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Abstract:

The Spanish labour market has one of the highesinpioyment rates in Europe and
the idea of making the labour market more flexibés become a key point in the
political and economic debate. In the first parttbfs project | explain the different
types of labour market flexibility and identify th&in elements of the Danish labour
market model (flexicurity model) comparing with t8panish labour market. In the
second part, | analyse the preferences and thegpéian of job security among Spanish
and Danish people to identify the main individubb@acteristics that are related to
those preferences. Finally, | conclude that despite low employment protection
regulation existing in Denmark, Danes feel moreuse®n their jobs due to the other
elements that form the flexicurity model. Thesetheesame elements that reduce the
sensation of job security in Spain.
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1 INTRODUCTION

During the last years of economic crisis in Sp#itas been said that in order to stop
the unemployment haemorrhage and to be able tdecjebs again, it was strictly
necessary to make the labour market flexible. MarggCEOs (CEOs: chief executive
officers) of large companies, entrepreneurs andespaoiitical parties have promoted
flexibility. During the crisis, two labour reformsave been applied with this aim; the
first one in 2010 when the socialist party (PSOB¥s w1 the government and the second
reform in 2012, with the popular party (PP) in tf@/ernment. Nowadays, surrounded
by an uncertain political situation, firms claimrfa third labour market reform to
introduce more flexibility to alleviate the unemphoent problem of the Spanish
economy. Recommendations from the European Unigo advocate for a more
flexible labour market. At the same time, the Usi@emand the abolition of both 2010

and 2012 labour market reforms

In front of this situation where the interest ahfs and unions are completely opposite,
a relevant question is to analyse the prefererameteiibility and the perception of job
security in Spain. Since a reference point is adedtl compare those preferences and
perceptions between Spain and Denmark. The reagdbatithe Danish labour market is
one of the most efficient labour markets in Eur@gwel it combines high levels of
flexibility and security. The positive results dfet flexicurity model have made the
Danish labour market one of the most envied laboarkets in Europe and over the
world. This is why the European Union is promotihgt the rest of European countries

adopt the flexicurity model.

The objective of this project is to analyse whatamseflexibility, how the Danish labour
market works, what are its main characteristicsy people in Spain and Denmark feel
in their labour markets and how different are tmefgrences and the feeling of job

security in the citizens of these two countries.

1 Jansa, M. (2016)“Las empresas piden otra reforma laboral que permitanas flexibilidad” El
Periddico [Barcelona, ESpfUNDAY, 8TH MAY 2016
http://lwww.elperiodico.com/es/noticias/economialampresas-piden-otra-reforma-laboral-que-

permita-mas-flexibilidad-5112035.



My analysis of the preferences and feeling of jebusity is based on Dolado, et al (2010).
These authors compare the preferences of SparmaaisEEU-15 citizens for flexibility in a
descriptive way. They use the level of agreementhenstatement “labour contracts should be
more flexible to increase employment”, asked byEheobarometer May-June 2009. Dolado et
al (2010) show how the proportion of people whoeagr with that statement varies with
individual characteristics and labour status. Umlibolado et al (2010), | analyse the
preferences for flexibility and the feeling of jebcurity using an econometric analysis. In this
way | can estimate if an individual characteristicelated to those preferences after controlling
for other variables. In addition, while Dolado,at(2010) compare the Spanish preferences
with the EU-15 average, | make the comparison ef dieterminants of the preferences for
flexibility in Spain with those in Denmark, whicls the country that has applied the most

successful combination of flexibility and secuiitythe labour market.

In order to answer the previous questions, in 8ecii, | explain the concept of
flexibility as well as the different kinds of labiotlexibility existing, and whether they
are substitutes or complements. In section 2 | Igeapalyse the Danish flexicurity
labour market in order to determinate which arekievariables that allow having high
levels of flexibility and job security at the sartime. The results found reveal that
efficient active labour market policies (ALMP), ggous unemployment benefits and
low employment protection regulations are the kieynents of the Danish flexicurity
model. Finally in section 3 | analyse the prefeemntor job security in Denmark and
Spain as well as the feeling of job security. Theuits reveal that despite the low
employment protection regulations, in Denmark, pedpel more secure in their jobs
than in Spain, a country with a more restrictivgulation. At the same time, Spaniards
have higher preferences for job security than DaResferences for job security are
really extended among every kind of people, no enatthe age, gender, marital status,
education level, labour situation and union mentiiprer Spain. In Denmark, however,

preferences for job security are higher in certamups.



2 THEORETICAL ASPECTS OF THE LABOUR MARKET FLEXIBIOTY

2.1 What does Labour Market Flexibility mean?

“Flexibility” in the labour market is generally u$eto describe the mechanism of
adjustment used by firms to adapt their labourddcthe hit of an outside shock. This
mechanism allows firms to shape their organisatveeges and workforce in terms of
number of employees and working hours. A flexildbdur market is one where there
are fewer regulations affecting the hiring or firiprocess and firms can easily shift
wages and change the number of hours worked by ¢én@ployees. A labour market
with low flexibility is swamped by laws and costsncerning the hiring or firing
process, also it exist a huge difficulty for firmesadapt wages and working hours to the

external shocks.

The concept of Labour Market Flexibility (LMF) enged in the early 80’s in both
industrialized and some developing countries asors@guence of poor economic
performance characterised by an standstill in pctdn, high rates of unemployment
and inflation. Since then, the idea that gainedupepiy at the level of policy makers,
employers in general and in part of the academiabéshment was that the way in
which labour markets operated was a significantambs to economic growth (Lagos;
1994).

The main problem was the rigidity reflected in fhréce of the labour workforce, the
conditions of employment and the quantity and duali manpower. This rigidity is the
result of institutional constraints, social polgielegislation, collective agreements,
centralized negotiations, union performance andceguwental guidelines. The Labour
Market was seen not only as a problem but alschassolution. The solution was
thought to make the Labour Market more flexiblea@dde requirements imposed by

the technological change and the external comgetiti
2.2 Labour Market Flexibility Classification

When analysing the degree of flexibility in a labooarket, two aspects need to be in
mind. It exist different kinds of flexibility anchere are plenty mechanisms to identify
the level of flexibility. In the next pages, a ddiation of the different kinds of

flexibility is made and the diverse methods to ttfgnthe level of flexibility are
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exposed. This analysis is based on the classtitatiade by the European Commission

at (European Commission Social Affairs and Equgb@funities, 2006)

2.2.1 External flexibility

The external flexibility, also called numericalAibility, refers to the ability of the firms

to increase or decrease the number of employeesndey on the variations on the
demand and/or technical changes. It is hold that é¢Rpensive and complicated
redundancies make firms to refrain themselves itigkin new employers because they
will not be able to fire employees if economic ciiaths change. Lagos (1994)
mentioned that the low unemployment rates saw @ UWited States are largely a
consequence of American’s employers’ freedom toagagor dismiss workers as an

answer to economic performance changes.

This kind of adjustment is considered basic becdiuses need to stablish a stable
correlation between the quantity of output suppletd the workforce needed to
produce that output. If companies are not abledjosh the number of employees to
their demand, profitability will decrease. So firmsed to get adapted quickly to market
fluctuations and changes in their environment tantaa their competitiveness and
survive. Those economies with higher levels of mdkeflexibility may suffer higher

levels of unemployment during the recession peri@®scio. A; 2007)

In order to measure the level of external flexipilhat a market has there are several
ways. The average duration of the period of empkymndicates how fast people
change from one workplace to another, so, as tiverlahe average, the highest the
level of flexibility. Firing costs are also a meesuo determinate how flexible a labour
market is; if those costs are low, firms will nasitate to fire employees if needed. On
the other hand, if firing has low cost, companieguiring more workers will hire new
employees because it is known that they will nateh®® make a big effort to fire them

if employees are not needed on the future.

