5 0,9 0,0 0,3 0,3 69,3 3,1 4,6 541 

Unemployed 38,7 2,9 2,6 0,8 2,4 0,6 3,3 29,9 18,8 842 

Inactive 26,1 4,8 0,9 0,8 2,9 0,2 0,9 8,1 55,3 2.822 
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Tab. A8. 8: Greece -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Greece -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
78,2 1,4 3,6 0,5 2,8 0,7 2,4 8,9 1,5 2.579 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

27,6 25,1 5,6 6,0 2,5 3,3 6,4 23,3 0,3 113 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

22,3 1,1 27,0 2,3 8,7 2,9 3,6 25,8 6,3 552 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

9,0 9,7 14,7 18,8 3,0 7,9 6,3 22,1 8,6 162 

FT employee 25,2 1,3 7,4 1,5 26,3 3,3 8,8 24,7 1,7 152 

PT employee 7,8 5,3 5,1 6,1 9,2 22,9 2,7 33,5 7,5 50 

Self-employed 2,9 0,3 1,4 0,1 2,4 0,9 78,8 7,2 6,1 2.429 

Unemployed 9,7 1,0 6,2 1,6 2,5 1,9 7,6 58,8 10,7 1.100 

Inactive 3,4 0,6 1,9 0,9 0,9 1,2 4,4 15,3 71,5 2.586 

Tab. A8. 9: Spain -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Spain -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

78,6 2,6 4,0 0,8 1,0 0,1 2,2 9,0 1,7 8.570 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

23,4 48,0 2,9 4,0 0,5 0,2 2,2 12,6 6,4 782 

Temp. FT. 

Employee 
23,8 1,7 30,8 5,1 1,8 0,5 2,9 29,5 4,0 2.004 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
12,7 12,6 12,7 17,6 2,7 3,3 3,1 24,7 10,7 560 

FT employee 35,5 3,7 13,8 6,4 3,5 1,4 23,3 8,4 4,1 313 

PT employee 5,2 19,2 9,5 12,9 0,0 15,1 5,4 14,4 18,2 60 

Self-employed 5,0 0,8 2,8 0,8 4,5 0,7 75,1 6,6 3,7 2.577 

Unemployed 7,1 2,4 12,9 5,0 1,5 0,3 3,8 53,9 13,0 3.170 

Inactive 2,9 1,3 4,8 3,0 1,3 0,6 2,3 14,1 69,7 6.829 
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Tab. A8. 10: Finland -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Finland -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
79,5 2,5 2,1 0,3 1,4 0,3 2,3 4,5 7,1 3.876 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

28,8 27,4 7,3 2,9 1,1 0,7 3,4 4,9 23,6 412 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

50,1 3,2 17,7 5,0 1,9 0,0 0,8 11,0 10,3 389 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

29,1 10,0 12,4 9,0 0,5 0,0 0,4 13,7 25,0 136 

FT employee 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 83,6 3,5 2,0 4,6 6,3 3.469 

PT employee 0,2 0,1 0,0 0,0 37,6 29,7 1,8 12,0 18,8 357 

Self-employed 4,5 0,4 0,4 0,1 4,1 0,8 80,9 2,3 6,7 2.857 

Unemployed 14,1 1,6 4,4 2,0 9,4 1,7 2,7 48,0 16,1 968 

Inactive 11,5 2,7 3,6 1,5 12,1 3,9 2,3 6,7 55,6 3.336 

Tab. A8. 11: France -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

France -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status  

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

87,1 3,6 2,0 0,4 0,2 0,0 1,5 4,0 1,3 19.503 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

17,8 66,9 1,3 1,8 0,1 0,4 1,6 5,3 4,9 3.956 

Temp. FT. 

Employee 
25,7 4,6 49,3 3,3 0,5 0,1 2,0 10,7 4,0 2.366 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
13,3 10,2 10,5 40,7 0,2 0,1 2,2 16,4 6,5 1.291 

FT employee 22,4 2,3 5,3 0,5 49,4 0,2 16,0 3,1 0,7 652 

PT employee 8,5 30,0 0,0 2,2 0,0 43,3 0,8 9,7 5,6 70 

Self-employed 3,6 1,0 1,4 1,4 0,8 0,2 87,3 2,4 1,9 2.787 

Unemployed 14,3 6,6 12,0 8,4 0,3 0,1 5,0 43,4 9,8 2.898 

Inactive 8,7 3,6 8,1 4,1 0,1 0,1 1,2 7,9 66,3 8.019 
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Tab. A8. 12: Croatia -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Croatia -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. Employee 83,1 0,1 6,4 0,0 0,2 1,9 8,2 0,2 1.125 

Perm. PT. Employee 17,4 22,8 28,1 0,0 0,0 17,4 14,3 0,0 10 

Temp. FT. Employee 46,0 0,4 31,9 0,0 0,0 2,4 18,9 0,5 193 

Temp. PT. Employee 28,6 10,5 29,2 18,0 0,0 13,8 0,0 0,0 10 

FT employee 70,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 29,3 0,0 4 

Self-employed 16,0 0,0 1,4 0,7 0,0 60,2 16,5 5,1 184 

Unemployed 9,8 0,5 13,7 0,8 0,0 3,2 63,8 8,4 618 

Inactive 5,9 0,6 8,9 0,9 0,0 1,9 22,8 59,0 622 

 

Tab. A8. 13: Hungary - Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Hungary -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
83,3 1,2 3,0 0,3 2,1 0,1 1,6 4,2 4,1 8.070 

Perm. PT. 

Employee 
36,1 30,4 3,7 1,2 3,1 2,3 1,9 5,5 15,7 238 

Temp. FT. 

Employee 
55,0 1,5 18,6 1,2 3,9 0,5 1,2 11,1 7,1 806 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
24,0 12,4 16,2 6,3 3,1 1,1 1,1 24,8 11,1 127 

FT employee 58,7 0,7 4,4 1,2 7,5 1,4 9,4 9,7 7,1 333 

PT employee 26,0 4,1 7,0 2,3 7,7 7,3 10,9 24,9 9,7 60 

Self-employed 18,1 1,9 1,3 0,2 4,1 0,0 66,6 3,7 4,1 940 

Unemployed 26,0 2,8 13,7 2,3 2,5 0,2 1,9 36,2 14,3 1.556 

Inactive 18,6 1,9 4,8 0,7 1,0 0,2 1,3 9,2 62,3 5.831 
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Tab. A8. 14: Ireland -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Ireland -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

79,8 6,3 1,6 1,0 0,2 0,0 1,6 6,2 3,3 334 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

17,2 61,8 0,0 1,8 0,0 1,0 0,4 6,0 11,9 109 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

64,9 0,0 10,0 0,0 7,0 0,0 18,1 0,0 0,0 11 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

8,4 27,9 1,0 20,1 0,0 1,9 0,0 25,6 15,0 23 

FT employee 0,0 30,7 9,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 59,7 0,0 0,0 5 

PT employee 9,9 0,0 3,3 5,4 0,0 35,8 5,5 2,6 37,6 21 

Self-employed 7,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,8 2,9 83,6 1,7 2,5 90 

Unemployed 14,0 2,9 2,3 5,8 1,9 2,3 4,0 51,5 15,4 165 

Inactive 4,4 5,3 1,4 1,2 0,2 1,6 0,6 11,1 74,3 327 

Tab. A8. 15: Italy -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Italy -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. Employee 80,8 3,9 2,4 0,6 0,2 0,0 3,7 5,1 3,2 10.456 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

21,7 53,5 2,0 3,9 0,3 0,0 2,4 9,5 6,6 1.379 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

39,6 3,9 22,8 4,4 0,4 0,2 7,2 15,9 5,7 1.405 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
15,8 19,6 13,6 14,0 0,0 0,4 7,7 16,4 12,5 470 

FT employee 27,9 3,4 10,5 0,9 21,4 1,5 20,0 8,7 5,8 84 

PT employee 5,5 18,0 9,1 3,0 1,3 5,2 28,6 12,9 16,5 47 

Self-employed 5,9 1,3 2,0 0,5 0,6 0,2 77,6 6,1 5,7 4.640 

Unemployed 9,8 2,7 7,3 3,7 0,2 0,4 8,7 44,3 22,9 2.486 

Inactive 4,1 1,4 3,2 1,5 0,2 0,1 3,7 11,6 74,4 8.619 
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Tab. A8. 16: Lithuania -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Lithuania-  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
87,1 2,2 1,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 1,7 5,2 2,5 5.444 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

36,3 43,6 2,2 0,7 0,8 0,5 0,9 8,1 6,9 264 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

54,7 4,3 11,9 1,6 0,7 1,0 3,1 18,7 4,0 212 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

32,4 13,3 1,9 5,4 4,0 0,0 0,0 27,0 16,1 20 

FT employee 23,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 5,7 3,1 29,0 34,7 4,3 40 

PT employee 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 86,8 5,6 7,7 0,0 9 

Self-employed 11,9 0,7 0,8 0,3 2,8 0,0 71,8 5,8 6,0 721 

Unemployed 31,5 2,9 2,8 0,5 0,9 0,5 4,1 44,1 12,7 1.016 

Inactive 16,8 1,9 2,0 0,4 0,0 0,1 2,3 9,5 67,0 2.183 

Tab. A8. 17: Luxembourg -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Luxembourg-  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

88,5 4,0 1,3 0,3 0,1 0,1 0,7 2,9 2,2 6.902 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

9,8 76,8 0,4 0,9 0,0 0,4 0,8 2,9 8,0 1.581 

Temp. FT. 

Employee 
42,6 4,2 31,3 3,6 0,2 0,0 1,5 10,6 6,0 687 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
31,1 30,1 3,1 12,5 0,7 0,9 3,1 10,3 8,2 176 

FT employee 36,2 0,2 1,1 2,5 32,7 0,0 25,4 2,0 0,0 44 

PT employee 1,6 39,8 1,0 0,1 3,2 20,3 13,2 0,0 20,9 83 

Self-employed 9,8 0,9 0,5 0,3 0,4 0,0 83,7 0,8 3,6 898 

Unemployed 20,9 10,5 10,0 3,7 0,3 0,9 3,3 25,0 25,5 714 

Inactive 7,4 4,2 3,7 2,0 0,0 0,4 0,8 4,1 77,3 4.283 
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Tab. A8. 18: Latvia - Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Latvia - Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
78,1 3,3 1,3 0,2 1,4 0,1 2,6 8,6 4,3 5.424 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

56,6 20,1 2,7 0,4 2,2 0,0 3,4 7,1 7,5 257 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

40,9 6,7 9,1 0,0 6,3 0,3 4,6 23,4 8,8 262 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

27,6 9,4 7,6 0,0 2,6 0,0 3,3 26,2 23,4 34 

FT employee 45,8 1,3 1,1 0,0 11,1 1,1 20,2 13,8 5,6 129 

PT employee 11,8 6,7 17,2 0,0 10,2 0,0 18,4 30,9 4,9 16 

Self-employed 19,4 1,6 2,0 0,3 6,2 0,5 54,2 10,9 5,0 600 

Unemployed 30,7 3,5 3,1 0,7 1,9 0,4 3,9 39,0 16,9 1.315 

Inactive 23,2 3,2 1,9 0,8 1,3 0,2 1,9 13,4 54,0 1.892 

Tab. A8. 19: Malta -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Malta-  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

84,1 1,6 2,4 0,1 5,7 0,1 2,2 1,5 2,3 3.636 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

31,3 40,4 1,6 3,0 1,8 4,8 0,6 3,2 13,3 315 

Temp. FT. 

Employee 
51,4 1,3 25,3 2,8 8,4 0,5 2,0 3,5 4,8 179 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
27,0 28,4 12,6 4,1 4,1 3,1 0,0 3,7 17,0 71 

FT employee 62,3 0,0 10,3 0,0 13,6 0,0 11,6 1,0 1,2 57 

PT employee 36,3 23,5 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 40,1 7 

Self-employed 6,6 1,4 0,5 0,2 2,2 0,0 82,8 3,3 3,1 603 

Unemployed 22,6 2,5 3,2 2,3 3,7 1,3 5,4 39,4 19,5 314 

Inactive 7,5 2,6 1,7 1,0 0,9 0,3 1,0 1,6 83,5 3.363 
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Tab. A8. 20: The Netherlands -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

The Netherlands -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

80,7 8,5 3,6 1,1 0,2 0,0 1,9 2,3 2,0 3.069 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

6,1 80,2 0,9 3,7 0,1 0,1 2,0 1,5 5,5 2.635 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

24,6 7,0 47,2 6,1 0,6 0,0 3,0 6,1 5,5 312 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

5,0 21,1 6,6 44,2 1,1 0,7 4,3 4,3 12,8 353 

FT employee 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 84,5 9,1 2,9 1,7 1,7 2.909 

PT employee 0,0 0,0 0,2 0,0 6,8 80,5 2,2 2,0 8,3 2.403 

Self-employed 2,6 2,0 1,2 1,1 2,6 2,2 81,7 1,0 5,7 1.582 

Unemployed 7,9 7,4 6,8 3,4 8,0 7,6 9,8 18,9 30,3 312 

Inactive 3,7 2,6 2,7 3,3 3,4 5,4 3,8 2,2 73,0 3.587 

Tab. A8. 21: Poland -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Poland -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
85,0 0,9 5,8 0,5 0,0 0,0 2,0 3,1 2,8 8.792 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

24,9 43,2 6,3 7,1 0,0 0,0 3,9 6,9 7,8 351 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

37,1 0,5 43,1 2,2 0,0 0,0 3,5 8,7 5,0 3.008 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

15,3 7,8 27,5 26,1 0,0 0,0 2,3 10,8 10,3 515 

FT employee 36,2 0,0 63,8 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 2 

Self-employed 3,2 0,4 3,5 0,3 0,0 0,0 86,5 2,4 3,6 3.926 

Unemployed 10,1 0,8 19,6 3,6 0,0 0,0 6,5 39,5 20,0 2.281 

Inactive 5,8 0,5 11,4 2,6 0,0 0,0 3,7 9,0 67,0 7.005 
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Tab. A8. 22: Portugal - Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Portugal -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
82,7 0,6 4,1 0,2 1,4 0,2 2,4 7,3 1,2 4.606 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

23,1 28,1 4,4 5,6 2,5 14,3 7,3 11,3 3,3 147 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

44,0 0,8 26,2 1,7 1,7 0,8 3,6 19,0 2,3 907 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

11,5 12,7 22,9 6,1 0,7 11,0 5,1 23,1 7,0 109 

FT employee 44,0 0,3 12,1 0,7 11,0 1,2 9,0 19,1 2,6 133 

PT employee 9,6 6,9 0,7 1,8 11,6 24,1 8,5 19,2 17,7 70 

Self-employed 12,1 0,8 3,6 0,3 1,3 0,4 63,1 9,7 8,6 1.160 

Unemployed 10,9 0,7 17,3 1,5 3,4 1,7 3,7 48,5 12,4 1.204 

Inactive 4,5 0,8 8,4 1,4 1,3 1,3 2,5 16,6 63,3 2.348 

Tab. A8. 23: Romania -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Romania -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

94,3 0,1 0,7 0,1 0,8 0,0 1,6 1,2 1,3 6.831 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

58,9 10,9 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 19,1 0,0 11,2 27 

Temp. FT. 

Employee 
72,3 0,0 7,0 0,8 2,8 0,0 11,9 2,2 3,1 158 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
41,1 5,0 0,0 30,0 0,0 6,4 3,7 0,0 13,9 17 

FT employee 73,3 0,0 3,6 0,8 6,5 0,0 8,7 3,5 3,5 66 

PT employee 15,3 0,0 0,0 13,9 10,0 0,0 42,9 0,0 17,9 11 

Self-employed 7,0 0,1 0,5 0,1 0,8 0,2 89,4 0,4 1,7 2.835 

Unemployed 29,0 0,0 2,8 0,3 1,5 0,0 18,1 36,5 11,9 660 

Inactive 11,0 0,1 0,4 0,2 0,2 0,0 6,1 4,0 78,1 3.355 
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Tab. A8. 24: Sweden -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Sweden -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 
Perm. PT. 

Emp. 
Temp. FT. 