The kind of contract that predominates in a labmarket also gives us some clues
about the degree of flexibility of that market. Beomarkets that allow firms to hire
people for a determinate period of time using aptemary contract are more flexible
than those that do not. Temporary contracts enfalies to face punctual peaks of

activity, stationary activities...; the possibility Engage employees to cover specific
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tasks that need to be faced in certain hours os dago allow to determinate the level

of external flexibility.

The standard indicator in figure 1 represents trexrage tenure in years with the same
employer; the result can guide us to see how flexablabour market is in the external
side; the lower the average, the highest the jtditiom, which indicates a higher degree

of numerical flexibility.

As appears in the figure, Denmark is the countiy wie lowest average tenure with the
same employer in 2014. The high degree of extefledibility in Denmark is
comparable to the British labour market. In conirése average tenure in Spain was
33% higher than in Denmark in 2014.

The difference between countries may be the regwdthuge number of reasons as the
industry structure or the temporality of the coatsa But it seems that the most likely
explanation of the varying external flexibilitytise ease with which employers can hire

and fire employees. (Bredgaard, et al 2005).

2.2.2 Internal flexibility

The internal flexibility refers to the different jadtments that a firm can make in order
to get adapted to changes in demand, changeshndiegy or external shocks. There is
not only one way to modulate the firm adjustedn® ¢conomic performance. All kinds

of internal flexibility depend on the regulationtbk collective bargaining.
Working time flexibility

Also known as temporary flexibility refers to adjng the number of hours worked and
their placing. Increasing the flexible degree ofrkitag hours is a key point in the
European employment strategy (Employment guideNhe2l). In order to respond

quickly to sudden changes in demand, get adaptatkwo technologies and be in a
position to innovate constantly with the aim to e#m competitive, firms should

become more flexible. This kind of flexibility nainly keeps the firms alive and
competitive but also aids employees to suit thewgbe lives and reconcile work and

family life.



The flexibility of working time is considered as pmssible alternative to wage or
employment adjustment when firms are facing chapgaconomic conditions.
“Reduction of working hours has been the form ailfiity which has had the greater
acceptancé(Lagos 1994, p. 88). This flexibility is a win-witrade and unions accept
the working hour’s adjustment to fight against upiayment. On the other hand,
employers are interested in expanding the workimg to use as much as possible the
working capacity of their machines thus they cariehte shifts.

The percentage of part-time contracts gives usdea iof how flexible in terms of

working hours a labour market is. If part-time gaots have an important weight
means that the labour market is rather flexible figsre 2 shows, The Netherlands is
the country with the highest percentage of pareteontracts, almost 50%. Countries
where the partial time has a bigger importanceasirad 25%, Denmark and the UK are
among them as well as Germany and Austria. Thesatges have a more flexible

labour market than those that are around 10%. nSpa@mong the countries with lower
levels of part-time contracts. It is remarkablet thaalmost all countries the importance
of partial-time jobs has increased over the yaahsch means that the European labour
market is becoming more working time flexible amdi goes by. Concerning the
working hours, if all employees work the same hques week means that there is no
flexibility; however, if every employee works a fdifent number of hours means that

there is a high level of flexibility on that market

Working hours in Western countries as they are ytduave been shaped to 40-hour
weeks that gained prominence over th8 géntury. The 40-hour week has remained in
many countries within Europe. At the same timentoes show wide differences in the
actual distribution of working hours. Figure 3 dtrates the actual variety of working
hours in Europe, comparing the working time in 2G04 males and females in 4
European countries; Hungary, United Kingdom, Derkmand France. While in
Hungary the prevalence of the 40-hour week is destnated, 80% of all employees
usually work 40 hours per week. In the UK seems ttiia concept of standard working
time has disappeared in this country. The resh@fHuropean countries are somewhere
between these two countries. It is easy to idergtifyeak or two of worked hours and
generally coincide with the standard working hoafgheir countries. In France, the
standard working time is 35 hours per week and naeanpgloyees work among 31 and
35 hours. Denmark also deviates from the 40houkvesel most employees work 37
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hours per week. In terms of flexibility, the smosghthe shape is, the higher degree of
flexibility existing in the labour market. Countsiavhere the working hours are more
flexible allow firms to adapt their employees’ wor§ time to afford changes on

external factors.
Functional flexibility

An alternative measure of adjustment is the infenmability of employees inside the
firm, getting adapted to its necessities. A flegilmtorkforce can help to keep a stable
employment if they change their workplace (Reci@0?) This calls workers to be
multitasking and be able to adapt to different saskich involves different levels of
complexity. However, this kind of mobility or flexility does not depend exclusively
on the capacity or availability of the workforce ¢change their workplace; it is also
related with the versatility, mobility of the meamisproduction, organizational capacity

of the firm.

The functional flexibility brings up the ability afompanies to use efficiently all their
workforce when there is a variation on the demainel, work performance and the new

opportunities offered by new technologies.

If any of both, flexibility of workforce and firm’sapacity, is too rigid, there is no place
for functional flexibility. However, a firm whichds the capacity to transfer employees
from one part to another is likely to be adaptedhianges that can affect their demand.

Functional flexibility is preferred by workers raththan the wage or employment
flexibility since it is not based on decreasing thages, unemployment. This kind of
flexibility allows them to use their know-how, theyet more involved in all the
production process and they feel involved in thenagement of the enterprise by
playing an active role. So it involves employeesiig a better opinion of their work
conditions and allows the company to restructure pinoduction process and get
adapted to the new market conditions. The functifieaibility forces firms to invest
and form their employees in different tasks. Thithie reason why training programmes

are becoming highly popular in the relationshipasstn employers and employees.

Wage flexibility
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It is the degree of responsiveness of nominal wageshanges in the economic
conditions such as inflation and productivity. Ajlher level of wage flexibility means
that firms can adapt their wage costs to the ecanperformance in order to maintain
their effectiveness and keeping their workforcethf same time, if salaries are flexible
enough, they can be used as a motivational toolrdier to raise productivity. Wage
flexibility has a dark side; wage moderation camehan effect on the internal demand.
If real wages decrease, the national consumptidrdecrease and can affect negatively

to employment. Also, a decrease on salaries cangieosocial tensions.

When external shocks occur and adjustment mustobe,dt can be done either by
reducing prices or by quantity (employment). Gar@w#2010) shows that while during
the economic crisis, in UK, the adjustment was madewages rather than in

employment, in Spain was completely the opposite.

Garicano (2010), a high degree of flexibility irtes of wages allows firms to keep
their level of profitability avoiding firing partfaheir workforce and be capable to stay
alive when the demand is lowhe flexibility of wages depends on the regulatdrhe
collective bargaining. If unions are strong and pdul, wages are less likely to be
flexible and wages could be maintained. So firmeca use the internal flexibility and
they use the external one (especially temporaryracts if firing permanent workers is
too expensive because of high firing costs) to stdjueir workforce.

In order to see how flexible wages are in Spainiamather European countries, figure
4 represents the annual variation of wages. Themot a clear evolution for all the
countries, each country seems to follow its owrn hte to the fact that wage evolution
depends on the collective bargaining. However, bt United Kingdom and Spain
seems to have a more marked evolution, with a higwel of volatility. Is in the UK
where the salaries started to decrease first. Meidmwin France, Germany and
Denmark salaries increased around 2% but in Sgdamias raised the most despite the
crisis, they did it more than 6%. The results shgwthat is the British labour market
the one with the highest wage flexibility, sincewias capable to adapt wages to the

economic situation.