Emp. 
Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

84,1 4,9 2,7 1,4 0,8 0,1 1,9 1,9 2,3 2.611 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

27,1 58,2 1,1 3,8 0,6 0,1 1,5 2,2 5,3 742 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

49,7 7,5 18,3 2,4 1,7 0,7 1,7 12,7 5,3 197 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

19,7 27,0 10,3 14,4 1,9 0,9 1,1 8,0 16,9 162 

FT employee 1,4 0,3 0,2 0,0 78,7 7,3 9,1 1,4 1,7 2.471 

PT employee 0,7 0,1 0,4 0,1 27,6 58,3 4,7 2,7 5,4 666 

Self-employed 5,0 1,1 0,6 0,7 25,7 4,5 58,7 1,6 2,2 526 

Unemployed 19,7 3,3 6,2 4,0 14,3 6,7 2,4 29,1 14,3 350 

Inactive 13,2 2,6 6,6 6,8 10,0 6,0 1,8 10,9 42,1 1.411 

Tab. A8. 25: Slovenia -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Slovenia-  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
83,9 2,2 4,8 0,2 0,1 0,0 2,9 5,6 0,3 3.788 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

28,7 49,8 0,9 1,4 0,0 0,0 5,3 12,1 1,7 146 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

48,8 0,5 25,5 0,7 0,0 0,0 2,7 19,7 2,2 442 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

37,1 25,4 9,7 4,9 0,0 0,0 5,8 15,5 1,5 40 

FT employee 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 87,4 2,2 3,0 6,9 0,5 6.434 

PT employee 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 34,0 40,8 4,6 18,1 2,6 193 

Self-employed 11,3 0,9 1,3 0,1 14,2 0,4 59,2 10,0 2,6 1.224 

Unemployed 6,2 1,0 6,7 0,6 13,6 1,6 5,2 55,8 9,4 1.722 

Inactive 2,5 0,1 3,8 0,3 12,0 0,8 2,4 15,0 63,1 4.287 
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Tab. A8. 26: Slovakia -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

Slovakia -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. FT. 

Emp. 

Perm. PT. 

Emp. 

Temp. FT. 

Emp. 

Temp. PT. 

Emp. 
FT. Emp. PT. Emp. Self-emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 

size 

Perm. FT. 

Employee 
87,9 0,6 3,1 0,2 0,3 0,0 1,9 3,2 2,8 5.987 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

30,3 43,6 5,2 3,3 0,0 0,0 2,5 6,8 8,3 114 

Temp. FT. 
Employee 

57,0 0,4 25,4 0,8 0,7 0,1 3,0 7,7 5,0 728 

Temp. PT. 
Employee 

17,3 10,6 11,0 24,9 0,0 1,4 1,1 16,9 16,9 83 

FT employee 59,9 0,0 6,1 0,0 20,0 0,0 8,7 0,0 5,3 23 

PT employee 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 73,6 0,0 26,4 3 

Self-employed 9,2 0,2 2,6 0,1 1,4 0,2 80,2 3,3 2,9 767 

Unemployed 25,8 0,7 9,7 1,7 0,8 0,2 5,1 44,9 11,3 970 

Inactive 16,2 0,7 7,8 0,8 0,2 0,1 1,5 9,3 63,4 2.937 

Tab. A8. 27: United Kingdom -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

United Kingdom -  Working status conditions at the 4th year of observation according to the status in the first year (row percentages) 

  Year 4 status 

Year 1 status 
Perm. Ft. 

Emp. 
Perm. Pt. 

Emp. 
Temp. Ft. 

Emp. 
Temp. Pt. 

Emp. 
Ft. Emp. Pt. Emp. Self-Emp. Unemp. Inact. 

Sample 
Size 

Perm. FT. 
Employee 

81,9 7,7 0,9 0,5 0,6 0,5 3,4 1,7 2,9 2.482 

Perm. PT. 
Employee 

17,0 63,7 0,6 1,2 0,4 2,3 3,9 2,1 8,7 720 

Temp. FT. 

Employee 
64,1 4,1 12,2 2,9 6,3 0,0 5,2 3,3 1,9 63 

Temp. PT. 

Employee 
32,7 26,2 2,0 13,2 4,8 7,6 2,3 7,8 3,3 53 

FT employee 77,6 7,2 2,1 0,7 1,1 0,6 4,4 2,2 4,3 1.438 

PT employee 20,6 58,2 0,6 1,5 0,5 3,0 3,6 3,4 8,6 571 

Self-employed 10,7 3,8 0,0 0,4 5,1 3,1 70,6 1,8 4,7 697 

Unemployed 26,0 11,3 1,6 0,8 2,0 0,3 7,3 24,6 26,1 276 

Inactive 11,6 12,4 1,8 2,2 0,7 1,6 5,2 5,7 58,9 1.455 
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Tab. A9. 1: Corporatist countries - Working poor status transitions, employees versus self-employed (row percentages) 

Corporatist countries - Working poor status transitions, employees versus self-employed (row percentages) 

  
 

Austria Belgium France Luxembourg Netherlands 

Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 

Status at year t Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor 

Employees 
Poor  91,7 8,4 91,5 8,5 92,6 7,4 91,9 8,1 94,3 5,7 

Not poor 40,9 59,2 41,9 58,1 39,2 60,8 33,2 66,8 29,2 70,8 

Self-employed 
Poor  81,9 18,2 75,2 24,8 79,1 20,9 82,3 17,7 86,0 14,1 

Not poor 41,0 59,0 35,4 64,6 36,1 63,9 38,3 61,7 24,4 75,7 

Source: elaborations on longitudinal EU-SILC 2007-2015  

Tab. A9. 2: Nordic and Anglo-Saxon Countries - Working poor status transitions, employees versus self-employed (row percentages) 

Nordic and Anglo-Saxon Countries - Working poor status transitions, employees versus self-employed (row percentages) 

  

    

  

Denmark Finland Ireland Sweden United Kingdom 

Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 

Status at year t Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor 

Employees 
Poor  92,4 7,6 89,0 11,1 86,9 13,1 92,1 7,9 88,2 11,8 

Not poor 53,3 46,7 45,5 54,6 56,6 43,4 49,1 50,9 14,9 85,2 

Self-employed 
Poor  83,6 16,5 82,6 17,4 69,1 30,9 82,5 17,5 72,2 27,8 

Not poor 33,3 66,7 26,3 73,7 28,0 72,0 29,4 70,6 23,8 76,2 

Source: elaborations on longitudinal EU-SILC 2007-2015  

Tab. A9. 3: Southern Countries - Working poor status transitions, employees versus self-employed (row percentages) 

Southern Countries - Working poor status transitions, employees versus self-employed (row percentages) 

  
 

Cyprus Greece Italy Malta Portugal Spain 

Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 

Status at year t Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor 

Employees 
Poor  90,2 9,8 85,8 14,2 90,9 9,1 93,2 6,8 87,9 12,1 86,1 13,9 

Not poor 40,3 59,7 35,3 64,7 33,5 66,5 47,6 52,4 49,2 50,8 37,7 62,3 

Self-employed 
Poor  90,9 9,1 80,3 19,7 82,7 17,3 85,3 14,7 69,4 30,6 70,5 29,5 

Not poor 30,0 70,0 28,0 72,1 41,6 58,4 42,5 57,5 26,4 73,6 39,6 60,4 

Source: elaborations on longitudinal EU-SILC 2007-2015  
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Tab. A9. 4: Central and Eastern European Countries - Working poor status transitions, employees versus self-employed (row percentages) 

Central and Eastern European Countries - Working poor status transitions, employees versus self-employed (row percentages) 

  
 

Bulgaria Croatia Czech Republic Estonia Hungary Latvia 

Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 

Status at year t Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor 

Employees 
Poor  90,7 9,3 86,8 13,2 90,9 9,2 86,2 13,8 89,6 10,4 85,1 14,9 

Not poor 60,6 39,4 60,9 39,1 48,3 51,7 50,3 49,7 53,8 46,2 55,4 44,7 

Self-employed 
Poor  84,8 15,2 76,2 23,9 85,2 14,8 64,6 35,4 84,2 15,8 73,4 26,6 

Not poor 50,0 50,1 38,2 61,8 44,9 55,2 34,1 66,0 57,7 42,3 33,9 66,1 

Source: elaborations on longitudinal EU-SILC 2007-2015  

 

Tab. A9. 5: Central and Eastern European Countries - Working poor status transitions, employees versus self-employed (row percentages) 

Central and Eastern European Countries - Working poor status transitions, employees versus self-employed (row percentages) 

  
 

Lithuania Poland Romania Slovakia Slovenia 

Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 

Status at year t Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor 

Employees 
Poor  86,9 13,1 89,8 10,2 95,2 4,8 92,3 7,7 90,6 9,4 

Not poor 56,6 43,4 57,3 42,8 63,7 36,3 59,8 40,2 63,8 36,2 

Self-employed 
Poor  75,3 24,7 82,6 17,4 77,6 22,4 80,4 19,6 68,3 31,7 

Not poor 38,9 61,1 19,1 80,9 10,7 89,3 56,8 43,2 28,3 71,7 

Source: elaborations on longitudinal EU-SILC 2007-2015  
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Tab. A10. 1: Corporatist countries - Working poor status transitions of NSE (row percentages) 

Corporatist countries - Working poor status transitions of NSE (row percentages) 

   
Austria Belgium France Luxembourg Netherlands 

Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 

Status at year t  Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor 

Non-standard 

employees 

Poor  86,0 14,0 84,7 15,3 85,1 14,9 85,8 14,2 91,1 8,9 

Not poor 27,9 72,1 33,5 66,5 34,0 66,0 24,5 75,6 24,4 75,6 

Source: elaborations on longitudinal EU-SILC 2007-2015  

 

Tab. A10. 2: Nordic and Anglo-Saxon Countries - Working poor status transitions of NSE (row percentages) 

Nordic and Anglo-Saxon Countries - Working poor status transitions of NSE (row percentages) 

   
Denmark Finland Ireland Sweden United Kingdom 

Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 

Status at year t  Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor 

Non-standard 
employees 

Poor  87,5 12,5 78,0 22,1 76,8 23,2 84,7 15,3 76,4 23,6 

Not poor 34,2 65,8 38,8 61,2 16,7 83,3 44,2 55,8 17,0 83,0 

Source: elaborations on longitudinal EU-SILC 2007-2015  

 

Tab. A10. 3: Southern Countries - Working poor status transitions of NSE (row percentages) 

Southern Countries - Working poor status transitions of NSE (row percentages) 

   
Cyprus Greece Italy Malta Portugal Spain 

Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 

Status at year t  Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor 

Non-standard 
employees 

Poor  86,2 13,8 72,4 27,6 79,4 20,6 82,1 17,9 81,2 18,8 73,0 27,0 

Not poor 27,0 73,0 28,9 71,1 26,8 73,2 30,7 69,3 53,0 47,0 31,4 68,6 

Source: elaborations on longitudinal EU-SILC 2007-2015  
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Tab. A10. 4: Central and Eastern European Countries - Working poor status transitions of NSE (row percentages) 

Central and Eastern European Countries - Working poor status transitions of NSE (row percentages) 

   
Bulgaria Croatia Czech Republic Estonia Hungary Latvia 

Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 

Status at year t  Poor 
Not 
poor 

Poor 
Not 
poor 

Poor 
Not 
poor 

Poor 
Not 
poor 

Poor 
Not 
poor 

Poor 
Not 
poor 

Non-standard 
employees 

Poor  78,0 22,0 77,5 22,5 81,9 18,1 74,8 25,2 77,1 22,9 71,3 28,7 

Not poor 47,6 52,4 58,5 41,5 44,5 55,5 38,6 61,5 45,3 54,8 42,1 57,9 

Source: elaborations on longitudinal EU-SILC 2007-2015  

 

Tab. A10. 5: Central and Eastern European Countries - Working poor status transitions of NSE (row percentages) 

Central and Eastern European Countries - Working poor status transitions of NSE (row percentages) 

   
Lithuania Poland Romania Slovakia Slovenia 

Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 Status at t+3 

Status at year t  Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor Poor Not poor 

Non-standard 
employees 

Poor  76,8 23,2 81,2 18,8 87,1 12,9 86,6 13,4 77,1 22,9 

Not poor 34,9 65,1 53,0 47,0 44,4 55,6 49,1 50,9 53,6 46,4 

Source: elaborations on longitudinal EU-SILC 2007-2015  

 



Access to social protection for all forms of employment 

 
197 

Figures - EUROMOD Simulation 

Fig. A 21 Income change by decile in Italy (all households) 

 

 
Fig. A 22 Income change by decile in Italy (households with self-employed earners only) 
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Fig. A 23 Income change by decile in Greece (all households) 

 

 
Fig. A 24: Income change by decile in Greece (households with self-employed earners only) 
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Fig. A 25: Income change by decile in Latvia (all households) 

 

 
Fig. A 26: Income change by decile in Latvia (households with self-employed earners only) 
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Fig. A 27: Income change by decile in Croatia (all households) 

 

 
Fig. A 28: Income change by decile in Croatia (households with self-employed earners only) 
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Fig. A 29: Income change by decile in Finland (all households) 

 

 
Fig. A 30: Income change by decile in Finland (households with self-employed earners only) 
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Fig. A 31: Income change by decile in The Netherlands (all households) 

 

 
Fig. A 32: Income change by decile in The Netherlands (households with self-employed earners only) 
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ANNEX III: ADDITIONAL SIMULATIONS USING EUROMOD 

In this section, we use the European tax-benefit model EUROMOD to estimate the fiscal 

and distributional impact of partly subsidizing unemployment insurance for self-
employed workers in three countries. 

 

Country selection 

We focus on The Netherlands, Finland, and Greece, where existing schemes of 

unemployment insurance for dependent workers split social contributions between 
employees and employers. 

 

Policy scenarios 

We have simulated two more scenarios. 

Scenario 5 is the same as scenario 1, except for assuming that self-employed workers 
pay the lowest unemployment insurance contribution rate currently applying to 

employees alone, while the employer contribution is subsidized by the State. Otherwise, 

recipients are assumed to qualify for the unemployment benefit currently in place, if 
entitled given their characteristics, and for as many months as dictated by the 

programme rules currently in place. 
Similarly, scenario 6 is the same as scenario 2, in that assumes that all formerly self-

employed workers who are either unemployed or inactive qualify for a flat-rate 
unemployment benefit at 60% of median income, paid for exactly as many months (in 

year t) as they had been self-employed (in year t-1). In addition, as in scenario 5, the 
employer contribution is assumed to be subsidized by the State. 

We compare each of the two scenarios to the baseline, defined as the counterfactual 

situation that might prevail after the unemployment shock under the current state of 
affairs of no unemployment insurance coverage (and no unemployment benefit) for self-

employed workers. 
For comparison, we reproduce our earlier results for scenarios 1 and 2. 

 

Results 

- Greece 

The unemployment insurance contribution rate in Greece is 5.61% of posted earnings, 

1.93% of which is paid by employees, subject to a ceiling of €5,860.80 per month (see 
MISSOC). We therefore take 1.93% as our unemployment insurance contribution rate 

under scenarios 5 and 6. 

Under scenarios 1 and 5 (mimicking the existing scheme for employees), the coverage 
rate would be 97.1%, based on the personal characteristics of the workers concerned. 

The average unemployment benefit would be €418 per month, annualized (i.e. taking 
into account benefit duration). The difference would be the contribution rate: self-

employed workers would pay 5.61% of earnings under scenario 1, versus 1.93% under 
scenario 5. 

Under scenarios 2 and 6, the benefit coverage would be full, and the benefit level would 
be at 60% of median income (i.e. €402 per month). Taking into account the number of 

months recipients had been self-employed (in year t-1), benefit duration would be 11.7 

months, so the average amount of benefit (in year t) in annual terms would work out at 
€392 per month. Again, as regards the contribution rate, self-employed workers would 

pay 5.61% of earnings under scenario 2, versus 1.93% under scenario 6. 
As explained earlier, the probability of a self-employed worker in year t-1 in Greece 

ending up either unemployed or inactive (but not retired) in year t would be 6.2% 
(average in 2007-2015 in EU-SILC panel data). 

A summary of the above is shown in Table III.1 below. 
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Table III. 1 Base assumptions: Greece 

 

Scenario 

1 2 5 6 

UI contribution rate 5.61% 5.61% 1.93% 1.93% 

average UB amount (per month, annualised) €418 €392 €418 €392 

average earnings of recipients (in year t-1) €672 €656 €672 €656 

unemployment risk 6.2% 

UB coverage 97.1% 100.0% 97.1% 100.0% 

poverty line (fixed at baseline) €403 

poverty line (floating) €402 €402 €402 €402 

Notes: UI denotes unemployment insurance. UB denotes unemployment benefit. Unemployment risk set 

equal to the percentage of self-employed workers in year t-1 who were unemployed or inactive in year 

t, based on estimates derived from EU-SILC longitudinal panel, averaged over the years 2007 to 

2015. UB coverage is the percentage of self-employed workers in year t-1 and unemployed or inactive 

in year t who are entitled to unemployment benefit. Average earnings of recipients refer to income 

from self-employment in year t-1. The poverty threshold is either kept constant at 60% of median 

equivalised household disposable income in 2016 (“fixed at the baseline”, i.e. under the current 

situation), or it is allowed to vary as the various scenarios affect the income distribution and (possibly) 

the median (“floating”). For the definition of the baseline and the four scenarios, see text. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 
The fiscal effects of extending unemployment insurance and unemployment benefit to 

self-employed workers (assuming no behavioural reactions) in Greece are shown in 
Table III.2 below. 

The total volume of social contributions paid by self-employed workers would increase by 

almost 12% under scenarios 5 and 6 (relative to over 34% under scenarios 1 and 2). 
Since social contributions are tax-deductible, and gross incomes assumed to be fixed, 

higher social contributions would result in lower taxable incomes, so income taxes paid 
in by self-employed workers would decline. Given that the social contributions for 

unemployment insurance paid by the self-employed workers themselves would be lower 
under scenarios 5 and 6, so would be the tax benefit. 

 

Table III. 2 - Fiscal impact: Greece 

 

Difference (%) of scenario x relative to 
baseline 

1 2 5 6 

Social contributions +34.6% +34.6% +11.9% +11.9% 

Income tax -8.0% -8.0% -2.8% -2.8% 

Disposable income -1.7% -1.7% +0.5% +0.4% 

Gross spending on unemployment 
benefit  

+0.21% +0.20% +0.21% +0.20% 

Net spending on unemployment benefit  -0.40% -0.41% 0.00% 0.00% 

Notes: All figures refer to households with at least one self-employed worker before the unemployment 

shock, regardless of whether they also report other incomes. This comprises all those liable to pay 

unemployment insurance contributions. Disposable income is defined at household level. The first 

three rows compare social contributions paid in, income taxes paid in, and disposable income under 

each scenario with the baseline (the latter being defined as no unemployment insurance and no 

unemployment benefit for self-employed workers after an unemployment shock). The difference is 

expressed in proportional terms (i.e. +34.6% - row 1, column 1 – means social contributions paid by 

self-employed workers would increase by 34.6% under scenario 1 relative to the baseline). The last 

two rows show the fiscal cost of spending on unemployment benefit for self-employed workers as a 

share of GDP, in gross and net terms respectively. Net cost takes into account social contributions into 

the unemployment benefit fund. (A negative sign denotes net fiscal savings.) 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 

The combined effect of higher contributions and lower incomes taxes (paid in by all self-
employed workers), with unemployment benefits (paid out to those eligible), will be that 

disposable incomes for self-employed workers as a whole will rise slightly under 
scenarios 5 and 6 (by 0.5% and 0.4% respectively). In contrast, as seen in Table III.2 
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(and Table 15 of the main body of this Report), under scenarios 1 and 2 (assuming self-

employed workers paid all social contributions for unemployment insurance, rather than 
only the employee part of existing schemes), disposable incomes would fall.  

Gross fiscal costs of spending on unemployment benefit for self-employed workers in 
Greece would remain at 0.21% of GDP under scenarios 1 and 5, falling slightly to 0.20% 

of GDP under scenarios 2 and 6. 
As the contribution rate under scenarios 5 and 6 happens to be close to the revenue-

neutral rate (1.94% and 1.88% under scenarios 3 and 4 respectively, as seen in Table 
14 of the main body of this Report), the net fiscal costs of unemployment benefits for 

self-employed workers in Greece once their unemployment contributions are taken into 

account would be close to zero (to be precise, there would be cost savings of 0.001% 
and 0.005% of GDP respectively). Under scenarios 1 and 2, those savings would be very 

substantial, at 0.40% and 0.41% of GDP respectively). The cost of the subsidy would be 
0.40% of GDP. 

 
The distributional effects of our hypothetical reform in Greece can be seen in Table III.3. 

Extending unemployment insurance to the self-employed would clearly reduce inequality 
relative to a baseline of no unemployment insurance and no unemployment benefit for 

self-employed workers. 

Changes in poverty would be more ambiguous: poverty rates would decline slightly 
under scenarios 5 and 6. (As explained earlier, the opposite would be the case under 

scenarios 1 and 2, as a number of self-employed workers just above the poverty 
threshold would have to pay higher contributions, but would not necessarily receive 

unemployment benefit, pushing their net disposable household incomes below that 
threshold.) 

 

Table III. 3 - Distributional impact: Greece 

 

Difference (absolute) of scenario x relative to 

baseline 

1 2 5 6 

Gini (all) -0.004 -0.004 -0.004 -0.004 

S80/S20 (all) -0.19 -0.17 -0.19 -0.18 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (all) +0.1 +0.2 -0.1 -0.1 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE in t-1) +0.5 +0.6 -0.6 -0.4 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE main 
earner in t-1) 

+1.9 +1.9 +0.8 +0.8 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE in t-1 
unemployed in t) 

-18.4 -16.8 -19.1 -16.9 

Poverty rate floating (all) 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0 

Poverty rate floating (SE in t-1) +0.4 +0.5 -0.5 -0.4 

Poverty rate floating (SE main earner in 

t-1) 
+1.8 +1.8 +0.8 +0.8 

Poverty rate floating (SE in t-1 
unemployed in t) 

-18.4 -16.8 -18.5 -16.9 

Notes: Poverty rate (SE in t-1) refers to households with individuals reporting earnings from self-employment 

and no earnings from dependent employment, before the unemployment shock. Poverty rate (SE main 

earner in t-1) refers to those households whose main earner (i) reported earnings from self-

employment exceeded 50% of his or her total personal income, and (ii) his or her earnings from self-

employment exceeded the total personal income of any other individual within the same household. 

Poverty rate (SE in t-1 unemployed in t) refers to the subset of those who became inactive or 

unemployed as a result of the unemployment shock. For definitions of “fixed” and “floating” poverty 

thresholds, see notes to Table 10. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 
In particular, households whose main earner is self-employed would be more likely to 
lose income (as a result of the higher social contributions due) than to gain (as a result 

of the new unemployment benefit available), so that poverty rates for that group would 

go up by 0.8 percentage point (under scenarios 5 and 6). 
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On the contrary, focusing on the group of those self-employed workers who would 

become unemployed or inactive following the unemployment shock yields unambiguous 
results. In the absence of unemployment benefits, the households where such workers 

live would see their incomes decline and poverty rates rise following the unemployment 
shock. Conversely, the receipt of unemployment benefits would stabilise incomes, 

absorbing a significant portion of the unemployment shock, and causing poverty rates to 
rise a lot less than would have been the case otherwise (between 17 and 19 percentage 

points less, relative to a fixed poverty threshold, under scenarios 6 and 5 respectively). 
Comparing scenarios 1 with 5 (and scenarios 2 with 6) helps bring out the distributional 

effects of partly subsidizing social contributions. We find that the subsidy would make 

little or no difference with respect to inequality, but would improve the anti-poverty 
performance of unemployment insurance. In particular, relative to a fixed poverty 

threshold, the subsidy would further reduce poverty rates among households with self-
employed workers, or where the main earner is self-employed, by over 1.0 percentage 

point under both scenarios 5 and 6 (and by 0.7 percentage point among self-employed 
workers who would become unemployed or inactive following the unemployment shock, 

under scenario 5, again relative to a fixed poverty threshold). 
 

As shown in Figure A33, scenarios 5 and 6 would be highly redistributive in Greece, in 

the sense of overwhelmingly benefiting those on low incomes, with strong gains for the 
poorest 10% of households (decile 1), whose income would increase by around 9%. 

Focusing on households of self-employed workers alone (Figure A34), the relative 
income gains for those in decile 1 would be even greater (between 25% and 30%). 

Income losses for better-off households would be extensive, involving the upper half of 
the distribution, but rather limited (just 1% of previous incomes for households in the 

top decile 10.) 
 

- Finland 

The employee contribution for unemployment insurance in Finland (ignoring the 

membership fee) is 1.60% of wages, out of a total contribution rate of 2.44% (in small 
and medium firms). Under scenarios 5 and 6, self-employed workers are assumed to pay 

1.60% of gross earnings for unemployment insurance. 
Under scenario 5 (extending to self-employed workers the existing scheme for 

employees), we estimate the coverage rate to be 58.6%, based on the personal 
characteristics of the workers concerned. The average unemployment benefit would be 

€1,275 per month, annualized (i.e. taking into account benefit duration), i.e. as in 
scenario 1. 

Under scenario 6, benefit coverage would be full, and the benefit level would be at 60% 

of median income (i.e. €1,181 per month). Taking into account the number of months 
recipients had been self-employed (in year t-1), benefit duration would be 9.0 months, 

so the average amount of benefit (in year t) in annual terms would be €887 per month, 
i.e. as in scenario 2. Note that since the existing scheme for employees in Finland pays 

benefits above the poverty threshold, scenario 6 would be less generous than scenario 5. 
As shown earlier, in 2007-2015 the probability of a self-employed worker in Finland 

ending up either unemployed or inactive a year later averaged 5.8% (based on EU-SILC 
panel data). 

A summary of the above is shown in Table III.4 below. 
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Table III. 4 - Base assumptions: Finland 

 

Scenario 

1 2 5 6 

UI contribution rate 2.44% 2.44% 1.60% 1.60% 

average UB amount (per month, annualised) €1,275 €887 €1,275 €887 

average earnings of recipients (in year t-1) €2,196 €1,496 €2,196 €1,496 

unemployment risk 5.8% 

UB coverage 58.6% 100.0% 58.6% 100.0% 

poverty line (fixed at baseline) €1,181 

poverty line (floating) € 1,181 € 1,181 € 1,181 € 1,181 

Notes: UI denotes unemployment insurance. UB denotes unemployment benefit. Unemployment risk set 

equal to the percentage of self-employed workers in year t-1 who were unemployed or inactive in year 

t, based on estimates derived from EU-SILC longitudinal panel, averaged over the years 2007 to 

2015. UB coverage is the percentage of self-employed workers in year t-1 and unemployed or inactive 

in year t who are entitled to unemployment benefit. Average earnings of recipients refer to income 

from self-employment in year t-1. The poverty threshold is either kept constant at 60% of median 

equivalised household disposable income in 2016 (“fixed at the baseline”, i.e. under the current 

situation), or it is allowed to vary as the various scenarios affect the income distribution and (possibly) 

the median (“floating”). For the definition of the baseline and the four scenarios, see text. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 
The fiscal effects of extending unemployment insurance and unemployment benefit to 
self-employed workers (assuming no behavioural reactions) in Finland are shown in 

Table III.5 below. 
The total volume of social contributions paid by self-employed workers would increase by 

around 7% under scenarios 5 and 6, relative to around 11% under scenarios 1 and 2. 

Given that social contributions are tax-exempt, and gross incomes fixed, one might 
expect that higher social contributions would result in lower taxable incomes, which 

would cause income taxes paid in by self-employed workers to decline. However, the 
fact is that unemployment benefits in Finland are subject to taxation as all other income. 

As a result, the total volume of income taxes paid in would actually go up slightly (by 
0.6% under scenarios 1 and 5, and by 0.9% under scenarios 2 and 6). 

The combined effect of higher but subsidized contributions and lower incomes taxes 
(paid in by all self-employed workers), with unemployment benefits (paid out to those 

eligible), will be that disposable incomes for self-employed workers would remain at the 

same average level under scenario 5, and rise slightly under scenario 6 (by 0.1%). In 
contrast, as seen in Table III.5 (and Table 24 of the main body of this Report), under 

scenarios 1 and 2 (assuming self-employed workers paid all social contributions for 
unemployment insurance, rather than only the employee part of existing schemes), 

disposable incomes would fall. 
Gross fiscal costs of spending on unemployment benefit for self-employed workers in 

Finland would be 0.11% of GDP under scenarios 1 and 5, and 0.13% of GDP under 
scenarios 2 and 6. 

Turning to the net fiscal costs of unemployment benefits for self-employed workers in 

Finland, once their unemployment contributions are taken into account, we find it would 
be slightly higher under scenario 5 compared to scenario 1 (and under scenario 6 

compared to scenario 2), the difference being the cost of the subsidy (0.02% of GDP). 
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Table III. 5 - Fiscal impact: Finland 

 

Difference (%) of scenario x relative to 
baseline 

1 2 5 6 

Social contributions +11.2% +11.2% +7.3% +7.3% 

Income tax +0.6% +0.9% +0.6% +0.9% 

Disposable income -0.2% -0.1% 0.0% +0.1% 

Gross spending on unemployment 
benefit  

+0.11% +0.13% +0.11% +0.13% 

Net spending on unemployment benefit +0.06% +0.08% +0.08% +0.10% 

Notes: All figures refer to households with at least one self-employed worker before the unemployment 

shock, regardless of whether they also report other incomes. This comprises all those liable to pay 

unemployment insurance contributions. Disposable income is defined at household level. The first 

three rows compare social contributions paid in, income taxes paid in, and disposable income under 

each scenario with the baseline (the latter being defined as no unemployment insurance and no 

unemployment benefit for self-employed workers after an unemployment shock). The difference is 

expressed in proportional terms (i.e. +11.2% - row 1, column 1 – means social contributions paid by 

self-employed workers would increase by 11.2% under scenario 1 relative to the baseline). The last 

two rows show the fiscal cost of spending on unemployment benefit for self-employed workers as a 

share of GDP, in gross and net terms respectively. Net cost takes into account social contributions into 

the unemployment benefit fund. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 

The distributional effects of our hypothetical reform in Finland can be seen in Table III.6. 
Extending unemployment insurance (and unemployment benefits) to the self-employed 

in Finland would make no significant difference in terms of inequality relative to a 
baseline of no unemployment insurance and no unemployment benefit for self-employed 

workers. 
Changes in poverty would be close to zero for the population as a whole, and slightly 

negative for households of self-employed workers (-0.2 and 0.9 under scenarios 5 and 6 

respectively, relative to fixed poverty threshold). 
Poverty would actually rise for households whose main earner is self-employed (by 0.4 

percentage points under scenarios 5 and 6, relative to fixed poverty threshold), as a 
number of self-employed workers just above the poverty threshold would have to pay 

higher contributions, but would not necessarily receive unemployment benefit, pushing 
their net disposable household incomes below that threshold. 

Conversely, focusing on the group of those self-employed workers who would become 
unemployed or inactive following the unemployment shock, the receipt of unemployment 

benefits would stabilise incomes, compensating for a significant portion of loss of 

earnings, and causing poverty rates to rise much less than would have been the case 
otherwise. According to our simulations, in the event of an unemployment shock, a lower 

unemployment benefit paid out to a greater proportion of unemployed workers 
(scenarios 2 and 6) would reduce poverty by 10.0 percentage points, i.e. more than a 

higher unemployment benefit paid out to fewer recipients as under scenarios 1 and 5 (by 
3.8 percentage points). 

Evaluating the distributional effects of partly subsidizing social contributions by 
comparing scenarios 1 with 5 (and scenarios 2 with 6) shows that the subsidy would 

make no difference with respect to inequality, and might slightly improve anti-poverty 

performance. Relative to a fixed poverty threshold, and under both scenarios 5 and 6, 
the subsidy would further reduce poverty rates by around 0.2 percentage point among 

households with self-employed workers, or whose main earner is self-employed. 
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Table III. 6 - Distributional impact: Finland 

 

Difference (absolute) of scenario x relative 
to baseline 

1 2 5 6 

Gini (all) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

S80/S20 (all) 0.00 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (all) 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.1 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE in t-1) 0.0 -0.7 -0.2 -0.9 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE main 
earner in t-1) 

+0.5 +0.5 +0.3 +0.3 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE in t-1 
unemployed in t) 

-3.8 -10.0 -3.8 -10.0 

Poverty rate floating (all) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Poverty rate floating (SE in t-1) 0.0 -0.7 -0.2 -0.8 

Poverty rate floating (SE main earner in 
t-1) 

+0.5 +0.5 +0.3 +0.4 

Poverty rate floating (SE in t-1 
unemployed in t) 

-3.8 -10.0 -3.8 -10.0 

Notes: Poverty rate (SE in t-1) refers to households with individuals reporting earnings from self-employment 

and no earnings from dependent employment, before the unemployment shock. Poverty rate (SE main 

earner in t-1) refers to those households whose main earner (i) reported earnings from self-

employment exceeded 50% of his or her total personal income, and (ii) his or her earnings from self-

employment exceeded the total personal income of any other individual within the same household. 

Poverty rate (SE in t-1 unemployed in t) refers to the subset of those who became inactive or 

unemployed as a result of the unemployment shock. For definitions of “fixed” and “floating” poverty 

thresholds, see notes to Table 10. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 

As shown in Figure A35, extending unemployment benefits (and partly subsidizing 
unemployment insurance) to the self-employed in Finland would result in minimal 

changes in household incomes. Gains would be small (between 0.2% and 0.3% of 
previous income for deciles 1 and 2 under scenario 6), and losses would be smaller still, 

although more widespread (involving the upper half of the distribution under both 
scenarios). Focusing on households of self-employed workers alone heightens these 

effects without affecting their pattern (Figure A36). The relative income gains for those 
in deciles 1 and 2 would be around 2% (under scenario 6). Income losses would remain 

limited under both scenarios. 