2.3 Labour Flexibilities are Substitutes or Comptars?
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It has been exposed the different kinds of flekipilAccording to Eichhrost et al (2009)
Spain had one of the worst flexibility degreesha tabour market in Europe before the
crisis. Figure 5 shows countries ranked by numerical, functional emge flexibility.
As longer the bar is the higher degree of flexipilCountries with higher level of these
kinds of flexibility are Anglo-Saxon countries withe USA leasing the ranking. USA,
Canada, New Zealand, Ireland and the UK are amoagop 10. This result is mainly
due to their high level of numerical and wage fteitly while functional flexibility is
on the average. Denmark, however, is also amontpth&0 but its flexibility degree is
characterized by a higher weight of functional itbéXy. The Danish performance is
better than any other Continental European anddstavian countries. Most European
countries are on the bottom of the ranking whiclansethat these countries have a more

protective or rigid institutions in the numerictlnctional and wage flexibility.

The Figure 6 includes all kinds of flexibility. The labour masts which are more

flexible are the Scandinavian ones and the Angke8aDenmark, Finland and Sweden
are the countries where the internal flexibilitystebigger weight. The figure reveals a
weakness degree of flexibility in the Mediterraneaountries. “They combine weak
internal flexibility with rather rigid institutionsn the external labour market and in

wage setting” (Eichhrst, et al 2009 p-18).

As it is shown in figure 6 those countries with hitgvels of external and wage
flexibility also have a high degree of internalxilality, which means that the different

kinds of flexibility are complements rather thamstitutes (Felgueroso 2010).

2 Figures 5 and 6 use a different classificatiotabbur flexibility. The external numerical, intetna
numerical and internal functional are the samendba classification above, however, Eichhrst| @089
consider wage flexibility neither internal nor extal and the external functional flexibility repesss the
Active Labour Market policies expenditure, educataitainment and expenditure per student. External

functional flexibility was not considered as fleiity in the previous classification.
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3 THE DANISH LABOUR MARKET

3.1 The Danish Labour Market and Economic Perforosan

The Danish economy is characterised, in recentsyé&gra high growth: between 2003
and 2007, the Danish economy annual growth rate2d@. When the crisis arrived,
the growth turned upside-down, the Gross Domesticli®t growth rate was around -
0.796% between 2008 and 2011. The Danish econosa maoderate behaviour since
2011 growing a 0.06% each year as an average. ifjee f7 shows the annual GDP
growth rate between 2003 and 2014 in Denmark aminSfi is remarkable that since
2010 the Danish GDP growth rate is higher tharSgh@nish one.

Table 1 shows some key facts about Danish laboukehalhe data is from 2015Q4

and it is included a comparison with the Spanislolat market.

Denmark Spain
Total population 5.7 million 47 million
Active people rate 78.5% 74.2%
Employment rate 73.8% 58.6%
Unemployment rate 5.9% 21%
Youth employment rate 55.5% 17.9%
Youth unemployment rate| 10.2% 46.2%

Source: Eurostat

The Danish unemployment rate is one of the lowmeghe European Union. From a
peak of 12.4% in 1993, the rate has declined t&o24 the workforce in 2007. When
the crisis started, the unemployment rate reached’16% in 2011 but it has dropped
till 6.3%.

From 1997 down to 2007 the Danish labour marketharacterized not only by a

reduction in unemployment but also by an increasemployment. From 1995 to 2006
the employment rate rose from 73.8% to 77.4% aadittemployment rate has dropped
off from 7% in 1995 to 3.5% 22 years later. Howewince the economic crisis began,
the employment rate fell till 72.5% in 2013 and thmeemployment rate rose to 7.6% in

2011. Despite the crisis, these labour market atdis have always been in a better

13



position than the average of the EU. The Danishleynment rate has been always 7.9
points above the EU rate. One reason for this leigiployment rate is the fact that
70.4% of women and 76.6% of men were working in22(Rurostat). This result is a
direct consequence of a change that started in’4,96Men more women started to
enter in the labour market and an extensive chalé system started to be stablished.
(Sgrensen 2006). Figures 8 and 9 represent theabamployment and unemployment
rates for Denmark, Spain, EU 15 Countries and ElC@untries. It is remarkable that
despite the fact that in Denmark the GDP had apsltadecrease than Spain, the
unemployment rate was higher in Spain than in Dekptais reveals that there was

only external flexibility for temporal contracts.
3.2 Flexicurity: the Danish Model

Even if the concept of flexicurity is quite younghas become a key objective of the
European Employment Strategy (Wilthagen and Tr6842 The concept of flexicurity
iIs based on the idea that flexibility and secudtg supportive elements (EC, 2006).
This concept is still developing and it exist twaim definitions for flexicurity: The

Wilthageri's definition of flexibility-security and the Dartidabour market.

It exist an international consensus that the siscoéshe labour market in Denmark is
the direct result of a high labour market dynamismmbined with a high degree of
social protection.(Hendeliowitz, 2008) This sucéalssnodel has been called in the
recent years the “flexicurity model” referring tbet combination of flexibility and

security.

The flexicurity model is based on a climate of usteEnding and cooperation between
the employer and the employee. These values aralways easy to achieve, that is the
reason to believe that the public interventiomispensable to ensure the adaptability
and understanding among both, which is essentiatnsure the well-functioning

process of the labour market (Hendeliowitz, 20@®)th, employers and employees,
have their own interests or aims; generally empt®yand firms look for high levels of

flexibility which could enable them to afford bett¢he possible demand shocks

However, employees prefer lofty levels of secunityerms of employment. Generally,

* Flexicurity is seeing as a policy strategy with & to evaluate and value the labour
market strategies and policies as an empiricalen@tYilthagen and Tros, 2004) using
flexicurity as a tool to compare national labourkess systems. (EC, 2006)
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both aims are viewed as opposed, but not in theshanodel since flexibility of firms
and security of employees are being mutually reaufg rather than conflicting with
each other. The rapport among employer and emplbgeeficiates the creation of an
environment that incentives the creation of new pdces when, mine while, more
opportunities to grow up, get adapted and take radge of new opportunities are
offered (Hendeliowitz, 2008).

As figure 10 shows, the Danish flexicurity systean doe represented as a triangle.
Three sides and three vertexes where each sidesesys one flow of people and where

each vertex means one possible situation.

Two arrows link the numerical external flexibilignd the generous unemployment
benefits, these arrows reflect those workers wieade&amissed and those who are hired.
Those who are unemployed are assisted by activeutaimarket policies and find
another one quite easily and quickly. Training paogs are given in order to facilitate
the re-entrance on the labour market. Also, thevedabour market policies have the
aim to create incentives and motivate people tdgek to the labour market despite the
attraction of being unemployed caused by the highell of generosity of the

unemployment compensations.

3.3.1 Labour Market Policies

The first vertex is a high spending on the Activabbur Market Policies (ALMPS).
Authors as Eichhrost et al (2009) consider it aereal functional flexibility. Training,
good public employment services to help the unegguldo find a job... Unemployed
people are offered the chance to participate imsasuthat would encourage them to get
new skills to be able to find new jobs. At the satinge, incentives to be back to the
labour market are being created. The fact of reéagivraining updates the skills of
unemployed people, their employment chances ameased and the salary that they
could earn in the labour market is higher than uhemployment benefit that they

perceive (Kvist & Pedersen, 2007)

In Denmark, the active labour market policies ergogolitical and popular support. In
the different political parties, there is a broadlitecal compromise over the reform of
social and labour market policies. Social partneingch are trade unions, employer’s

organisations and the State have a wide role irpléw@ening, implementation and start-
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up of the activation policies. Three quarts of gegticipants are satisfied with their
offer of activation, and the population at larggport these labour market policies.
(Kvist & Pedersen, 2007) ALMPs policies have a do#&, the aims of this policies are
not only ensure that everyone who work does itdlsb upgrading the skills of the
unemployed to face the labour market demand arel adkantage of this situation to
get better jobs in the future (Hendeliowitz, 2008he activation policies are an
incentive to encourage people to be back to theumarket. However, the idea of

lowering the unemployment benefits is seen as uratds (Kvist & Pedersen, 2007).

Figure 11 represents the total expenditure on ALM Passive Labour Market
Policies (PLMP) as a percentage of the GDP in sBarepeans countries as well as the
EU-28 and EU-15 average in 2010. Denmark expeng??d.of its GDP on ALMP,
being the European country with higher levels gfenditure on this kind of policy. In
the ranking, Denmark is followed by Netherlandsarfee, Sweden and Finland. On the
other part of the ranking Greece, Italy and the &r€ at the bottom. Spain expends
0.83% of its GDP on ALMP. Concerning PLMP, Spairthe country which expends
the biggest amount on PLMP, 3.05% of the GDP, ¥o#ld by Ireland and the
Netherlands. Norway and the UK are the countriexhkvbxpend less of their GDP on
this kind of labour policies. This data could béeefed by the unemployment rate, it
could be expected that if a country has high rafasmmemployment, the expenditure on
Passive labour market policies would be increa$edeliminate this effect, figure 12
represents the expenditure on € for each unempleitesbn. The results show big
differences between the countries analysed. Caginboth ALPM and PLMP,
Luxemburg is the country that expends the mosupemployed, 43.746€, followed by
the Netherlands with 41.649€. Those countries élxpend the less in both Active and
Passive labour market policies on trying to reatévtheir jobless citizens are the UK
that expenses 5.092€ and Greece with 3.346€. largkea higher expenditure on labour
market policies is due to PLMP except in countaeDenmark, Norway, Sweden and
the UK. A higher budget for PLMP faces the flexitpmodel where the ALMP have

an important role on the activation polices.

3.3.2 The unemployment benefit system

The second vertex refers to the generous unemplaypenefits; that is, the amount of
money payed to the dismissed employee. High unegmyat benefits give security in
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case of unemployment. This security provides timeugh to search for a new and

proper job.

The country that expends the most as a percenfage GDP on labour market policies

is Spain followed by Ireland and Denmark by 0.188 8.316 percentage points. As it
has been already mentioned, the vast majorityetilropean countries expend more of
their budget on passive labour market policies;EdJl15 countries except Denmark,

Sweden, and the United Kingdom do so. Despite #oe that Spain is the one who

spends the most as a percentage of the GDP in Pit&es not mean that the Spanish
system is highly generous with unemployed peoplend@rning the spending by

unemployed person, Spain is under the EU-15 averdibe Spanish government

expended for each unemployed, 7.025€ while in Dekrttee amount was 15.318€ in

2010. The fact that Denmark is the fourth EU-15 ntou the highest budget per

unemployed concerning passive labour market polisesighly related with the

generosity of the unemployment benefits.

The unemployment benefit system is the security ddethe Danish flexicurity model.
The perception of security that Danish employee® ma consequence of the huge and
wide welfare schemes. The unemployment benefitesystonsists of two parts, the
unemployment insurance (Ul) which is complementgdlbasic state-financed social
security benefit system. This security providedtbg State is a key factor for trade
union to accept the flexibility and the ease withich Danish employees can be
dismissed (Hendeliowitz, 2008).

In Denmark, the unemployment insurance is voluntdiyere are 26 unemployment
insurance funds (arbejdslgshedskasserne) dividéd atcupational sectors, but
originally were allied to the trade unions. In arde receive the Ul Danish employees

must join an Ul fund.

An employee can only be in the right to receivempl®yment benefits, normally, after
one year of membership of a recognised unemployrar. Moreover, the worker
must work 1,924 hours to apply for the unemploynimsrtefit for the first time. This is
equivalent to the standard full-time working hotws the occupation for at least one

year in the last three years.
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The amount of money that unemployed people redsitke 90% of previous income
from employment, up to a maximum of DKK 801 (€ 1@Ex day five days a week
from the first day of unemployment, up to a maximoifour year, including activation
periods (OECD, 2013).

The benefits of the Danish Ul are barely highlythose in other countries. As table 2
shows, no other country is as generous as DenmaHeipayment rate as a percentage
of the earning base. Contrary to other countrieSpain, Sweden or Belgium, the
amount of money payed as Ul is not degraded whiehn®s that a Danish unemployed
citizen earns the same the first day of unemploynamd the last. As Kvist and
Pedersen (2007, p 102) said “the social protectigstem offers benefits that, by
international standards, are generous with regatldd length of benefit periods and the

levels of benefits for low-income groups”.

The no degradation of the Ul and the generous bsraéate two problems. First, high
levels of benefits mean that companies might pghdn salaries to attract workers, so
the reservation wage is higher. Secondly, the ltsnefay twist incentives to work.
However this problem is faced in Denmark by firsgducation, job training and active
labour market policies which aim to improve thelskbf unemployed and make easier
their reincorporation to the labour market. Secgntlie different measures which aim
to avoid misuse of those benefits and ensure fleatimhemployed who receives benefits
is available to work (Kvist & Pedersen, 2007). Irder to control the job searching
process of unemployed people, the activations progr are a workfare. The
participation on activation programs is a precaodit for being eligible for
unemployment benefits or social assistance. Astme time, the participation in those
programs makes the job searching more active, aiesvthe unemployed to job
creation and lows the reserve demands for the tfpgobs (job tasks, location,

employer etc.) they are willing to accept (Ander&e8varer, 2007)

3.3.3 Flexible Labour Market

The third vertex of the triangle refers to the ftd& rules concerning the hiring and
dismissal employees’ process so to the externabiley.

It exist a high degree of mobility in Danish thédar market (Hendeliowitz, 2008).

This characteristic is not seen as weak point efrttodel, quite the opposite. In 2014
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the average job duration in Denmark was 8.1 yeheslowest duration in the EU-15, as
the figure 13 shows. The average was 7.4 yearO8 2Source: OECD). Denmark is
also located among the lowest job duration’s aweiaghe OECD. An important fact is
that mobility exist in all levels of employment,thchigh and low status job. No matter
which is the type of employee, industry sectorionfsize, overall the level of mobility
is high in the Danish labour market. Even if theneuical flexibility is high, the highest

rate is among employees in small companies antkeiydunger ages.

Another key element of the flexibility of the lalboumarket is the employment
protection. In 2004 the OECD said that restricéeployment protection reduces flow
into and out employment, even if employment pratecprotects the existing jobs and
prevent job loss, they also restrict job creatiime limited of employment protection in
Denmark is one of the indicators that show a h&ell of job mobility. As figure 14

demonstrates, in Denmark, employment protectioricigsl are not very extended,

which makes easier to firms to adapt their workédiac market shocks.

This means that job security in Denmark is quite.IBut, do Danes feel secure on their
job place? Do the lax employment protection posidiave an impact on the perception

of job security? Do Danes have preferences fosgrurity?

One of the possible explanations for high or lowele of security feeling is the most
common type of contract. If the labour contradermporal the insecurity is expected to
be higher. At the end of the period the uncertaoftyvhat will happen decreases the
security of feeling. The rate of temporary/fixedateworkers took in 2015 the highest
value in Spain among EU-15 countries, 25,2% whil®enmark is the second lowest
ratio (8.7%). The average ratio for EU-15 is 14,84 14,2% for EU-27 (Eurostat).
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4 PREFERENCES FOR JOB SECURITY IN DENMARK AND SPAIN

What do Spanish and Danish people think about gmurity? Are preferences for job
security related to individual characteristics sugh age, education level, union
membership, labour status? Thrternational Social Survey Programnf{iSSP), is a
huge survey carried out every year in 45 countwgk a social-economic aim. From
1989, the ISSP publishes every 8 years a specifiduie called “Work Orientation”.
This module gathers information of citizens from @3untries about a wide range of
matters concerning their individual labour statRespondents are older than 18 except
in Finland where they are above the age of 15 addpan and South Africa where they
are older than 16.

In this project the database used will be thedast available, which is from 2005, that
means that it was made before the crisis. The desnselected for this project are
Denmark and Spain, so the analysis will be basethese two countries. The main
reason to choose Denmark as a comparative cousittiait, as shown in previous
sections, the Danish labour market is one of thetrdgnamics labour markets and the

referent to flexicurity.