 

- The Netherlands 

The average contribution rate for unemployment insurance in The Netherlands is 4.23%, 

with employees paying 2.07% of earnings. An annual ceiling of €51,976 applies (see 
MISSOC). We therefore take 2.07% as our unemployment insurance contribution rate 

under scenarios 5 and 6. 
Under scenario 5 (extending to self-employed workers the existing scheme for 

employees), we estimate the coverage rate to be 88.0%, based on the personal 
characteristics of the workers concerned. The average unemployment benefit would be 

€1,394 per month, annualized (i.e. taking into account benefit duration). 

Under scenario 6, benefit coverage would be full, and the benefit level would be at 60% 
of median income (i.e. €1,134 per month). Taking into account the number of months 

recipients had been self-employed (in year t-1), benefit duration would be 11.1 months, 
so the average amount of benefit (in year t) in annual terms would work out at €1,048 

per month. Note that the existing scheme for employees in The Netherlands pays 
benefits above the poverty threshold. As a result, scenario 6 would be less generous 

than scenario 5. 
EU-SILC panel data suggest that the probability of a self-employed worker in year t-1 in 

The Netherlands ending up either unemployed or inactive (but not retired) in year t, 

averaged 5.4% in 2007-2015. 
A summary of the above is shown in Table III.7 below. 
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Table III. 7 - Base assumptions: The Netherlands 

 

Scenario 

1 2 3 4 

UI contribution rate 4.23% 4.23% 2.07% 2.07% 

average UB amount (per month, annualised) € 1,394 € 1,048 € 1,394 € 1,048 

average earnings of recipients (in year t-1) € 2,274 € 2,001 € 2,274 € 2,001 

unemployment risk 5.4% 

UB coverage 88.0% 100.0% 88.0% 100.0% 

poverty line (fixed at baseline) € 1,134 

poverty line (floating) € 1,132 € 1,132 € 1,132 € 1,132 

Notes: UI denotes unemployment insurance. UB denotes unemployment benefit. Unemployment risk set 

equal to the percentage of self-employed workers in year t-1 who were unemployed or inactive in year 

t, based on estimates derived from EU-SILC longitudinal panel, averaged over the years 2007 to 

2015. UB coverage is the percentage of self-employed workers in year t-1 and unemployed or inactive 

in year t who are entitled to unemployment benefit. Average earnings of recipients refer to income 

from self-employment in year t-1. The poverty threshold is either kept constant at 60% of median 

equivalised household disposable income in 2016 (“fixed at the baseline”, i.e. under the current 

situation), or it is allowed to vary as the various scenarios affect the income distribution and (possibly) 

the median (“floating”). For the definition of the baseline and the four scenarios, see text. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 
The fiscal effects of extending unemployment insurance and unemployment benefit to 
self-employed workers (assuming no behavioural reactions) in The Netherlands are 

shown in Table III.8 below. 
The total volume of social contributions paid by self-employed workers would increase a 

little (that is, by around 1% under scenarios 5 and 6). Social contributions are tax-

exempt, which should cause income taxes paid in by self-employed workers to decline. 
On the other hand, unemployment benefits in The Netherlands are fully taxable. As a 

result, the total volume of income taxes paid in would actually go up (by 0.8% under 
scenarios 1 and 5, and by 0.4% under scenarios 2 and 6). 

The combined effect of higher but subsidized contributions and lower incomes taxes 
(paid in by all self-employed workers), with unemployment benefits (paid out to those 

eligible), will be that disposable incomes for self-employed workers would remain at 
roughly the same average level under scenarios 5 and 6. 

 

Table III. 8 - Fiscal impact: The Netherlands 

 
Difference (%) of scenario x relative to baseline 

1 2 5 6 

Social contributions +2.1% +2.0% +1.1% +1.0% 

Income tax +0.8% +0.4% +0.8% +0.4% 

Disposable income -1.0% -1.1% +0.1% 0.0% 

Gross spending on unemployment 

benefit  
+0.15% +0.13% +0.15% +0.13% 

Net spending on unemployment 

benefit  
-0.04% -0.06% +0.06% +0.04% 

Notes: All figures refer to households with at least one self-employed worker before the unemployment 

shock, regardless of whether they also report other incomes. This comprises all those liable to pay 

unemployment insurance contributions. Disposable income is defined at household level. The first 

three rows compare social contributions paid in, income taxes paid in, and disposable income under 

each scenario with the baseline (the latter being defined as no unemployment insurance and no 

unemployment benefit for self-employed workers after an unemployment shock). The difference is 

expressed in proportional terms (i.e. +2.1% - row 1, column 1 – means social contributions paid by 

self-employed workers would increase by 2.1% under scenario 1 relative to the baseline). The last two 

rows show the fiscal cost of spending on unemployment benefit for self-employed workers as a share 

of GDP, in gross and net terms respectively. Net cost takes into account social contributions into the 

unemployment benefit fund. (A negative sign denotes net fiscal savings.) 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 

The gross fiscal cost of spending on unemployment benefit for self-employed workers in 
The Netherlands would remain 0.15% of GDP (under scenarios 1 and 5), or 0.13% of 

GDP (under scenarios 2 and 6). 



Access to social protection for all forms of employment 

 
212 

In terms of net fiscal costs, under scenarios 1 and 2, as seen earlier, the additional social 

contributions paid into the unemployment benefit fund (0.19% of GDP) would more than 
offset the additional spending on unemployment benefits, resulting in net fiscal savings 

of 0.04% and 0.06% of GDP respectively. Nevertheless, in the case of scenarios 5 and 6 
assessed here, the additional social contributions would be lower (0.09% of GDP), as a 

result of which the unemployment benefit fund would be in deficit (0.06% and 0.04% of 
GDP respectively under scenarios 5 and 6). The cost of the subsidy would be 0.10% of 

GDP. 
 

The distributional effects of our hypothetical reform in The Netherlands can be seen in 

Table III.9. 
Extending unemployment insurance to the self-employed would make a significant 

difference in distributional terms in the event of an unemployment shock in The 
Netherlands, reducing inequality as well as poverty relative to a baseline of no 

unemployment insurance and no unemployment benefit for self-employed workers. 
Distributional effects would be quite similar across scenarios. The effect on poverty 

would be close to zero for households whose main earner is self-employed, and for the 
population as a whole. Poverty reduction would be larger for households with self-

employed workers, the extra effect being around 1.5 percentage point under all 

scenarios. Anti-poverty performance would be strongest for those self-employed workers 
who become unemployed or inactive following the unemployment shock. The extension 

of unemployment insurance would significantly soften the impact of the unemployment 
shock (by around 22 percentage points relative to a fixed poverty threshold). 

Partly subsidizing contributions would make little difference to the anti-poverty 
performance of unemployment insurance. Among households whose main earner is self-

employed, the subsidy would reduce poverty rates by an extra 0.1 percentage point. 
 

As shown in Figure A37, extending unemployment insurance (and unemployment 

benefits) to the self-employed in The Netherlands would have a progressive 
distributional impact. Gains would be strongest for the poorest 10% of households 

(decile 1): their income would increase by over 2% (under both scenarios 5 and 6). 

Households in decile 2 would also gain, but half as much relative to their income. 
Focusing on households of self-employed workers alone (Figure A38) magnifies these 

effects. The relative income gains for those in decile 1 would be close to 10% (under 
both scenarios 5 and 6). Income losses would be widespread (involving deciles 4-10), 

but their size would be limited (just over 1% of previous income even for decile 10). 
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Table III. 9 - Distributional impact: The Netherlands 

 

Difference (absolute) of scenario x relative 
to baseline 

1 2 5 6 

Gini (all) -0.002 -0.003 -0.002 -0.002 

S80/S20 (all) -0.05 -0.06 -0.04 -0.05 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (all) -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE in t-1) -1.8 -1.6 -1.8 -1.7 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE main 
earner in t-1) 

-0.2 +0.3 -0.3 +0.2 

Poverty rate fixed at baseline (SE in t-1 
unemployed in t) 

-22.7 -21.9 -22.7 -21.9 

Poverty rate floating (all) -0.3 -0.3 -0.2 -0.2 

Poverty rate floating (SE in t-1) -1.8 -1.6 -1.8 -1.7 

Poverty rate floating (SE main earner in 
t-1) 

-0.2 +0.3 -0.3 +0.2 

Poverty rate floating (SE in t-1 
unemployed in t) 

-22.7 -21.9 -22.7 -21.9 

Notes: Poverty rate (SE in t-1) refers to households with individuals reporting earnings from self-employment 

and no earnings from dependent employment, before the unemployment shock. Poverty rate (SE main 

earner in t-1) refers to those households whose main earner (i) reported earnings from self-

employment exceeded 50% of his or her total personal income, and (ii) his or her earnings from self-

employment exceeded the total personal income of any other individual within the same household. 

Poverty rate (SE in t-1 unemployed in t) refers to the subset of those who became inactive or 

unemployed as a result of the unemployment shock. For definitions of “fixed” and “floating” poverty 

thresholds, see notes to Table 10. 

Source: EUROMOD version H0.15. 

 

Discussion 

Arguably, to place unemployment insurance for self-employed workers on an equal 

footing as for dependent workers, the State might take over responsibility for the share 
of contributions paid by employers under existing schemes. The purpose of the exercise 

reported here was to assess the fiscal and distributional effects of this partial 
subsidization of unemployment insurance contributions for self-employed workers in 

three EU member states. 
The cost of the subsidy (equal to the employer share of unemployment insurance 

contributions for self-employed workers) would vary between countries, depending on (i) 

the employer rate of contribution to the unemployment fund under existing schemes for 
dependent workers, (ii) the relative earnings of self-employed workers, and (iii) the 

share of self-employment in the workforce. We estimated that the cost of the subsidy as 
a proportion of GDP would range from 0.02% in Finland to 0.10% in The Netherlands 

and up to as much as 0.40% in Greece. 
In return, the subsidy would modestly improve the anti-poverty performance of 

unemployment insurance. Focusing on the households where self-employed workers live, 
the subsidy would reduce poverty rates relative to a fixed threshold by an extra 1.0 

percentage point, in Finland by 0.2 percentage point, and would leave the poverty rate 

unchanged in The Netherlands (where it would have a slightly larger effect on the 
narrower group of households whose main earner is self-employed, unlike in the other 

two countries where the opposite is true). 
Quite obviously, the fiscal implications of the subsidy would be to force governments to 

either raise taxes or cut spending, both of which have distributional implications that 
were ignored in this exercise. 

More broadly, a policy of subsidizing unemployment insurance contributions for self-
employed workers might have complex implications. 

On the one hand, to the extent that raising social contributions, set proportional to 

earnings, might harm labour incentives, and introduce perverse incentives for tax (and 
contribution) evasion, by the same token, partly subsidizing the extra contributions 

would have the effect of easing those disincentives. 
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On the other hand, the employer-employee split of social contributions is largely 

symbolic, or at least relevant only in the short term. Over time, what matters is the total 
size of the tax wedge (i.e. the difference between a worker’s take-home pay net of taxes 

and contributions, and her employer’s corresponding labour costs including taxes and 
contributions), not its distribution between employee and employer. To the extent that 

this is true, defending the subsidy as a means to level the field between self-employed 
and dependent workers might be seen as unconvincing. 

Furthermore, insurance theory stresses the importance of risk being exogenous. When 
this condition is not met, moral hazard will arise (insured individuals’ behaviour 

influencing the probability of loss). In the case of unemployment insurance, the main 

concern is that the decision to give up work is endogenous for self-employed workers, at 
any rate more so than in the case of dependent workers. In this context, lowering the 

cost of unemployment insurance through the subsidy may be seen as unwise. 
Another caveat involves the blurry demarcation line between dependent and 

independent work. In theory, self-employment is independent. In practice, a significant 
number of self-employed workers are dependent on one client. This may simply be an 

unintended outcome of the market for that worker’s labour services. Or it may be 
intentional on the part of employers when they treat workers in a manner that hides 

their true legal status as employees, depriving them of the protection they are due (ILO 

2016). Estimates from the 2015 European Working Conditions Survey put the total 
number of dependent self-employed workers (“dependent own-account, freelancer, 

subcontractor”) in the EU at almost 1.5 million, or 18% of all self-employment 
(Eurofound 2017).  
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FIGURES – ADDITIONAL EUROMOD SIMULATIONS 

 
Fig. A 33: Income change by decile in Greece, subsidized UI insurance (all households) 

 
 
Fig. A 34 - Income change by decile in Greece, subsidized UI insurance (households with self-employed earners 

only) 
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Fig. A 35 - Income change by decile in Finland, subsidized UI insurance (all households) 

 

 
 
Fig. A 36 - Income change by decile in Finland, subsidized UI insurance (households with self-employed earners 

only) 
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Fig. A 37 - Income change by decile in The Netherlands, subsidized UI insurance (all households) 

 

 
Fig. A 38 - Income change by decile in The Netherlands, subsidized UI insurance (households with self-

employed earners only) 
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ANNEX IV: ADDITIONAL SIMULATIONS ON THE SPENDING FOR UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS 

Annex on changes in the estimated costs of the introduction of UB schemes for SE: 

sensitivity tests increasing or decreasing the replacement rate and the number of 

months of payment of UB 

Table IV - 1 Estimated costs of the introduction of the “replacement rate scenario A and A1” when the number 

of months of payment is increased from 6 to 8, or reduced from 6 to 4. Contribution rate computed as a share 

of SE labour income. Upper bound scenario 

 

Baseline;  

6 months  

with a 50% rep. rate 

4 months with a 50% 

 rep. rate 

8 months with a 50% 

 rep. rate 

 
A A1 A A1 A A1 

AT 0.135% 0.242% 0.098% 0.182% 0.170% 0.297% 

BE 0.118% 0.263% 0.082% 0.188% 0.153% 0.332% 

BG 0.194% 0.236% 0.131% 0.164% 0.256% 0.303% 

CY 0.801% 0.985% 0.587% 0.735% 0.998% 1.215% 

CZ 0.182% 0.250% 0.126% 0.173% 0.233% 0.322% 

DE 0.119% 0.223% 0.086% 0.160% 0.152% 0.279% 

DK 0.150% 0.249% 0.108% 0.188% 0.186% 0.299% 

EE 0.518% 0.958% 0.373% 0.690% 0.639% 1.193% 

EL 0.141% 0.183% 0.098% 0.129% 0.182% 0.233% 

ES 0.465% 0.601% 0.321% 0.417% 0.600% 0.766% 

FI 0.368% 1.186% 0.265% 0.849% 0.461% 1.489% 

FR 0.137% 0.222% 0.097% 0.159% 0.173% 0.277% 

HR 0.237% 0.245% 0.161% 0.167% 0.312% 0.323% 

HU 0.143% 0.260% 0.100% 0.182% 0.185% 0.332% 

IE 0.491% 0.699% 0.370% 0.541% 0.591% 0.827% 

IT 0.158% 0.235% 0.111% 0.167% 0.201% 0.294% 

LT 0.100% 0.121% 0.070% 0.084% 0.129% 0.157% 

LU 0.050% 0.195% 0.034% 0.133% 0.060% 0.249% 

LV 0.527% 0.677% 0.360% 0.471% 0.685% 0.865% 

MT 0.200% 0.332% 0.138% 0.236% 0.263% 0.420% 

NL 0.091% 0.149% 0.067% 0.109% 0.112% 0.185% 

PL 0.322% 0.482% 0.224% 0.339% 0.417% 0.614% 

PT 0.287% 0.367% 0.198% 0.257% 0.377% 0.472% 

RO 0.068% 0.095% 0.045% 0.065% 0.091% 0.124% 

SE 0.066% 0.066% 0.066% 0.066% 0.066% 0.066% 

SI 0.426% 0.473% 0.291% 0.323% 0.557% 0.617% 

SK 0.228% 0.334% 0.155% 0.231% 0.299% 0.429% 

UK 0.070% 0.147% 0.056% 0.114% 0.081% 0.172% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections  
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Table IV - 2 Estimated costs of the introduction of the “replacement rate scenario A and A1” when the 

replacement rate is increased from 50 to 60%, or reduced from 50 to 40%. Contribution rate computed as a 

share of SE labour income. Upper bound scenario.  

 

Baseline;  
6 months  

with a 50% rep. rate 

6 months with a 40% 
 rep. rate 

6 months with a 60% 
 rep. rate 

 
A A1 A A1 A A1 

AT 0.135% 0.242% 0.116% 0.214% 0.152% 0.268% 

BE 0.118% 0.263% 0.098% 0.224% 0.135% 0.292% 

BG 0.194% 0.236% 0.167% 0.206% 0.217% 0.262% 

CY 0.801% 0.985% 0.678% 0.832% 0.893% 1.091% 

CZ 0.182% 0.250% 0.152% 0.213% 0.208% 0.283% 

DE 0.119% 0.223% 0.101% 0.190% 0.135% 0.248% 

DK 0.150% 0.249% 0.122% 0.205% 0.174% 0.281% 

EE 0.518% 0.958% 0.452% 0.838% 0.577% 1.069% 

EL 0.141% 0.183% 0.121% 0.159% 0.156% 0.203% 

ES 0.465% 0.601% 0.395% 0.518% 0.520% 0.668% 

FI 0.368% 1.186% 0.311% 1.038% 0.409% 1.317% 

FR 0.137% 0.222% 0.119% 0.198% 0.151% 0.242% 

HR 0.237% 0.245% 0.207% 0.215% 0.259% 0.269% 

HU 0.143% 0.260% 0.126% 0.231% 0.157% 0.277% 

IE 0.491% 0.699% 0.428% 0.620% 0.541% 0.772% 

IT 0.158% 0.235% 0.140% 0.209% 0.172% 0.252% 

LT 0.100% 0.121% 0.088% 0.105% 0.110% 0.134% 

LU 0.050% 0.195% 0.042% 0.179% 0.058% 0.203% 

LV 0.527% 0.677% 0.454% 0.587% 0.585% 0.753% 

MT 0.200% 0.332% 0.172% 0.287% 0.221% 0.358% 

NL 0.091% 0.149% 0.080% 0.137% 0.102% 0.169% 

PL 0.322% 0.482% 0.289% 0.434% 0.345% 0.517% 

PT 0.287% 0.367% 0.246% 0.325% 0.326% 0.411% 

RO 0.068% 0.095% 0.064% 0.089% 0.070% 0.099% 

SE 0.066% 0.066% 0.061% 0.061% 0.069% 0.069% 

SI 0.426% 0.473% 0.353% 0.394% 0.495% 0.549% 

SK 0.228% 0.334% 0.193% 0.299% 0.251% 0.358% 

UK 0.070% 0.147% 0.065% 0.132% 0.074% 0.156% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table IV - 3 Estimated costs of the introduction of the “minimum level scenario B and B1” when the number of 

months of payment is increased from 6 to 8, or reduced from 6 to 4. Contribution rate computed as a share of 

SE labour income. Upper bound scenario 

 

Baseline;  
6 months  

equal to 30%  

of median wage 

4 months equal to 30%  
of median wage 

8 months equal to 30%  
of median wage 

 

B B1 B B1 B B1 

AT 0.138% 0.288% 0.098% 0.204% 0.175% 0.368% 

BE 0.137% 0.287% 0.095% 0.202% 0.179% 0.369% 

BG 0.156% 0.187% 0.105% 0.127% 0.207% 0.245% 

CY 0.584% 0.780% 0.431% 0.580% 0.724% 0.971% 

CZ 0.185% 0.254% 0.128% 0.175% 0.238% 0.331% 

DE 0.156% 0.311% 0.111% 0.214% 0.201% 0.401% 

DK 0.137% 0.243% 0.098% 0.177% 0.172% 0.307% 

EE 0.903% 1.697% 0.628% 1.163% 1.159% 2.205% 

EL 0.133% 0.181% 0.092% 0.126% 0.172% 0.231% 

ES 0.507% 0.646% 0.351% 0.443% 0.657% 0.837% 

FI 0.469% 1.572% 0.334% 1.092% 0.599% 2.044% 

FR 0.175% 0.265% 0.122% 0.182% 0.226% 0.344% 

HR 0.160% 0.169% 0.109% 0.115% 0.211% 0.223% 

HU 0.103% 0.199% 0.072% 0.136% 0.133% 0.260% 

IE 0.553% 0.775% 0.415% 0.588% 0.669% 0.933% 

IT 0.121% 0.181% 0.085% 0.128% 0.154% 0.231% 

LT 0.139% 0.198% 0.096% 0.135% 0.183% 0.262% 

LU 0.071% 0.201% 0.048% 0.136% 0.087% 0.260% 

LV 0.480% 0.650% 0.328% 0.448% 0.619% 0.838% 

MT 0.177% 0.331% 0.122% 0.230% 0.232% 0.431% 

NL 0.148% 0.243% 0.111% 0.178% 0.183% 0.302% 

PL 0.220% 0.408% 0.153% 0.282% 0.285% 0.531% 

PT 0.333% 0.464% 0.228% 0.318% 0.439% 0.607% 

RO 0.053% 0.090% 0.035% 0.061% 0.069% 0.120% 

SE 0.057% 0.057% 0.057% 0.057% 0.057% 0.057% 

SI 0.826% 0.929% 0.564% 0.633% 1.075% 1.214% 

SK 0.214% 0.343% 0.145% 0.234% 0.282% 0.451% 

UK 0.117% 0.246% 0.096% 0.198% 0.131% 0.277% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table IV - 4 Estimated costs of the introduction of the “minimum level scenario B and B1” when the benefit – 

from 30% of median wage – becomes equal to 20% or 40% of median wage. Contribution rate computed as a 

share of SE labour income. Upper bound scenario 

 

Baseline;  
6 months equal to 30%  

of median wage  

6 months equal to 20%  
of median wage 

6 months equal to 40%  
of median wage 

 
B B1 B B1 B B1 

AT 0.138% 0.288% 0.112% 0.204% 0.175% 0.375% 

BE 0.137% 0.287% 0.101% 0.202% 0.179% 0.374% 

BG 0.156% 0.187% 0.130% 0.127% 0.207% 0.246% 

CY 0.584% 0.780% 0.519% 0.580% 0.724% 0.997% 

CZ 0.185% 0.254% 0.148% 0.175% 0.238% 0.337% 

DE 0.156% 0.311% 0.130% 0.214% 0.201% 0.405% 

DK 0.137% 0.243% 0.104% 0.177% 0.172% 0.315% 

EE 0.903% 1.697% 0.852% 1.163% 1.159% 2.232% 

EL 0.133% 0.181% 0.114% 0.126% 0.172% 0.239% 

ES 0.507% 0.646% 0.435% 0.443% 0.657% 0.852% 

FI 0.469% 1.572% 0.401% 1.092% 0.599% 2.060% 

FR 0.175% 0.265% 0.142% 0.182% 0.226% 0.348% 

HR 0.160% 0.169% 0.126% 0.115% 0.211% 0.223% 

HU 0.103% 0.199% 0.085% 0.136% 0.133% 0.264% 

IE 0.553% 0.775% 0.477% 0.588% 0.669% 0.976% 

IT 0.121% 0.181% 0.104% 0.128% 0.154% 0.236% 

LT 0.139% 0.198% 0.115% 0.135% 0.183% 0.262% 

LU 0.071% 0.201% 0.075% 0.136% 0.087% 0.268% 

LV 0.480% 0.650% 0.440% 0.448% 0.619% 0.861% 

MT 0.177% 0.331% 0.145% 0.230% 0.232% 0.435% 

NL 0.148% 0.243% 0.129% 0.178% 0.183% 0.310% 

PL 0.220% 0.408% 0.189% 0.282% 0.285% 0.537% 

PT 0.333% 0.464% 0.272% 0.318% 0.439% 0.614% 

RO 0.053% 0.090% 0.043% 0.061% 0.069% 0.120% 

SE 0.057% 0.057% 0.057% 0.057% 0.057% 0.057% 

SI 0.826% 0.929% 0.637% 0.633% 1.075% 1.230% 

SK 0.214% 0.343% 0.186% 0.234% 0.282% 0.457% 

UK 0.117% 0.246% 0.109% 0.198% 0.131% 0.307% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 

  



Access to social protection for all forms of employment 

 
222 

Table IV - 5 Estimated costs of the introduction of the “replacement rate scenario A and A1” when the number 

of months of payment is increased from 6 to 8, or reduced from 6 to 4. Contribution rate computed as a share 

of SE labour income. Lower bound scenario 

 

Baseline;  
6 months  

with a 50% rep. rate 

4 months with a 50% 
 rep. rate 

8 months with a 50% 
 rep. rate 

 
A A1 A A1 A A1 

AT 0.105% 0.194% 0.086% 0.161% 0.113% 0.208% 

BE 0.080% 0.201% 0.066% 0.161% 0.093% 0.226% 

BG 0.151% 0.190% 0.117% 0.150% 0.165% 0.206% 

CY 0.657% 0.813% 0.538% 0.676% 0.709% 0.872% 

CZ 0.122% 0.178% 0.098% 0.139% 0.136% 0.201% 

DE 0.090% 0.177% 0.074% 0.142% 0.100% 0.199% 

DK 0.122% 0.207% 0.096% 0.171% 0.142% 0.228% 

EE 0.429% 0.800% 0.329% 0.630% 0.489% 0.907% 

EL 0.109% 0.143% 0.086% 0.114% 0.119% 0.157% 

ES 0.355% 0.473% 0.277% 0.366% 0.392% 0.526% 

FI 0.246% 0.844% 0.208% 0.670% 0.268% 0.920% 

FR 0.105% 0.181% 0.085% 0.144% 0.112% 0.200% 

HR 0.164% 0.167% 0.131% 0.135% 0.183% 0.187% 

HU 0.102% 0.203% 0.083% 0.160% 0.113% 0.230% 

IE 0.369% 0.535% 0.323% 0.477% 0.375% 0.550% 

IT 0.129% 0.195% 0.100% 0.152% 0.144% 0.216% 

LT 0.081% 0.097% 0.063% 0.076% 0.094% 0.113% 

LU 0.048% 0.174% 0.034% 0.126% 0.056% 0.211% 

LV 0.406% 0.524% 0.307% 0.404% 0.436% 0.560% 

MT 0.147% 0.264% 0.123% 0.218% 0.159% 0.281% 

NL 0.075% 0.121% 0.060% 0.101% 0.086% 0.135% 

PL 0.251% 0.385% 0.196% 0.302% 0.283% 0.431% 

PT 0.214% 0.283% 0.170% 0.228% 0.234% 0.308% 

RO 0.046% 0.070% 0.039% 0.057% 0.052% 0.081% 

SE 0.066% 0.066% 0.066% 0.066% 0.066% 0.066% 

SI 0.313% 0.348% 0.256% 0.286% 0.354% 0.390% 

SK 0.181% 0.270% 0.137% 0.208% 0.202% 0.302% 

UK 0.064% 0.133% 0.054% 0.109% 0.070% 0.150% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table IV - 6 Estimated costs of the introduction of the “replacement rate scenario A and A1” when the 

replacement rate is increased from 50 to 60%, or reduced from 50 to 40%. Contribution rate computed as a 

share of SE labour income. Lower bound scenario 

 

Baseline;  
6 months  

with a 50% rep. rate 

6 months with a 40% 
 rep. rate 

6 months with a 60% 
 rep. rate 

 
A A1 A A1 A A1 

AT 0.105% 0.194% 0.090% 0.171% 0.117% 0.213% 

BE 0.080% 0.201% 0.068% 0.170% 0.091% 0.227% 

BG 0.151% 0.190% 0.130% 0.165% 0.169% 0.210% 

CY 0.657% 0.813% 0.557% 0.687% 0.732% 0.910% 

CZ 0.122% 0.178% 0.102% 0.151% 0.140% 0.201% 

DE 0.090% 0.177% 0.076% 0.152% 0.103% 0.201% 

DK 0.122% 0.207% 0.100% 0.171% 0.140% 0.235% 

EE 0.429% 0.800% 0.379% 0.701% 0.472% 0.888% 

EL 0.109% 0.143% 0.094% 0.124% 0.121% 0.159% 

ES 0.355% 0.473% 0.302% 0.409% 0.398% 0.526% 

FI 0.246% 0.844% 0.209% 0.730% 0.279% 0.947% 

FR 0.105% 0.181% 0.092% 0.161% 0.114% 0.195% 

HR 0.164% 0.167% 0.143% 0.145% 0.178% 0.183% 

HU 0.102% 0.203% 0.090% 0.177% 0.112% 0.223% 

IE 0.369% 0.535% 0.319% 0.468% 0.409% 0.593% 

IT 0.129% 0.195% 0.116% 0.174% 0.139% 0.210% 

LT 0.081% 0.097% 0.072% 0.085% 0.089% 0.107% 

LU 0.048% 0.174% 0.040% 0.161% 0.055% 0.186% 

LV 0.406% 0.524% 0.345% 0.448% 0.453% 0.587% 

MT 0.147% 0.264% 0.129% 0.229% 0.161% 0.287% 

NL 0.075% 0.121% 0.065% 0.104% 0.084% 0.138% 

PL 0.251% 0.385% 0.225% 0.342% 0.268% 0.415% 

PT 0.214% 0.283% 0.184% 0.245% 0.241% 0.316% 

RO 0.046% 0.070% 0.044% 0.066% 0.047% 0.072% 

SE 0.066% 0.066% 0.061% 0.061% 0.069% 0.069% 

SI 0.313% 0.348% 0.260% 0.290% 0.361% 0.402% 

SK 0.181% 0.270% 0.154% 0.233% 0.198% 0.295% 

UK 0.064% 0.133% 0.059% 0.120% 0.067% 0.143% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table IV - 7 Estimated costs of the introduction of the “minimum level scenario B and B1” when the number of 

months of payment is increased from 6 to 8, or reduced from 6 to 4. Contribution rate computed as a share of 

SE labour income. Lower bound scenario 

 

Baseline;  
6 months  

equal to 30%  

of median wage 

4 months equal to 30%  
of median wage 

8 months equal to 30%  
of median wage 

 
B B1 B B1 B B1 

AT 0.101% 0.212% 0.082% 0.171% 0.110% 0.232% 

BE 0.092% 0.212% 0.074% 0.169% 0.106% 0.235% 

BG 0.121% 0.146% 0.093% 0.114% 0.135% 0.161% 

CY 0.478% 0.636% 0.392% 0.527% 0.513% 0.680% 

CZ 0.128% 0.182% 0.101% 0.141% 0.145% 0.210% 

DE 0.117% 0.242% 0.096% 0.189% 0.131% 0.271% 

DK 0.101% 0.196% 0.081% 0.156% 0.118% 0.227% 

EE 0.741% 1.409% 0.551% 1.051% 0.876% 1.657% 

EL 0.103% 0.140% 0.081% 0.111% 0.114% 0.153% 

ES 0.402% 0.510% 0.312% 0.394% 0.450% 0.571% 

FI 0.323% 1.024% 0.271% 0.806% 0.357% 1.106% 

FR 0.130% 0.198% 0.103% 0.156% 0.146% 0.226% 

HR 0.111% 0.115% 0.090% 0.093% 0.124% 0.128% 

HU 0.075% 0.153% 0.060% 0.119% 0.083% 0.174% 

IE 0.436% 0.602% 0.380% 0.529% 0.444% 0.617% 

IT 0.096% 0.141% 0.075% 0.113% 0.105% 0.156% 

LT 0.113% 0.160% 0.087% 0.122% 0.128% 0.179% 

LU 0.068% 0.173% 0.047% 0.126% 0.079% 0.203% 

LV 0.374% 0.506% 0.286% 0.395% 0.403% 0.547% 

MT 0.125% 0.253% 0.106% 0.207% 0.135% 0.274% 

NL 0.107% 0.178% 0.091% 0.155% 0.119% 0.192% 

PL 0.166% 0.309% 0.131% 0.243% 0.186% 0.345% 

PT 0.251% 0.348% 0.197% 0.276% 0.278% 0.382% 

RO 0.035% 0.061% 0.029% 0.050% 0.038% 0.067% 

SE 0.057% 0.057% 0.057% 0.057% 0.057% 0.057% 

SI 0.593% 0.668% 0.493% 0.558% 0.657% 0.736% 

SK 0.166% 0.269% 0.126% 0.204% 0.187% 0.306% 

UK 0.105% 0.221% 0.091% 0.188% 0.111% 0.234% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table IV - 8 Estimated costs of the introduction of the “minimum level scenario B and B1” when the benefit – 

from 30% of median wage – becomes equal to 20% or 40% of median wage. Contribution rate computed as a 

share of SE labour income. Lower bound scenario 

 