Among all the questions asked in the ISSP survegrtin number of questions have
been chosen for this project. The survey offeredrme of possible answers for each
question, but in order to make the data analysipleist, some different answers have
been grouped together following a certain critefiable 3 shows the questions that
were asked, the options given to the respondenttla@daggrupation made for this

project. The answer “not applicable” is treatedrassing.

The chosen questions can be separated in two grotpsfirst one has the proposal to
determinate the profile of the survey responderge,Asex, marital situation, labour
status, educational degree and membership to trada. The second group defines the
preferences for job security and the perceptioplfsecurity for those who have a job.
The variable V11 refers to the preferences for geburity, people had to qualify the
level of importance that having job security medos them. In the V29 question,
survey respondents were asked about how secure féatyon their job place by

agreeing with the sentence “my job is secure”.
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In the first block, the criterion to group the aaees of a question is based in two
aspects: the closeness to other possible answertharsample’s significance. In many
occasions one possible answer was chosen by fewlgpem order to avoid this
situation, some answers have been grouped. Alstheroriginal survey it exist two
different answers for the same question where twaea tinny difference between two
options and this small variation was not relevamt this project so the two answers

have been grouped.

The dependent variables are assembled using ttezixrof answers’ closeness. The

answers for these questions evaluated the degneefafrence for a certain aspect. The
answers took a value from 1 to 5 from less to npederences. In these cases, those
people whose answer was very important or imporare assembled and those who

answered not important or not important at all f@mother group.

The table 4 summarizes the sample used. Even iinSpes bigger population, the

proportion of Danes asked is higher.

With this sample, the differences between the Daaisd the Spanish labour situation
are visible. The percentage of unemployed and ivegeople in Spain is quite higher
than in Denmark. While in Denmark, the unemployespondents are 2.25%, in Spain
they are 8.56% and the inactive respondents’ ratgpiain is almost twice the Danish
rate. What is remarkable is the difference on tkecation level of the survey

respondents depending on the country. While int5p@i64% of the respondents have
a low level, in Denmark is only the 12.64% and thajority has a medium level of

education. In Denmark, the percentage of people awe a high level of education is
almost twice the percentage in Spain.

The main goal of using this data is trying to g&dbla relation between the variables
previously mentioned and the preferences for jaluisey. Since we are analysing the
Spanish and the Danish survey, also, we will be &bldeterminate if the preferences
are similar or not between the citizens of these Buropean countries. But, before

going deeper into the data analysis, | presenseargive analysis of the sample.

4.1 Descriptive Analysis
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In the following section an analysis concerningdiaéa obtained will be performed. The
main purpose is to identify the core features péeson who prefers her job to be secure
(variable V11). The characterization made will bentcasted, later on, using

econometric tools.

Figure 1 reveals that Spaniards prefer job sectwity higher extent than Danish. The
96.7% of all Spanish interviewed declared that tfteem job security is either very
important or important in a job. In contrast to t@nish where these options only reach
78.91%. This difference is higher only if the answery importantis considered;
69.5% in Spain and 31.94% in Denmark.

Regarding the age, preferences for job security leadifferent path depending on the
country. As figure 15 illustrates in Denmark, 32®5f interviewed people between 55
and 64 years consider job security as very impobitaa job, in contrast to the 24.81%
of people between 25 and 34 years old who arejoticsecurity. In Spain, however,
younger people are the ones preferring job sectattyer than older people. 73.51% of
those between 18 and 24 years old say that jolriseisuvery important in a job; on the
other side, 69.13% between 55 and 64 years old s$towng preferences for job

security.

Concerning the gender of the survey respondent, emoare the ones who prefer a
higher level of job security. In Denmark the di#faces between men and women are
wider than in Spain. 34.88% of Danish women consjole security avery important

in a job in front of the 28.63% of men. In both,men and men case, the preferences
line is U-shaped. The minimum rate of preferenoegdb security is found in the 25-34
age group; 19.82% for men and 28.57% for women. géreentage of women who
choosevery importantin Spainis lower than the percentage of men; 68.78% against
69.95%. Nevertheless, if the answerry importantand important are considered,
women (97.72%) prefer job security rather than n{@i.24%). Concerning the
women’s answers, the distribution has a clear @saong tendency. As younger a
woman is, higher her preferences for job secunigy & the men case, it seems that

there is no clear trend.

The effects of the level of education have a d#fereffect depending on the country. In
Denmark, both men and women prefer job securitynathe education degree is low. It

clearly exist a decreasing relation between theaititn level and the inclination for job
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security. The results obtained, illustrated in fegd6, indicates that people with higher
levels of education have less preferences for guoirsty rather than people with lower
levels. The reason to this fact could be that peepth higher levels of education, in a
regular basis, have jobs that are required of &drigamount of human capital feel
themselves more secured in their jobs, as otherezies are more relevant than security.
On the other hand, those who have less educatefs|eeel themselves threatened so
they tend to care more about securi§6.56% of the Danish respondent who have a
low degree of education claim that job securityg@sy importantor importantin a job.
However, only 68.49% of those with a higher levieéducation chose the same answer.
In Spain, the outlook is partially distinct. A cteaorrelation cannot be stablished.
People with low or medium education level showrnailsir tendency for job security,
around 97.5% of them selectgdry importantor important But when analysing the
high-education group, differences between men awndhem appear. While highly

gualified men are more into job security (98.33%)men are around 94%.

Regarding marital status, divorced citizen have lgseferences for job security than
married people. This fact could be explained byfdwot that married would need more
job security to balance job and personal life, $igaer level of job security is required.
33.44% of married Danish people said that job sgcisrvery importantwhile 28.28%
of single people considered it. The same pictufeusid in Spain, 69.51% of married
people choserery important while that option was selected by 66.07% of dieor
people.

Concerning the labour status, the analysis obtaimedenmark and in Spain is
completely different. Figure 17 and 18 show thefgmnces for job security depending
on the labour situation and if the answers have laggregated or not. The majority of
inactive citizens in Denmark believe that job sdgus very important or important in a
job place. Nevertheless, full-time workers preskss inclination for job security.
These results show up that people who are eitrestiie or unemployed think that
security is important because with higher levels safcurity they might not be
unemployed or they might be back to the labour etark Spain, however, employed
people display more preference for job securityth& same time, if the answersry
important and important are grouped, inactive people lead the classifinatibhese
results guide us to believe that for inactive oemployed people a higher level of job

security on the labour market do not mean lowesibdgies to lose their job.

23



The union membership is a feature that seems te aaelation with the preferences for
job security, at least in Denmark. In that countngion and ex-union members have a
stronger tendency for job security rather than peeyho never was part of a union.
Figure 19 represents the percentage of respondentied by their preferences for job
security and their relationship with unions. Uniorember lead the ranking for job
security. Since in Denmark unions have an actile irotheir flexicurity model, union
member clearly stand up for job security. On theeofside, in Spain, it seems that no
relation exists. As in Denmark, union member hatégher conviction that job security
is rather important or very important in a job @aBut, ex-union members do not stand
job security as people that have never been ini@nuithis also may be explained by
the low rate of trade union density in Spain, 16i8%013, while in Denmark, that rate
was 66.8%.

The last variable analysed is the perception thatking people have of security on
their job. In Denmark, when people feel more seaumetheir job place, they have
higher preferences for job security rather thanmjlo® security in not perceived. Table
5 and figure 20 show the positive relation betwgen security preferences and
perceptions. In Spain, the same patterns are fetiomut not as sharped as in Denmark.
When only the answevery importantis taken into account, a U-Shaped tendency
appears, however, when botlery importantand important are analysed, looks an

increasing preference as it happens in Denmark.