Baseline;  
6 months equal to 30%  

of median wage  

6 months equal to 20%  
of median wage 

6 months equal to 40%  
of median wage 

 
B B1 B B1 B B1 

AT 0.101% 0.212% 0.068% 0.141% 0.135% 0.282% 

BE 0.092% 0.212% 0.062% 0.141% 0.123% 0.282% 

BG 0.121% 0.146% 0.081% 0.098% 0.162% 0.195% 

CY 0.478% 0.636% 0.319% 0.423% 0.636% 0.847% 

CZ 0.128% 0.182% 0.085% 0.122% 0.170% 0.244% 

DE 0.117% 0.242% 0.078% 0.160% 0.156% 0.321% 

DK 0.101% 0.196% 0.068% 0.130% 0.135% 0.261% 

EE 0.741% 1.409% 0.494% 0.936% 0.988% 1.866% 

EL 0.103% 0.140% 0.069% 0.093% 0.137% 0.185% 

ES 0.402% 0.510% 0.268% 0.340% 0.537% 0.679% 

FI 0.323% 1.024% 0.216% 0.683% 0.432% 1.364% 

FR 0.130% 0.198% 0.086% 0.133% 0.173% 0.265% 

HR 0.111% 0.115% 0.074% 0.076% 0.148% 0.152% 

HU 0.075% 0.153% 0.050% 0.102% 0.099% 0.204% 

IE 0.436% 0.602% 0.291% 0.400% 0.582% 0.801% 

IT 0.096% 0.141% 0.064% 0.095% 0.127% 0.189% 

LT 0.113% 0.160% 0.075% 0.107% 0.151% 0.214% 

LU 0.068% 0.173% 0.045% 0.115% 0.091% 0.230% 

LV 0.374% 0.506% 0.249% 0.339% 0.498% 0.677% 

MT 0.125% 0.253% 0.083% 0.169% 0.166% 0.338% 

NL 0.107% 0.178% 0.072% 0.118% 0.143% 0.237% 

PL 0.166% 0.309% 0.110% 0.207% 0.220% 0.412% 

PT 0.251% 0.348% 0.167% 0.232% 0.335% 0.464% 

RO 0.035% 0.061% 0.023% 0.041% 0.046% 0.081% 

SE 0.057% 0.057% 0.038% 0.038% 0.076% 0.076% 

SI 0.593% 0.668% 0.396% 0.446% 0.791% 0.892% 

SK 0.166% 0.269% 0.110% 0.179% 0.221% 0.358% 

UK 0.105% 0.221% 0.070% 0.147% 0.140% 0.294% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Annex: Sensitivity tests on relative poverty risks of extending UB to SE under A and B scenarios and alternative assumptions on benefits 

durations and replacement rates 

Table IV - 9 % changes in the poverty headcount (based on individual earnings plus unemployment benefits) – compared to the baseline situation – under alternative scenarios 

about the introduction of new UB schemes for SE. Analyses for all workers. UB paid for at max 

 

Scenario A Scenario A1 Scenario B Scenario B1 

"All 

Lower bound" 

"SE 

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower bound" 

"SE 

Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

AT -0.14% -0.14% -0.16% -0.14% -0.10% -0.22% -0.09% -0.09% -0.10% 0.08% 0.05% 0.00% 

BE -0.07% -0.17% -0.17% -0.07% 0.00% 0.00% -0.07% -0.17% -0.17% -0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 

BG -0.21% -0.21% -0.21% -0.21% -0.21% -0.21% -0.15% -0.15% -0.22% -0.15% -0.15% -0.22% 

CY -0.57% -0.50% -0.50% -0.46% -0.45% -0.56% -0.40% -0.34% -0.28% -0.42% -0.35% -0.27% 

CZ 0.98% -0.27% 1.16% 0.94% -0.35% 0.90% 0.97% -0.28% -0.28% -0.14% -0.14% -0.14% 

DE 0.47% 0.02% 0.02% 0.45% 0.00% -0.02% 0.00% 0.02% 0.02% -0.01% -0.02% -0.04% 

DK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 0.09% 0.09% -0.03% -0.03% -0.03% 0.07% 0.07% 0.15% 

EE 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.02% 0.02% 0.12% 0.10% 0.10% 

EL -0.06% -0.03% -0.03% -0.01% -0.08% -0.08% 0.04% -0.03% -0.03% -0.06% -0.03% -0.03% 

ES -0.12% -0.12% -0.11% -0.14% -0.13% -0.13% 0.01% 0.00% -0.06% 0.01% -0.03% -0.15% 

FI -0.20% -0.21% -0.21% -0.34% -0.53% -0.42% -0.22% -0.20% -0.26% -0.21% -0.55% -0.55% 

FR -0.02% -0.02% -0.02% -0.15% -0.15% -0.15% -0.01% -0.01% -0.01% -0.09% -0.09% -0.09% 

HR -0.05% -0.05% -0.05% -0.05% -0.05% -0.05% 0.00% 0.00% -0.05% 0.00% 0.00% -0.05% 

HU 0.00% 0.02% 0.02% 0.00% 0.02% 0.02% 0.01% 0.01% 0.03% 0.01% 0.03% -0.13% 

IE 0.33% 0.33% 0.38% 0.33% 0.38% 0.44% 0.03% 0.03% 0.09% 0.07% 0.13% 0.14% 

IT -0.24% -0.23% -0.22% -0.27% -0.24% -0.25% -0.18% -0.17% -0.23% -0.22% -0.22% -0.23% 

LT 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 

LU 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

LV 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.07% -0.07% -0.07% 0.03% 0.03% 0.03% -0.04% -0.04% -0.04% 

MT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.04% -0.04% -0.04% -0.01% -0.01% -0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 

NL -0.02% -0.02% -0.02% -0.02% -0.02% -0.10% 0.03% -0.05% -0.05% 0.03% -0.05% -0.01% 

PL -0.28% -0.21% -0.35% -0.37% -0.37% -0.48% -0.15% -0.09% -0.21% -0.08% 0.02% -0.18% 

PT -0.15% -0.15% -0.42% -0.21% -0.21% -0.60% 0.38% 0.38% 0.24% 0.67% 0.67% 0.42% 

RO 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

SE 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

SI -0.06% -0.02% -0.03% -0.06% -0.02% -0.03% -0.11% -0.06% -0.17% -0.09% -0.06% -0.17% 

SK -0.42% -0.42% -0.34% -0.50% -0.43% -0.43% -0.31% -0.31% -0.23% -0.15% -0.07% -0.07% 

UK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.10% -0.08% -0.08% 0.09% 0.11% 0.11% 0.14% 0.16% 0.16% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015   
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Table IV - 10 % changes in the poverty headcount (based on individual earnings plus unemployment benefits) – compared to the baseline situation – under alternative 

scenarios about the introduction of new UB schemes for SE. Analyses within the group of self-employed. 

 

Scenario A Scenario A1 Scenario B Scenario B1 

"All  

Lower bound" 

"SE  

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All  

Lower  

bound" 

"SE  

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All  

Lower  

bound" 

"SE  

Lower bound" 

"SE  

Upper 

bound" 

"All  

Lower 

 bound" 

"SE  

Lower  

bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

AT -2.00% -2.00% -2.15% -2.00% -1.43% -3.06% -1.25% -1.25% -1.40% 1.46% 2.02% 1.31% 

BE -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.02% -0.02% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.02% -0.02% 

BG -3.18% -3.18% -3.18% -3.18% -3.18% -3.18% -2.34% -2.34% -3.45% -2.34% -2.34% -3.45% 

CY -12.79% -11.86% -11.86% -12.66% -12.41% -12.66% -9.70% -8.77% -8.77% -8.62% -7.69% -7.69% 

CZ -1.74% -1.74% -1.74% -2.24% -2.24% -2.24% -1.82% -1.82% -1.82% -0.89% -0.89% -0.89% 

DE 0.41% 0.41% 0.41% -0.03% -0.03% -0.41% 0.00% 0.41% 0.41% -0.25% 0.16% -0.22% 

DK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.60% -0.60% -0.60% 1.70% 1.70% 1.70% 

EE 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.17% 0.17% 0.17% 1.33% 1.33% 1.33% 

EL -0.16% -0.08% -0.08% -0.29% -0.21% -0.22% -0.16% -0.08% -0.08% -0.16% -0.08% -0.09% 

ES -1.19% -1.19% -1.24% -1.38% -1.38% -1.43% 0.27% 0.27% -0.37% 0.39% 0.39% -0.94% 

FI -2.32% -2.12% -2.12% -4.10% -3.63% -2.93% -2.14% -1.94% -2.59% -2.09% -1.62% -2.58% 

FR -0.21% -0.21% -0.21% -1.54% -1.54% -1.54% -0.07% -0.07% -0.07% -0.93% -0.93% -0.93% 

HR -0.57% -0.57% -0.57% -0.57% -0.57% -0.57% 0.00% 0.00% -0.57% 0.00% 0.00% -0.57% 

HU 0.00% 0.30% 0.30% 0.00% 0.30% 0.30% 0.13% 0.13% 0.43% 0.13% 0.43% -1.89% 

IE -0.18% -0.18% 0.36% -0.18% 0.36% 0.64% -0.69% -0.69% -0.15% -0.27% 0.27% -0.06% 

IT -1.32% -1.21% -1.28% -1.49% -1.39% -1.45% -1.03% -0.93% -1.16% -1.21% -1.10% -1.34% 

LT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

LU 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

LV 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.63% -0.63% -0.63% 0.25% 0.25% 0.25% -0.38% -0.38% -0.38% 

MT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.67% -0.67% -0.67% -0.01% -0.01% -0.01% 0.50% 0.50% 0.50% 

NL -0.17% -0.17% -0.17% -0.17% -0.17% -0.17% 0.27% 0.27% 0.27% 0.27% 0.27% 0.64% 

PL -1.65% -1.26% -1.89% -2.22% -2.14% -2.73% -0.90% -0.53% -1.16% -0.60% -0.07% -1.10% 

PT -1.36% -1.36% -3.83% -1.96% -1.96% -5.48% 2.95% 2.95% 1.66% 5.20% 5.20% 2.92% 

RO 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

SE 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

SI -0.34% -0.10% -0.18% -0.34% -0.10% -0.18% -0.74% -0.44% -1.11% -0.62% -0.44% -1.11% 

SK -2.65% -2.65% -2.17% -3.18% -2.70% -2.70% -1.98% -1.98% -1.50% -1.04% -0.57% -0.57% 

UK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.67% -0.53% -0.53% 0.48% 0.63% 0.63% 0.66% 0.80% 0.80% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015   
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Table IV - 11 % changes in the poverty headcount (based on individual earnings plus unemployment benefits) – compared to the baseline situation – under alternative 

scenarios about the introduction of new UB schemes for SE. Analyses for all workers. UB paid for at max 

 

Scenario A Scenario A1 Scenario B Scenario B1 

"All 

Lower bound" 

"SE 

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower bound" 

"SE 

Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

AT -0.09% -0.09% -0.09% -0.09% -0.05% -0.05% -0.09% -0.09% -0.14% 0.15% 0.07% 0.02% 

BE -0.07% -0.17% -0.17% -0.07% -0.07% -0.07% -0.07% -0.17% -0.17% -0.07% -0.07% -0.07% 

BG -0.08% -0.08% -0.08% -0.08% -0.08% -0.08% -0.08% -0.08% -0.08% -0.08% -0.08% -0.08% 

CY -0.33% -0.26% -0.26% -0.19% -0.17% -0.19% -0.43% -0.36% -0.36% -0.57% -0.50% -0.50% 

CZ 1.17% -0.08% -0.08% 1.09% -0.16% -0.16% 1.36% 0.11% 0.11% 0.25% 0.25% 0.25% 

DE 0.00% 0.02% 0.02% -0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.02% -0.01% -0.02% -0.02% 

DK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 0.03% -0.03% -0.03% -0.03% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 

EE 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.02% 0.02% 0.12% 0.12% 0.12% 

EL 0.04% -0.03% -0.03% 0.03% -0.03% -0.03% -0.06% -0.03% -0.03% 0.03% -0.03% -0.03% 

ES -0.05% -0.05% -0.06% -0.05% -0.05% -0.06% 0.03% 0.04% 0.02% 0.05% 0.02% 0.01% 

FI -0.20% -0.21% -0.21% -0.25% -0.25% -0.39% -0.19% -0.20% -0.20% -0.20% -0.47% -0.56% 

FR -0.02% -0.02% -0.02% -0.15% -0.15% -0.15% -0.01% -0.01% -0.01% -0.09% -0.09% -0.09% 

HR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

HU 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.02% 0.02% 0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 0.03% 0.03% 

IE 0.17% 0.22% 0.22% 0.33% 0.38% 0.38% 0.03% 0.03% 0.03% 0.07% 0.07% 0.13% 

IT -0.19% -0.18% -0.20% -0.22% -0.22% -0.21% -0.05% -0.04% -0.06% -0.08% -0.08% -0.09% 

LT 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

LU 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

LV 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.07% -0.07% -0.07% 0.03% 0.03% 0.03% -0.04% 0.03% 0.03% 

MT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 0.04% 0.04% 0.10% 0.10% 0.10% 

NL -0.02% -0.02% -0.02% -0.02% -0.02% -0.02% -0.05% -0.05% -0.05% 0.03% -0.05% -0.05% 

PL -0.21% -0.15% -0.15% -0.36% -0.30% -0.30% -0.10% -0.10% -0.10% 0.02% 0.12% 0.12% 

PT -0.15% -0.15% -0.15% -0.21% -0.21% -0.22% 0.38% 0.38% 0.37% 0.67% 0.67% 0.67% 

RO 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

SE 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

SI 0.00% 0.04% 0.04% 0.00% 0.04% 0.04% 0.00% 0.04% 0.04% 0.00% 0.04% 0.05% 

SK -0.42% -0.42% -0.42% -0.50% -0.50% -0.43% -0.21% -0.18% -0.18% -0.05% -0.02% 0.05% 

UK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.10% -0.08% -0.08% 0.09% 0.09% 0.09% 0.21% 0.23% 0.23% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015   
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Table IV - 12 % changes in the poverty headcount (based on individual earnings plus unemployment benefits) – compared to the baseline situation – under alternative 

scenarios about the introduction of new UB schemes for SE. Analyses within the group of self-employed. 

 

Scenario A Scenario A1 Scenario B Scenario B1 

"All  

Lower bound" 

"SE  

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All  

Lower  

bound" 

"SE  

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All  

Lower  

bound" 

"SE  

Lower bound" 

"SE  

Upper 

bound" 

"All  

Lower 

 bound" 

"SE  

Lower  

bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

AT -1.25% -1.25% -1.25% -1.25% -0.68% -0.68% -1.25% -1.25% -1.97% 2.36% 2.36% 1.65% 

BE -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% 

BG -1.17% -1.17% -1.17% -1.17% -1.17% -1.17% -1.17% -1.17% -1.17% -1.17% -1.17% -1.17% 

CY -9.49% -8.56% -8.56% -8.81% -8.56% -8.81% -8.88% -7.94% -7.94% -7.79% -6.87% -6.87% 

CZ -0.55% -0.55% -0.55% -1.05% -1.05% -1.05% 0.67% 0.67% 0.67% 1.59% 1.59% 1.59% 

DE 0.00% 0.41% 0.41% -0.44% -0.03% -0.03% 0.00% 0.41% 0.41% -0.25% 0.16% 0.16% 

DK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.60% -0.60% -0.60% 1.70% 1.70% 1.70% 

EE 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.17% 0.17% 0.17% 1.33% 1.33% 1.33% 

EL -0.16% -0.08% -0.08% -0.16% -0.08% -0.08% -0.16% -0.08% -0.08% -0.16% -0.08% -0.08% 

ES -0.53% -0.53% -0.58% -0.53% -0.53% -0.58% 0.49% 0.49% 0.44% 0.62% 0.62% 0.56% 

FI -2.29% -2.08% -2.08% -3.01% -2.54% -2.60% -2.14% -1.94% -1.94% -1.99% -1.52% -1.69% 

FR -0.21% -0.21% -0.21% -1.54% -1.54% -1.54% -0.07% -0.07% -0.07% -0.93% -0.93% -0.93% 

HR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

HU 0.00% 0.00% 0.30% 0.00% 0.30% 0.30% 0.13% 0.13% 0.13% 0.13% 0.43% 0.43% 

IE -0.18% -0.18% -0.18% -0.18% 0.36% 0.36% -0.69% -0.69% -0.69% -0.27% -0.27% 0.27% 

IT -1.08% -0.97% -1.04% -1.25% -1.15% -1.21% -0.28% -0.17% -0.24% -0.44% -0.33% -0.40% 

LT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

LU 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

LV 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.63% -0.63% -0.63% 0.25% 0.25% 0.25% -0.38% 0.25% 0.25% 

MT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.84% 0.84% 0.84% 2.02% 2.02% 2.02% 

NL -0.17% -0.17% -0.17% -0.17% -0.17% -0.17% 0.27% 0.27% 0.27% 0.27% 0.27% 0.27% 

PL -1.19% -0.82% -0.82% -2.07% -1.62% -1.62% -0.63% -0.57% -0.57% -0.02% 0.51% 0.51% 

PT -1.36% -1.36% -1.40% -1.96% -1.96% -2.01% 2.95% 2.95% 2.90% 5.20% 5.20% 5.16% 

RO 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

SE 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

SI 0.00% 0.24% 0.24% 0.00% 0.24% 0.24% -0.07% 0.16% 0.16% -0.07% 0.16% 0.22% 

SK -2.65% -2.65% -2.65% -3.18% -3.18% -2.70% -1.34% -1.18% -1.18% -0.41% -0.25% 0.23% 

UK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.67% -0.53% -0.53% 0.48% 0.48% 0.48% 1.10% 1.24% 1.24% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015   
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Table IV - 13 % changes in the poverty headcount (based on individual earnings plus unemployment benefits) – compared to the baseline situation – under alternative 

scenarios about the introduction of new UB schemes for SE. Analyses for all workers. Low replacement rate scenario 