To sum up, preferences for job security are quitierént between the two analysed
countries. In Spain exist a general tendency forsecurity; while in Denmark, features
of those who stand job security are more noticeakdeit has been mentioned, labour
security is preferred in Spain rather than in DerkknBuring all the previous analysis,
the percentage of people how are into job secudy higher in Spain. The higher level
of support from all kind of people makes the takkreating a profile of a Spaniard who

stands job security practically impossible.

In Denmark, however, even if popularity of job setyuis lower than in Spain, the
features of those who stand job security are moaeked. Labour job security is
preferred by women between 55 and 64 years oldh, avibw education level, married

rather than single people, inactive or unemployadiion members.

4.2 Econometric Analysis
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In this section, | conduct an econometric analysisrder to determine which of the
previous features are really significant and whecthe direction of the relation. | make

the analysis separately for Spain and Denmark.

| consider two different explained variables, Vpieferences for job security) and V29
(perception of security in their job place). Botériables are related to the same set of
explanatory variables. Almost all of the explangteariables selected are dummy
variables. To simplify the analysis the dependemtable, V11 or V29, are considered
as a continuous variable. Also, to be more pretiseyariables which show preferences
and perception for job security will not be aggteda which means that the variable
used will be the direct answers given by the redpats. For this econometric analysis,
5 categories are considered for the estimatiobdtin dependent variables. For variable
V11, 1 corresponds to considering job security moportant at all, 2 means not
important, 3 is indifferent, 4 corresponds to intpat and 5 represents very important.
For variable V29, respondents were asked to inglitla¢ agreement degree with the
sentence: “My job is secure”. The possible ansveeesas follows: 1 corresponds to
strongly disagree, 2 is disagree, 3 means neitipezeanor disagree, 4 corresponds to
agree and 5 represents strongly agree

The econometric analysis is based on the estimaifothe following econometric

specification:
Model 1 and 2, estimation of V11 variable

V11 = By + B1AGE + B,AGE? + B3MALE + y,SINGLE + ysDIVORCED
+ 6o DEGREE LOW + 6,DEGREE HIGH + OgFULL TIME
+ 09PART TIME + 60,,INACTIVE + t4,Union Member

+ 71,Union never + uy;
Model 3 and 4, estimation of V29 variable

V29 = B, + BLAGE + B,AGE? + BsMALE + y,SINGLE + ysDIVORCED
+ 8,DEGREE LOW + 8,DEGREE HIGH + 6gFULL TIME

+ toUnion Member + t,oUnion never + u;

The method to estimate the regression is the Onglin@ast Squares (OLS). Since V29
was only answered by people who were employed, vHreables that capture the
sensation of job security in function of the emph@nt status are reduced to part time
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and full time jobs. In this case, the dummy vamafdr part-time job is considered the
reference variable. The reference variables fordilmamy variables are the followings:
FEMALE, MARRIED, DEGREE MEDIUM, UNEMPLOYED and Onceaunion

member.

4.3 Results

The main objective of this econometric model isvaify if the patterns previously

observed in the descriptive analysis are suppdiyetthe econometric analysis. Despite
the fact that the significance level, in some Jagsg, is not too high, the sign of the
coefficient is helpful to determinate the main teas of those who prefer job security in
Spain and Denmark. At the same time, I'll try to kmaa relation between the

preferences for job security and the charactesistiche labour market in each country.

Table 6 and table 7 represent the results fronesienation of model 1 and 2. The first
characteristic to be analysed is the age. In botmiries, Denmark and Spain, the
coefficient of age has a negative sign. HoweveDémmark, the AGEhas a positive
effect on the job security preferences which mehasas it can be seen on figure 21, as
people get older, their preferences for job seguaie higher. On the other side, in
Spain, the figure 22 reveals that no relation carestablished between the age of the
respondent and the preferences for job security.

The variable sex takes a value 1 when the sunaporelent is a man and O when it is a
woman. The results obtained for Denmark verify ligpothesis that women prefer job
security rather than men and the relationshipgsiicant at 1% level. In Spain, it can
be said that both genders prefer job security éguabncerning the education level, in
both countries, people with university studies hiaweer preferences for job security. It
is remarkable that in Denmark, the coefficient filgh education is significant at 1%
level. It can be said that a highest level of etionais related with lower levels of
preferences for job security. Even if the effectlod labour situation is not significant
for any country, thanks to the econometric regassit is visible that unemployed
people are those who prefer job security sinceother labour situation groups have a
negative coefficient; following the unemployed, thext who prefer job security are

inactive, followed by full-time employees and filyahose with part-time jobs.
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A feature that is significant at least at 10% lewelboth countries is the union
membership. In Denmark, but also in Spain, people are part of a union show higher
preferences for job security. Nevertheless, théeihce comes when analysing those
who never were members of a union. In Denmark etipe®ple have lower preferences
for job security, but in Spain, they have highezfprences rather than those who once
were members of a union. These results could b&aiega by the fact than in Spain
unions have lower rates of membership. Anyway, wlaralysing how secure
respondents feel on their job place, more light sliled on the relation between job

security preferences and union membership.

Table 8 and table 9 represent the results fromestgnation of model 3 and 4. In
contrast to the preferences for job security, tige @& a significant variable to
determinate the sensation of job security in batintries. However, the path of the job
security sensation in not same in Denmark than pair6 The econometric output
reveals a different sign for the coefficients, whih Denmark the age’s coefficient is
negative and the squared age coefficient has diy@sign, in Spain, is on the other
way. Figures 23 and 24 show the relation betweerate and the sensation of security
in a job in Denmark and in Spain. The results reaeld-shaped relation in Denmark
and an inversed-U-shaped in Spain. The path o$é¢hsation of security in a job place
can be related with the labour market structureSpain the high levels of employment
protection lead to an increasing perception of geburity when you get older, but in
contrast, in the earlier moments of the labour, lifee perception of security is lower.
Also the high cost of dismissal, compared with ¢has Denmark, (OECD, 2013)
favours that Spanish young people have lower siemsatf job security. What is
remarkable is that despite the fact that Denmaskahmore lax employment protection
regulation, it does not affect to the perceptiofobf security. The V29 variable average
for Denmark is 3.95 against 3.72, which means geaerally, Danish people feel more
secure than Spanish people. This result can btedelaith the high importance of the
temporary contracts in Spain, especially among gqueople. Figure 25 represents the
temporary employees as percentage of the total auoflemployees, by sex and age in
2005. The rate for every combination of age and gexrate in Spain is at least twice
bigger than in Denmark, the highest differenceiithiww males between 24 and 49 years,

in Denmark the 5.5% have a temporary contract, evinlSpain the ratio is 5,58 time
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higher and represents the 30,7%. As it was beeriionexa above, temporary contracts

incentives the no-sensation of security in a job.

Concerning the education level, in Denmark, peopith college studies feel more
insecure in a job place. This group of people alyeshowed less preference for job
security than the rest, but now, the differencenviite sensation from medium level
education group is not as significant as it washe previous model. The feeling of
those with low levels of education is lower to feeling of people with medium level
education even if desired it the most. In Spaimptewith low levels of education were
the ones who felt more secure on their job placeimDenmark, people with higher
levels of education had the lowest feeling of jebusity. It is remarkable that only the
coefficient of the high education level from Denkias significant. Regarding the
perception of job security related to the employtm&tuation, in both countries full
time employees have a higher perception of job ré#gclbut is in Spain where the
difference between full-time and part-time empl®/gerception is bigger, actually, the
difference is 4 times bigger. These results conduetto say that the Spanish labour
market regulation provides a polarised sensatigel&ecurity, while in Denmark, the

job protection feeling is shared almost equally.

The last variable analysed is the union membershpSpain, where the union
membership is low, the difference between the jetusty perception between those
who are union members and those who are not isigoificant; in fact, those who are
not union member feel more secure. This meanso#tiag member of a union in Spain
has no advantage in terms of job security perceptidowever, in Denmark, the
difference on job security between those who arerumembers are those who are not
is 0.09. The positive effect of being member ofnéon in Denmark could explain the

high rates of pertinence to a union.

4.4 Including country dummy variable

In the next section, a dummy variable will be im#d on the previous econometric
model. This new variable is call@ENMARKand takes value 1 when the respondent is
Danes. The purpose to include this variable ise® i it exist a significant difference
between the preferences and the feeling for jobnrggdetween Denmark and Spain.

The econometric model used is as follows:
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Model 5, estimation of V11 variable

V11 = By + B1AGE + B,AGE? + B3MALE + y,SINGLE + ysDIVORCED
+ 6o DEGREE LOW + 6;DEGREE HIGH + OgFULL TIME
+ 09PART TIME + 60,4,INACTIVE + 74,Union Member
+ t1,Union never + @3 DENMARK + u;

Model 6, estimation of V29 variable

V29 = By + BLAGE + B,AGE? + B3sMALE + y,SINGLE + ysDIVORCED
+ 66 DEGREE LOW + 6,DEGREE HIGH + 6gFULL TIME
+ toUnion Member + toUnion never + ¢, DENMARK + u;

Table 10 and table 11 represent the results frarestimation of model 5 and 6. The
key factor of these two models is the coefficiehthee dummy variablENMARK
This coefficient reveals who prefers job security avho feel more secure on its job
place respectively for the regression of V11 an@.Vthe results are significant enough
to affirm that despite the fact that Spaniard prgdd security more than Danes, are
Danish people who do feel more secure in their.jdil® main difference between
Spanish and Danish opinion is concerning the peefs for job security. That
difference is 0.712. This result can be linked wtitd previous analysis, in Spain the job
security is valued by every kind of person, andgeburity is highly valued for Spanish
employed and unemployed people. In Denmark, ev@bikecurity is valued, it is not

as sought as in Spain, people may prefer othectsjea job rather than job security.

The output of the model where the variable V29 xpl&ned revels that the labour
market which employees find the highest level &f $ecurity is the Danish one. In this
case, the difference between the feeling of jolusgcof Spanish and Danish people is
not as big and significant as the difference presip analysed. The coefficient for the
dummy variabldDENMAK s 0.23 and it is significant at 5% level.

The results indicate that when someone feels setueejob place, their preferences for
job security are lower, and other characteristies\alued. Being on a labour market
that gives high levels of job security allows seegkifor employments with other

characteristics that will contribute to have a mesaéisfying job. As figure 26 reveals,

Danish wage earners workers are experiencing #egegt degree of job satisfaction in
the EU.
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5 CONCLUDING REMARKS

The results obtained in the analysis of the joluscpreferences and feeling guide us
to believe that both of them depend on the laboanket organization. The structure of
the labour market is essential to determine theleyment and unemployment rate,
satisfaction of a job place and also influencesherpreferences for flexibility.

It has been shown in the project that the flextgubanish labour market is based on
three essential elements, which are high levelBeafbility, generous unemployment

benefits, and efficient, wide active labour margeticies (ALMP). On the other hand,

the Spanish labour market is characterized by hegkls of employment protection

regulations; the unemployment benefits have a nmedlagree of generosity compared
with other European models and it is based, mawmypassive labour market policies
(PLMP).

In Denmark, despite the employment protection raguhs are low; the feeling of
security on a job place is more elevated than mirSwhere the employment protection
regulations are higher. The regulatory frameworisterg in the Spanish labour market
does not give the impression of protection to erygds. Moreover, the external
inflexibility existing in the labour market compéites the creation of new jobs. In
Denmark the whole labour market system contribtbegenerate a high level of job
security feeling. The generous unemployment benefihd the efficient ALMP

contribute to generate a quick return to employmehtch raises the security sensation.

The fact of job security perception permits to séakjob opportunities where job
security is not provided by the employer. Thereaher characteristics that will make

the job satisfaction higher and, consequentlyréiselts will be better.

The perception of job security is not a matter wipoyment protection regulation; it
involves the whole labour market framework. The batcome of the Spanish labour
market needs a reform. But if we want to preseneewvielfare state, it is a non-sense to
promote a third labour reform, aiming to make tipar8sh labour market more flexible,
without modifying the labour market policies andiwaiut enhancing the unemployment

benefits.
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APPENDIX A: FIGURES

Figure 1: Average tenure with the same employea inumber of OECD countries,
2000, 2007 and 2014.
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Figure 2: Percentage of partial-time jobs overttital in 2000 Q4, 2007 Q4 and 2015
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Figure 3: Working time distribution of employees kgnder in Hungary, United

Kingdom, France and Denmark 2004
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Denmark
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Figure 4 Variation of the average annual wage®femmark, France, Germany, United
Kingdom and Spain
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Figure 5 Numerical, functional and wage flexibil2903
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Figure 6 Internal, external and wage flexibility03
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Figure 7: GDP annual growth rate for Spain and Dekn2003-2014
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Figure 8: Annual employment rate for Denmark, Sp&b 15 Countries and EU 27
Countries
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Figure 9: Annual unemployment rate for Denmark,igpaU 15 Countries and EU 27
Countries
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Figure 10: The Danish flexicurity model
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Figure 11 Expenditure on ALMP and LPMP as a peamgsbf the GDP, 2010
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Figure 12: Expenditure in € on ALMP and PLMP by mpéoyed, 2010
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Note: Active measures include training, labour neéidervices, employment incentives,
supported employment and rehabilitation, direct gpbation and start-up incentives.

Passive measures include Out-of-work income maames and support.
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Figure 13: Average job tenure in EU-15in 2008
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Figure 14: Index of employment protection in a nembaf OECD countries, 2013
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Figure 15: Preferences for job security per grayp a
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Figure 16: Preferences for job security per levedducation and sex
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Figure 17: Preferences for job security & job i@
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Figure 18: Preferences for job security & job dima
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Figure 19: Preferences for job security and uni@mioership
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Figure 20: Percentage of people who consider jobrgg asvery importantand feeling
of job security
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Figure 21: V11 in relation to AGE, observed andneated, Denmark
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Figure 22: V11 in relation to AGE, Observed andneated, Spain
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Figure 23: V29 in relation to AGE, observed andneated, Denmark
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Figure 24NV29 in relation to AGE, observed and estimated,tspa
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Figure 25: Temporary employees as percentage ofotaé number of employees, by
sex and age in 2005
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Figure 26: Job satisfaction, percentage of peopile are satisfied or very satisfied with
their jobs in EU-15 countries
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APPENDIX B: TABLES

Table 2: Unemployment insurance benefits 2010 ECaddntries;

Unemployment insurance benefits, 2010

For a 40-year old (where benefits are conditional on work history, the table assumes a long and uninterrupted
employment record)

. Payment rate (% of earnings base)
Employment (E) and Maximum
contribution (C) duration o at end of legal Earnings base(2)
conditions (months) initial entitlement period
EU-15 Countries
Austria E+C: 1yearin 2. 9 55 Net
Belgium E+C: 468 days in Unlimited 60 53.8 (after Gross
27 months. 1 year)
Denmark E: 52 weeks in 3 years. 24 90 Gross less 8%
C: membership fee. SSC.
Finland E: 34 weeks in 28 23| Basic benefit Gross (excluding
months, (16.8% of AW) additional holiday
C: 10 months. plus 45% of pay) less SSC.
earnings
exceeding basic
benefit to 82%
of AW then
20%.
France C: 4 months in 28 24 57-75 Gross
months.
Germany E: 12 months, 12 60 Net
C: 12 months in 2 years.
Greece E+C: 125 days in 14 12 | Flat rate benefit -
months or 200 days in (27.1% of AW).
2 years.
Ireland(5) C: 39 weeks in 1 year 12| Fixed amount -
(or 26 "reckonable" (31.5% of AW).
contributions in 2 years).
104 weeks contributions
paid since starting work
Italy(6) C: 52 weeks in 2 years. 8 60 50 after 6 months Average gross
earnings of last
3 months.
Luxembourg E+C: 26 weeks in 12 80 Average gross
1 year. earnings of last
3 months.
Netherlands E+C: 26 weeks in 36, 22 75 70 (after 2 months) Gross
plus 52 days in 4 of
5 years.
Portugal E+C: 450 days in 24 65 Gross
24 months.
Spain C: 360 days in 6 years. 24 70 60 (after 6 months) Gross
Sweden E: 6 months in last 35 80 70 (after 9 months). Gross
year, 65 for Job and
C: been a member of an Development
insurance fund for 12 Guarantee
months. (after 14 months).
United Kingdom C: 12 months in 2 6| Fixed amount --
years. (9.9% of AW).