 

Scenario A Scenario A1 Scenario B Scenario B1 

"All 

Lower bound" 

"SE 

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower bound" 

"SE 

Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

AT -0.09% -0.09% -0.14% -0.09% -0.05% -0.10% -0.09% -0.09% -0.14% 0.15% 0.07% 0.02% 

BE -0.07% -0.17% -0.17% -0.07% -0.07% 0.00% -0.07% -0.07% -0.17% -0.07% -0.17% -0.07% 

BG -0.15% -0.15% -0.15% -0.15% -0.15% -0.15% -0.08% -0.08% -0.08% -0.08% -0.08% -0.08% 

CY -0.36% -0.29% -0.36% -0.36% -0.29% -0.38% -0.21% 0.01% -0.21% -0.33% -0.11% -0.34% 

CZ 1.17% -0.08% -0.08% 1.13% -0.16% -0.16% 1.36% 0.11% 0.11% 0.25% 0.25% 0.25% 

DE 0.00% 0.02% 0.02% -0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.02% -0.01% -0.02% -0.02% 

DK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 0.03% -0.03% -0.03% -0.03% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 

EE 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.02% 0.02% 0.12% 0.12% 0.12% 

EL -0.06% -0.03% -0.03% -0.11% -0.08% -0.08% -0.06% -0.03% -0.03% -0.06% -0.03% -0.03% 

ES -0.08% -0.07% -0.08% -0.08% -0.07% -0.08% 0.04% 0.04% 0.02% 0.05% 0.04% 0.02% 

FI -0.20% -0.21% -0.21% -0.25% -0.25% -0.44% -0.15% -0.16% -0.20% -0.17% -0.32% -0.56% 

FR -0.02% -0.02% -0.02% -0.15% -0.15% -0.15% -0.01% -0.01% -0.01% -0.09% -0.09% -0.09% 

HR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

HU 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.02% 0.02% 0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 0.03% 0.03% 

IE 0.33% 0.33% 0.38% 0.33% 0.38% 0.44% 0.05% 0.05% 0.03% 0.10% 0.10% 0.07% 

IT -0.22% -0.22% -0.23% -0.25% -0.22% -0.24% -0.05% -0.04% -0.05% -0.08% -0.08% -0.09% 

LT 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

LU 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

LV 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.07% -0.07% -0.07% 0.03% 0.03% 0.03% 0.03% 0.03% 0.03% 

MT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.04% -0.04% -0.04% 0.04% 0.04% 0.04% 0.10% 0.10% 0.10% 

NL -0.02% -0.02% -0.02% -0.02% -0.02% -0.10% -0.05% -0.05% -0.05% 0.03% -0.05% -0.05% 

PL -0.25% -0.18% -0.18% -0.34% -0.34% -0.35% -0.14% -0.11% -0.11% 0.02% 0.07% 0.12% 

PT -0.15% -0.15% -0.15% -0.21% -0.21% -0.22% 0.38% 0.38% 0.37% 0.67% 0.67% 0.67% 

RO 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

SE 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

SI 0.00% 0.04% 0.04% 0.00% 0.04% 0.04% 0.00% 0.04% 0.04% 0.00% 0.04% 0.05% 

SK -0.42% -0.42% -0.42% -0.50% -0.43% -0.43% -0.21% -0.18% -0.18% -0.05% -0.02% 0.05% 

UK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.10% -0.08% -0.08% 0.09% 0.09% 0.09% 0.24% 0.27% 0.23% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015   
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Table IV - 14 % changes in the poverty headcount (based on individual earnings plus unemployment benefits) – compared to the baseline situation – under alternative 

scenarios about the introduction of new UB schemes for SE. Analyses within the group of self-employed. Low replacement rate scenario 

 

Scenario A Scenario A1 Scenario B Scenario B1 

"All  

Lower bound" 

"SE  

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All  

Lower  

bound" 

"SE  

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All  

Lower  

bound" 

"SE  

Lower bound" 

"SE  

Upper 

bound" 

"All  

Lower 

 bound" 

"SE  

Lower  

bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

AT -1.25% -1.25% -1.97% -1.25% -0.68% -1.40% -1.25% -1.25% -1.97% 2.36% 2.36% 1.65% 

BE -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.02% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% 

BG -2.34% -2.34% -2.34% -2.34% -2.34% -2.34% -1.17% -1.17% -1.17% -1.17% -1.17% -1.17% 

CY -9.91% -8.98% -9.98% -9.91% -8.98% -10.23% -5.87% -2.75% -5.76% -4.55% -1.44% -4.69% 

CZ -0.55% -0.55% -0.55% -1.05% -1.05% -1.05% 0.67% 0.67% 0.67% 1.59% 1.59% 1.59% 

DE 0.00% 0.41% 0.41% -0.44% -0.03% -0.03% 0.00% 0.41% 0.41% -0.25% 0.16% 0.16% 

DK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.60% -0.60% -0.60% 1.70% 1.70% 1.70% 

EE 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.17% 0.17% 0.17% 1.33% 1.33% 1.33% 

EL -0.16% -0.08% -0.08% -0.29% -0.21% -0.21% -0.16% -0.08% -0.08% -0.16% -0.08% -0.08% 

ES -0.75% -0.75% -0.81% -0.75% -0.75% -0.81% 0.53% 0.53% 0.47% 0.65% 0.65% 0.60% 

FI -2.29% -2.08% -2.08% -3.01% -2.54% -2.60% -1.74% -1.54% -1.94% -1.59% -1.12% -1.69% 

FR -0.21% -0.21% -0.21% -1.54% -1.54% -1.54% -0.07% -0.07% -0.07% -0.93% -0.93% -0.93% 

HR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

HU 0.00% 0.00% 0.30% 0.00% 0.30% 0.30% 0.13% 0.13% 0.13% 0.13% 0.43% 0.43% 

IE -0.18% -0.18% 0.36% -0.18% 0.36% 0.64% -0.47% -0.47% -0.69% -0.05% -0.05% -0.27% 

IT -1.23% -1.12% -1.19% -1.41% -1.30% -1.37% -0.28% -0.17% -0.24% -0.44% -0.33% -0.40% 

LT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

LU 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

LV 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.63% -0.63% -0.63% 0.25% 0.25% 0.25% 0.25% 0.25% 0.25% 

MT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.67% -0.67% -0.67% 0.84% 0.84% 0.84% 2.02% 2.02% 2.02% 

NL -0.17% -0.17% -0.17% -0.17% -0.17% -0.17% 0.27% 0.27% 0.27% 0.27% 0.27% 0.27% 

PL -1.47% -1.02% -1.02% -1.97% -1.90% -1.90% -0.79% -0.63% -0.63% -0.02% 0.20% 0.51% 

PT -1.36% -1.36% -1.40% -1.96% -1.96% -2.01% 2.95% 2.95% 2.90% 5.20% 5.20% 5.16% 

RO 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

SE 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

SI 0.00% 0.24% 0.24% 0.00% 0.24% 0.24% -0.07% 0.16% 0.16% -0.07% 0.16% 0.22% 

SK -2.65% -2.65% -2.65% -3.18% -2.70% -2.70% -1.34% -1.18% -1.18% -0.41% -0.25% 0.23% 

UK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.67% -0.53% -0.53% 0.48% 0.48% 0.48% 1.32% 1.47% 1.24% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015   
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Table IV - 15 % changes in the poverty headcount (based on individual earnings plus unemployment benefits) – compared to the baseline situation – under alternative 

scenarios about the introduction of new UB schemes for SE. Analyses for all workers. High replacement rate scenario 

 

Scenario A Scenario A1 Scenario B Scenario B1 

"All 

Lower bound" 

"SE 

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower bound" 

"SE 

Upper 

bound" 

"All 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE 

Lower 

bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

AT -0.14% -0.14% -0.20% -0.14% -0.10% -0.22% -0.09% -0.09% -0.10% 0.08% 0.05% 0.00% 

BE -0.07% -0.17% -0.17% -0.07% 0.00% 0.00% -0.07% -0.17% -0.17% -0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 

BG -0.15% -0.15% -0.15% -0.15% -0.15% -0.15% -0.15% -0.15% -0.22% -0.15% -0.15% -0.22% 

CY -0.41% -0.41% -0.41% -0.43% -0.43% -0.43% -0.42% -0.36% -0.36% -0.41% -0.35% -0.35% 

CZ 0.98% -0.27% -0.27% 0.94% -0.35% -0.35% 0.92% -0.37% -0.37% -0.23% -0.23% -0.23% 

DE 0.00% 0.02% 0.02% -0.02% 0.00% -0.02% 0.00% 0.02% 0.02% -0.01% -0.02% -0.04% 

DK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 0.09% 0.09% -0.03% -0.03% -0.03% 0.11% 0.15% 0.15% 

EE 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.02% 0.02% 0.12% 0.10% 0.10% 

EL 0.04% -0.03% -0.03% -0.01% -0.08% -0.08% -0.06% -0.03% -0.03% 0.03% -0.03% -0.03% 

ES -0.12% -0.12% -0.11% -0.14% -0.13% -0.13% -0.05% -0.05% -0.06% -0.13% -0.15% -0.21% 

FI -0.20% -0.21% -0.21% -0.34% -0.53% -0.42% -0.26% -0.24% -0.32% -0.35% -0.62% -0.60% 

FR -0.02% -0.02% -0.02% -0.15% -0.15% -0.15% -0.01% -0.01% -0.01% -0.09% -0.09% -0.09% 

HR -0.05% -0.05% -0.05% -0.05% -0.05% -0.05% -0.05% -0.05% -0.05% -0.05% -0.05% -0.05% 

HU 0.00% 0.02% 0.02% 0.00% 0.02% 0.02% 0.01% 0.01% 0.03% 0.01% 0.03% -0.13% 

IE 0.33% 0.38% 0.38% 0.33% 0.44% 0.44% 0.03% 0.09% 0.14% 0.07% 0.18% 0.29% 

IT -0.24% -0.24% -0.23% -0.29% -0.26% -0.28% -0.21% -0.21% -0.23% -0.26% -0.23% -0.26% 

LT 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07% 

LU 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

LV 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.07% -0.07% -0.07% 0.03% 0.03% 0.03% -0.04% -0.04% -0.04% 

MT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.04% -0.04% -0.04% -0.01% -0.01% -0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 

NL -0.02% -0.02% -0.02% -0.02% -0.10% -0.10% 0.03% -0.05% -0.05% 0.03% -0.05% -0.01% 

PL -0.29% -0.22% -0.35% -0.39% -0.40% -0.53% -0.15% -0.09% -0.21% -0.08% 0.03% -0.18% 

PT -0.15% -0.15% -0.29% -0.33% -0.33% -0.47% 0.37% 0.37% 0.24% 0.55% 0.55% 0.42% 

RO 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

SE 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

SI -0.06% -0.02% -0.04% -0.06% -0.02% -0.03% -0.11% -0.04% -0.17% -0.11% -0.04% -0.16% 

SK -0.42% -0.42% -0.34% -0.50% -0.43% -0.43% -0.31% -0.23% -0.23% -0.15% -0.07% -0.07% 

UK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.10% -0.08% -0.08% 0.09% 0.11% 0.11% 0.14% 0.16% 0.16% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015   
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Table IV - 16 % changes in the poverty headcount (based on individual earnings plus unemployment benefits) – compared to the baseline situation – under alternative 

scenarios about the introduction of new UB schemes for SE. Analyses within the group of self-employed. High replacement rate scenario 

 

Scenario A Scenario A1 Scenario B Scenario B1 

"All  

Lower bound" 

"SE  

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All  

Lower  

bound" 

"SE  

Lower bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

"All  

Lower  

bound" 

"SE  

Lower bound" 

"SE  

Upper 

bound" 

"All  

Lower 

 bound" 

"SE  

Lower  

bound" 

"SE Upper 

bound" 

AT -2.00% -2.00% -2.72% -2.00% -1.43% -3.06% -1.25% -1.25% -1.40% 1.46% 2.02% 1.31% 

BE -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.02% -0.02% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.72% -0.02% -0.02% 

BG -2.34% -2.34% -2.34% -2.34% -2.34% -2.34% -2.34% -2.34% -3.45% -2.34% -2.34% -3.45% 

CY -11.89% -11.89% -11.89% -12.14% -12.14% -12.14% -10.78% -9.85% -9.85% -9.69% -8.76% -8.76% 

CZ -1.74% -1.74% -1.74% -2.24% -2.24% -2.24% -2.40% -2.40% -2.40% -1.47% -1.47% -1.47% 

DE 0.00% 0.41% 0.41% -0.44% -0.03% -0.41% 0.00% 0.41% 0.41% -0.25% 0.16% -0.22% 

DK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.60% -0.60% -0.60% 1.70% 1.70% 1.70% 

EE 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.17% 0.17% 0.17% 1.33% 1.33% 1.33% 

EL -0.16% -0.08% -0.08% -0.29% -0.21% -0.21% -0.16% -0.08% -0.08% -0.16% -0.08% -0.09% 

ES -1.19% -1.19% -1.24% -1.38% -1.38% -1.43% -0.16% -0.16% -0.37% -0.86% -0.86% -1.57% 

FI -2.32% -2.12% -2.12% -4.10% -3.63% -2.93% -2.59% -2.39% -3.05% -3.65% -2.31% -3.10% 

FR -0.21% -0.21% -0.21% -1.54% -1.54% -1.54% -0.07% -0.07% -0.07% -0.93% -0.93% -0.93% 

HR -0.57% -0.57% -0.57% -0.57% -0.57% -0.57% -0.57% -0.57% -0.57% -0.57% -0.57% -0.57% 

HU 0.00% 0.30% 0.30% 0.00% 0.30% 0.30% 0.13% 0.13% 0.43% 0.13% 0.43% -1.89% 

IE -0.18% 0.36% 0.36% -0.18% 0.64% 0.64% -0.69% -0.15% -0.15% -0.27% 0.27% 0.22% 

IT -1.36% -1.26% -1.32% -1.63% -1.53% -1.59% -1.17% -1.06% -1.21% -1.43% -1.33% -1.48% 

LT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

LU 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

LV 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.63% -0.63% -0.63% 0.25% 0.25% 0.25% -0.38% -0.38% -0.38% 

MT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.67% -0.67% -0.67% -0.01% -0.01% -0.01% 0.50% 0.50% 0.50% 

NL -0.17% -0.17% -0.17% -0.17% -0.17% -0.17% 0.27% 0.27% 0.27% 0.27% 0.27% 0.64% 

PL -1.71% -1.26% -1.89% -2.22% -2.14% -2.84% -0.90% -0.53% -1.16% -0.60% 0.01% -1.10% 

PT -1.36% -1.36% -2.66% -3.00% -3.00% -4.30% 2.90% 2.90% 1.66% 4.15% 4.15% 2.92% 

RO 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

SE 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

SI -0.34% -0.10% -0.24% -0.34% -0.10% -0.18% -0.74% -0.31% -1.11% -0.74% -0.31% -1.04% 

SK -2.65% -2.65% -2.17% -3.18% -2.70% -2.70% -1.98% -1.50% -1.50% -1.04% -0.57% -0.57% 

UK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.67% -0.53% -0.53% 0.48% 0.63% 0.63% 0.66% 0.80% 0.80% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2015  
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Annex: Fiscal costs of the various scenarios on the introduction of a UB scheme for SE, expressed as a 

ratio of GDP (average values over the 2008-2014 period) 

 

Table IV - 17 Estimated costs of the introduction of the an UB scheme for SE under the various scenarios, as a ratio of GDP. Lower 

bound scenario 

 
A  A1  B  B1 

AT 0.006% 0.010% 0.005% 0.011% 

BE 0.003% 0.007% 0.003% 0.007% 

BG 0.006% 0.007% 0.005% 0.005% 

CY 0.034% 0.042% 0.025% 0.033% 

CZ 0.007% 0.010% 0.008% 0.011% 

DE 0.002% 0.004% 0.003% 0.006% 

DK 0.003% 0.005% 0.002% 0.004% 

EE 0.003% 0.006% 0.006% 0.011% 

EL 0.012% 0.015% 0.011% 0.015% 

ES 0.013% 0.017% 0.014% 0.018% 

FI 0.004% 0.013% 0.005% 0.015% 

FR 0.004% 0.006% 0.005% 0.007% 

HR 0.007% 0.007% 0.005% 0.005% 

HU 0.004% 0.007% 0.003% 0.005% 

IE 0.014% 0.021% 0.017% 0.023% 

IT 0.014% 0.021% 0.011% 0.016% 

LT 0.003% 0.003% 0.004% 0.006% 

LU 0.001% 0.003% 0.001% 0.003% 

LV 0.006% 0.008% 0.006% 0.008% 

MT 0.008% 0.015% 0.007% 0.014% 

NL 0.002% 0.003% 0.003% 0.004% 

PL 0.012% 0.019% 0.008% 0.015% 

PT 0.008% 0.011% 0.010% 0.014% 

RO 0.001% 0.002% 0.001% 0.001% 

SE 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

SI 0.009% 0.010% 0.017% 0.019% 

SK 0.007% 0.010% 0.006% 0.010% 

UK 0.003% 0.007% 0.005% 0.011% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table IV - 18 Estimated costs of the introduction of the an UB scheme for SE under the various scenarios, as a ratio of GDP. Upper 

bound scenario 

 
A  A1  B  B1 

AT 0.007% 0.013% 0.007% 0.015% 

BE 0.004% 0.009% 0.005% 0.010% 

BG 0.007% 0.009% 0.006% 0.007% 

CY 0.041% 0.051% 0.030% 0.040% 

CZ 0.011% 0.015% 0.011% 0.015% 

DE 0.003% 0.006% 0.004% 0.008% 

DK 0.003% 0.006% 0.003% 0.005% 

EE 0.004% 0.007% 0.007% 0.013% 

EL 0.015% 0.020% 0.014% 0.019% 

ES 0.017% 0.021% 0.018% 0.023% 

FI 0.006% 0.018% 0.007% 0.024% 

FR 0.005% 0.008% 0.006% 0.009% 

HR 0.010% 0.011% 0.007% 0.007% 

HU 0.005% 0.009% 0.004% 0.007% 

IE 0.019% 0.027% 0.021% 0.030% 

IT 0.017% 0.026% 0.013% 0.020% 

LT 0.004% 0.004% 0.005% 0.007% 

LU 0.001% 0.003% 0.001% 0.004% 

LV 0.008% 0.010% 0.007% 0.010% 

MT 0.011% 0.018% 0.010% 0.018% 

NL 0.002% 0.004% 0.004% 0.006% 

PL 0.016% 0.024% 0.011% 0.020% 

PT 0.011% 0.014% 0.013% 0.018% 

RO 0.001% 0.002% 0.001% 0.002% 

SE 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

SI 0.012% 0.014% 0.024% 0.027% 

SK 0.009% 0.013% 0.008% 0.013% 

UK 0.003% 0.007% 0.006% 0.012% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Annex: Sensitivity tests of fiscal costs of the various scenarios on the introduction of a 

UB scheme for SE, expressed as a ratio of GDP (average values over the 2008-2014 

period) 

 

Table IV - 19 Estimated costs of the introduction of the an UB scheme for SE under the various scenarios, as a 

ratio of GDP. UB paid for at maximum 4 months Lower. bound scenario 

 
A  A1  B  B1 

AT 0.005% 0.009% 0.004% 0.009% 

BE 0.002% 0.006% 0.003% 0.006% 

BG 0.004% 0.006% 0.003% 0.004% 

CY 0.028% 0.035% 0.020% 0.027% 

CZ 0.006% 0.008% 0.006% 0.008% 

DE 0.002% 0.004% 0.002% 0.005% 

DK 0.002% 0.004% 0.002% 0.003% 

EE 0.002% 0.005% 0.004% 0.008% 

EL 0.009% 0.012% 0.009% 0.012% 

ES 0.010% 0.013% 0.011% 0.014% 

FI 0.003% 0.010% 0.004% 0.012% 

FR 0.003% 0.005% 0.004% 0.006% 

HR 0.006% 0.006% 0.004% 0.004% 

HU 0.003% 0.006% 0.002% 0.004% 

IE 0.012% 0.018% 0.015% 0.020% 

IT 0.011% 0.017% 0.008% 0.012% 

LT 0.002% 0.003% 0.003% 0.004% 

LU 0.001% 0.002% 0.001% 0.002% 

LV 0.005% 0.006% 0.004% 0.006% 

MT 0.007% 0.012% 0.006% 0.011% 

NL 0.001% 0.002% 0.002% 0.004% 

PL 0.010% 0.015% 0.006% 0.012% 

PT 0.007% 0.009% 0.008% 0.011% 

RO 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 

SE 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

SI 0.007% 0.008% 0.014% 0.016% 

SK 0.005% 0.008% 0.005% 0.008% 

UK 0.003% 0.005% 0.005% 0.009% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections  
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Table IV - 20 Estimated costs of the introduction of the an UB scheme for SE under the various scenarios, as a 

ratio of GDP. UB paid for at maximum 4 months. Upper bound scenario 

 
A  A1  B  B1 

AT 0.005% 0.010% 0.005% 0.011% 

BE 0.003% 0.007% 0.003% 0.007% 

BG 0.005% 0.006% 0.004% 0.005% 

CY 0.030% 0.038% 0.022% 0.030% 

CZ 0.007% 0.010% 0.008% 0.010% 

DE 0.002% 0.004% 0.003% 0.005% 

DK 0.002% 0.004% 0.002% 0.004% 

EE 0.003% 0.005% 0.005% 0.009% 

EL 0.010% 0.014% 0.010% 0.014% 

ES 0.011% 0.015% 0.013% 0.016% 

FI 0.004% 0.013% 0.005% 0.016% 

FR 0.003% 0.006% 0.004% 0.006% 

HR 0.007% 0.007% 0.005% 0.005% 

HU 0.004% 0.006% 0.003% 0.005% 

IE 0.014% 0.021% 0.016% 0.023% 

IT 0.012% 0.018% 0.009% 0.014% 

LT 0.002% 0.003% 0.003% 0.005% 

LU 0.001% 0.002% 0.001% 0.002% 

LV 0.005% 0.007% 0.005% 0.007% 

MT 0.008% 0.013% 0.007% 0.013% 

NL 0.002% 0.003% 0.003% 0.004% 

PL 0.011% 0.017% 0.008% 0.014% 

PT 0.008% 0.010% 0.009% 0.012% 

RO 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 

SE 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

SI 0.008% 0.009% 0.016% 0.018% 

SK 0.006% 0.009% 0.005% 0.009% 

UK 0.003% 0.006% 0.005% 0.010% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table IV - 21 Estimated costs of the introduction of the an UB scheme for SE under the various scenarios, as a 

ratio of GDP. UB paid for at maximum 8 months Lower. bound scenario 

 
A A1 B B1 

AT 0.006% 0.011% 0.006% 0.012% 

BE 0.003% 0.008% 0.004% 0.008% 

BG 0.006% 0.008% 0.005% 0.006% 

CY 0.036% 0.045% 0.026% 0.035% 

CZ 0.008% 0.012% 0.009% 0.012% 

DE 0.003% 0.005% 0.003% 0.007% 

DK 0.003% 0.005% 0.003% 0.005% 

EE 0.004% 0.007% 0.007% 0.012% 

EL 0.013% 0.017% 0.012% 0.016% 

ES 0.014% 0.019% 0.016% 0.020% 

FI 0.004% 0.014% 0.005% 0.017% 

FR 0.004% 0.007% 0.005% 0.008% 

HR 0.008% 0.008% 0.005% 0.006% 

HU 0.004% 0.008% 0.003% 0.006% 

IE 0.014% 0.021% 0.017% 0.024% 

IT 0.016% 0.024% 0.012% 0.017% 

LT 0.003% 0.004% 0.005% 0.006% 

LU 0.001% 0.004% 0.001% 0.004% 

LV 0.006% 0.008% 0.006% 0.008% 

MT 0.009% 0.016% 0.007% 0.015% 

NL 0.002% 0.003% 0.003% 0.005% 

PL 0.014% 0.021% 0.009% 0.017% 

PT 0.009% 0.012% 0.011% 0.015% 

RO 0.001% 0.002% 0.001% 0.001% 

SE 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

SI 0.010% 0.011% 0.019% 0.021% 

SK 0.008% 0.011% 0.007% 0.012% 

UK 0.003% 0.007% 0.005% 0.012% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table IV - 22 Estimated costs of the introduction of the an UB scheme for SE under the various scenarios, as a 

ratio of GDP. UB paid for at maximum 8 months. Upper bound scenario 

 
A  A1  B  B1 

AT 0.009% 0.016% 0.009% 0.019% 

BE 0.005% 0.011% 0.006% 0.013% 

BG 0.010% 0.011% 0.008% 0.009% 

CY 0.051% 0.062% 0.037% 0.050% 

CZ 0.014% 0.019% 0.014% 0.020% 

DE 0.004% 0.007% 0.005% 0.010% 

DK 0.004% 0.007% 0.004% 0.007% 

EE 0.005% 0.009% 0.009% 0.017% 

EL 0.020% 0.025% 0.018% 0.025% 

ES 0.021% 0.027% 0.023% 0.030% 

FI 0.007% 0.022% 0.009% 0.031% 

FR 0.006% 0.010% 0.008% 0.012% 

HR 0.013% 0.014% 0.009% 0.010% 

HU 0.006% 0.012% 0.005% 0.009% 

IE 0.023% 0.032% 0.026% 0.036% 

IT 0.022% 0.032% 0.017% 0.025% 

LT 0.005% 0.006% 0.006% 0.009% 

LU 0.001% 0.004% 0.002% 0.005% 

LV 0.010% 0.013% 0.009% 0.012% 

MT 0.015% 0.023% 0.013% 0.024% 

NL 0.003% 0.005% 0.004% 0.007% 

PL 0.021% 0.030% 0.014% 0.026% 

PT 0.015% 0.018% 0.017% 0.024% 

RO 0.002% 0.003% 0.002% 0.003% 

SE 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

SI 0.016% 0.018% 0.031% 0.035% 

SK 0.011% 0.016% 0.011% 0.017% 

UK 0.004% 0.009% 0.006% 0.014% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table IV - 23 Estimated costs of the introduction of the an UB scheme for SE under the various scenarios, as a 

ratio of GDP. Low replacement rate scenario. Lower bound scenario 

 

A A1 B B1 

AT 0.005% 0.009% 0.004% 0.007% 

BE 0.002% 0.006% 0.002% 0.005% 

BG 0.005% 0.006% 0.003% 0.004% 

CY 0.029% 0.035% 0.016% 0.022% 

CZ 0.006% 0.009% 0.005% 0.007% 

DE 0.002% 0.004% 0.002% 0.004% 

DK 0.002% 0.004% 0.002% 0.003% 

EE 0.003% 0.005% 0.004% 0.007% 

EL 0.010% 0.013% 0.007% 0.010% 

ES 0.011% 0.015% 0.010% 0.012% 

FI 0.003% 0.011% 0.003% 0.010% 

FR 0.003% 0.006% 0.003% 0.005% 

HR 0.006% 0.006% 0.003% 0.003% 

HU 0.003% 0.006% 0.002% 0.004% 

IE 0.012% 0.018% 0.011% 0.015% 

IT 0.013% 0.019% 0.007% 0.010% 

LT 0.003% 0.003% 0.003% 0.004% 

LU 0.001% 0.003% 0.001% 0.002% 

LV 0.005% 0.007% 0.004% 0.005% 

MT 0.007% 0.013% 0.005% 0.009% 

NL 0.002% 0.003% 0.002% 0.003% 

PL 0.011% 0.017% 0.005% 0.010% 

PT 0.007% 0.009% 0.006% 0.009% 

RO 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 0.001% 

SE 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

SI 0.008% 0.008% 0.012% 0.013% 

SK 0.006% 0.009% 0.004% 0.007% 

UK 0.003% 0.006% 0.003% 0.007% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table IV - 24 Estimated costs of the introduction of the an UB scheme for SE under the various scenarios, as a 

ratio of GDP. Low replacement rate scenario. Upper bound scenario 

 
A  A1  B  B1 

AT 0.006% 0.011% 0.005% 0.010% 

BE 0.003% 0.008% 0.003% 0.007% 

BG 0.006% 0.008% 0.004% 0.005% 

CY 0.035% 0.043% 0.020% 0.027% 

CZ 0.009% 0.013% 0.007% 0.010% 

DE 0.003% 0.005% 0.003% 0.005% 

DK 0.003% 0.005% 0.002% 0.004% 

EE 0.003% 0.006% 0.005% 0.008% 

EL 0.013% 0.017% 0.009% 0.013% 

ES 0.014% 0.019% 0.012% 0.015% 

FI 0.005% 0.016% 0.005% 0.016% 

FR 0.004% 0.007% 0.004% 0.006% 

HR 0.009% 0.009% 0.005% 0.005% 

HU 0.004% 0.008% 0.002% 0.005% 

IE 0.016% 0.024% 0.014% 0.020% 

IT 0.015% 0.023% 0.009% 0.013% 

LT 0.003% 0.004% 0.003% 0.005% 

LU 0.001% 0.003% 0.001% 0.002% 

LV 0.007% 0.009% 0.005% 0.006% 

MT 0.010% 0.016% 0.007% 0.012% 

NL 0.002% 0.003% 0.002% 0.004% 

PL 0.014% 0.021% 0.007% 0.013% 

PT 0.010% 0.013% 0.009% 0.012% 

RO 0.001% 0.002% 0.001% 0.001% 

SE 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 

SI 0.010% 0.011% 0.016% 0.018% 

SK 0.007% 0.011% 0.005% 0.009% 

UK 0.003% 0.007% 0.004% 0.008% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table IV - 25 Estimated costs of the introduction of the an UB scheme for SE under the various scenarios, as a 

ratio of GDP. High replacement rate scenario. Lower bound scenario 

 
A  A1  B  B1 

AT 0.006% 0.011% 0.007% 0.015% 

BE 0.003% 0.008% 0.004% 0.010% 

BG 0.006% 0.008% 0.006% 0.007% 

CY 0.038% 0.047% 0.033% 0.044% 

CZ 0.008% 0.012% 0.010% 0.014% 

DE 0.003% 0.005% 0.004% 0.008% 

DK 0.003% 0.005% 0.003% 0.006% 

EE 0.004% 0.007% 0.007% 0.014% 

EL 0.013% 0.017% 0.015% 0.020% 

ES 0.014% 0.019% 0.019% 0.024% 

FI 0.004% 0.014% 0.007% 0.021% 

FR 0.004% 0.007% 0.006% 0.009% 

HR 0.008% 0.008% 0.006% 0.007% 

HU 0.004% 0.008% 0.003% 0.007% 

IE 0.016% 0.023% 0.022% 0.031% 

IT 0.015% 0.023% 0.014% 0.021% 

LT 0.003% 0.004% 0.005% 0.008% 

LU 0.001% 0.003% 0.002% 0.004% 

LV 0.007% 0.009% 0.007% 0.010% 

MT 0.009% 0.016% 0.009% 0.019% 

NL 0.002% 0.003% 0.003% 0.006% 

PL 0.013% 0.021% 0.011% 0.020% 

PT 0.009% 0.012% 0.013% 0.018% 

RO 0.001% 0.002% 0.001% 0.002% 

SE 0.000% 0.000% 0.001% 0.001% 

SI 0.010% 0.012% 0.023% 0.026% 

SK 0.007% 0.011% 0.008% 0.013% 

UK 0.003% 0.007% 0.007% 0.015% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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Table IV - 26 Estimated costs of the introduction of the an UB scheme for SE under the various scenarios, as a 

ratio of GDP. Low replacement rate scenario. Upper bound scenario 

 
A  A1  B  B1 

AT 0.008% 0.014% 0.010% 0.020% 

BE 0.005% 0.010% 0.006% 0.013% 

BG 0.008% 0.010% 0.008% 0.009% 

CY 0.046% 0.056% 0.040% 0.054% 

CZ 0.012% 0.017% 0.015% 0.020% 

DE 0.003% 0.006% 0.005% 0.010% 

DK 0.004% 0.006% 0.004% 0.007% 

EE 0.004% 0.008% 0.009% 0.017% 

EL 0.017% 0.022% 0.019% 0.026% 

ES 0.019% 0.024% 0.024% 0.031% 

FI 0.006% 0.020% 0.009% 0.032% 

FR 0.005% 0.009% 0.008% 0.013% 

HR 0.011% 0.012% 0.009% 0.010% 

HU 0.006% 0.010% 0.005% 0.009% 

IE 0.021% 0.030% 0.028% 0.040% 

IT 0.019% 0.028% 0.018% 0.027% 

LT 0.004% 0.005% 0.007% 0.009% 

LU 0.001% 0.004% 0.002% 0.005% 

LV 0.009% 0.011% 0.009% 0.013% 

MT 0.012% 0.020% 0.013% 0.025% 

NL 0.002% 0.004% 0.005% 0.008% 

PL 0.017% 0.026% 0.015% 0.027% 

PT 0.013% 0.016% 0.017% 0.024% 

RO 0.002% 0.002% 0.002% 0.003% 

SE 0.000% 0.000% 0.001% 0.001% 

SI 0.014% 0.016% 0.032% 0.036% 

SK 0.009% 0.013% 0.011% 0.017% 

UK 0.004% 0.008% 0.008% 0.016% 

Source: elaborations on EU-SILC 2009-2015 cross sections 
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