Sourcehttp://www.oecd.org/social/benefits-and-wages.htm
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Table 3: Summary of the questions, answers givertlaaggrupation made

Divorced

Question Original Answers Matched answers
Male Male
Sex of respondent
Female Female
Married, living as married Married
) Widowed .
Marital status of | X Single
Single, never married
respondent
Separated, but married .
Divorced

Education level

No formal qualification, none, still at
school

Lowest formal qualification attainable

Intermediary secondary completed

Low education level

Higher secondary completed

Qualifications which are above the

Medium Education level

agree: My job is
secure

Agree

Q higher secondary level, but below a full
o university degree; other education
c R R
o University degree completed High education level
= Employed-full time Full-time job
Employed-part time
Employed less than part-time Part-time job
Helping family member
Current
Unemployed Unemployed
employment - —
status Student, at school, vocational training
Retired
Housewife, -man, home duties Inactive
Permanently disabled
Other, not in labour force
| 4 Currently member Union member
r ndent -
S respohde Once member, not now Not Union member
member of a N b
trade union? Never member ever.mfem er
Not in labour force Missing
Very important
yimp Important
V11 Personally | Important
important: job | Neither important nor unimportant Neither important nor unimportant
security Not important .
) - Not important
= Not important at all
o - —
c Not applicable Missing
N Strongly agree
N V29 Personally Agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Disagree

Source: International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) 20@bawvn elaboration
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Table 4: Sample description

Spain Denamrk Total
Observations| % Observations % Observations %
Respondents 1203 42,95% | 1598 57,059 2801 100%
Male 581 48,30% | 757 47,37% 1338 47,77%
SEX Female 622 51,70% 841 52,63% 1463 52,23%
Total 1203 100% 1598 100% 2801 100%
Average 45 47 46
Average age | Standard
deviation 17,9722 14,6389 16,167
Full time 496 41,23% | 1004 62,83% 1500 53,55%
Part-time 76 6,32% 137 8,57% 213 7,60%
Labour Unemployed 103 8,56% 36 2,25% 139 4,96%
status Inactive 528 43,89%| 389 24,34% 917 32,74%
Missing 0 0,00% 32 2,00% 32 1,14%
Total 1203 100,00% 1598 100,00% 2801 100,00%
Low 934 77,64% | 202 12,64% 1136 40,56%
Medium 166 13,80%| 1092 68,34% 1258 44.91%
Education :
High 96 7,98% 222 13,89%9 318 11,35%
level Missing 7 0,58% 82 5,13% 89 3,18%
Total 1203 100,00% 1598 100,00% 2801 100,00%
Married 721 59,93%| 984 61,58% 1705 60,87
_ Single 424 35,25%| 448 28,04% 872 31,13%
'\S/Itzrtl:zl Divorced 56 4,66% 152 9,51% 208 7,43%
Missing 2 0,17% 14 0,88% 16 0,57%
Total 1203 100,00% 1598 100,00% 2801 100,00%
Member 84 6,98% 1156 72,34% 1240 44.27%
No longer
Union member 115 9,56% 256 16,02% 371 13,25%
membership | Never member | 961 79,88% 167 10,45% 1128 40,2/ %
Missing 43 3,57% 19 1,19% 62 2,21%
Total 1203 100,00% 1598 100,00% 2801 100,00%
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%

0

Agree 1164 96,76%| 1261 78,91% 2425 86,58
Indiferent 14 1,16% 155 9,70% 169 6,03%
V11 Disagree 16 1,33% 134 8,39% 150 5,369
Missing 9 0,75% 48 3,00% 57 2,03%
Total 1203 100,009 1598 100,00% 2801 100,00%
Agree 388 32,25%| 892 55,82% 1280 45,70
Indiferent 71 5,90% 151 9,45% 222 7,93%
V29 Disagree 106 8,81% 165 10,33% 271 9,689
Missing 638 53,03%| 390 24,41% 1028 36,70
Total 1203 100,009 1598 100,009 2801 100,00%
Source: International Social Survey Programme RIS®05
Table 5: Preferences and perception of job security
Not
Yery Important Indifferent .NOt important at
Important |mportant all

Very secure 38,00% 45,30% 8,77% 6,68% 1,25%

Secure 26,87% 56,97% 7,96% 7,21% 1,00%

Denmark | Indifferent 20,95% 51,35% 18,24% 8,11% 1,35%

Not Secure 25,00% 45,83% 13,54% 14,58% 1,04%

Not secure at all 29,23% 33,85% 18,46% 15,38% 3,08%

Very secure 84,18% 14,56% 0,63% 0,63% 0,00%

Secure 67,83% 30,87% 0,43% 0,87% 0,00%

Spain Indifferent 63,38% 30,99% 0,00% 5,63% 0,00%

Not Secure 63,16% 31,58% 3,95% 1,32% 0,00%

Not secure at all 70,00% 16,67% 0,00% 10,00% 3,33%

Source: International Social Survey ProgrammeRIS®05
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Table 6: Model 1, OLS, using observations 1-1598 (%44)
The incomplete and missing variables have beent@wmil54
Dependent variable: V11 Preferences for job securit
Country: Denmark

Robust standard errors against heteroscedastreitignt HC1

Coefficient Stand. Desv.t-statistict P-Value

const 4.09 0.31 13.31 <0.00001 ***
AGE -0.01 0.01 -0.31 0.75552
sq_AGE 0.00 0.00 0.79 0.42947
MALE -0.20 0.04 -4.11 0.00004  ***
SINGLE 0.01 0.06 0.21 0.83013
DIVORCED 0.11 0.07 1.58 0.11390
DEGREE_LOW 0.11 0.07 1.44 0.14950
DEGREE_HIGH -0.28 0.06 -4.13 0.00004  ***
FULL-TIME -0.14 0.12 -1.05 0.29262
PART-TIME -0.17 0.15 -1.12 0.26179
INACTIVE 0.01 0.13 0.02 0.98299
Union_Member 0.15 0.07 2.18 0.02946  **
Union_Never -0.19 0.10 -1.78 0.07519 ~*
R-squared 0.06 Corrected R-squared 0.06
F(12, 1431) 8.45 P-Value (F) 1.17e-15

Significance level: *** 1%, ** 5% and * 10%
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Table 7: Model 2, OLS, using observations 1-1203 (1149)
The incomplete and missing variables have beent@mis4
Dependent variable: V11

Country: Spain

Robust standard errors against heteroscedastreitignt HC1

Coefficient Stand. Desv.t-statistict P-Value

const 4.51 0.19 23.47 <0.00001
AGE -0.01 0.01 -0.39 0.69472
sq_AGE 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.84562
MALE -0.01 0.03 -0.14 0.88638
SINGLE -0.04 0.04 -0.90 0.36345
DIVORCED -0.08 0.10 -0.78 0.42978
DEGREE_LOW 0.02 0.05 0.38 0.69944
DEGREE_HIGH -0.07 0.07 -0.83 0.40471
FULL-TIME 0.08 0.07 1.02 0.30551
PART-TIME -0.04 0.11 -0.37 0.70718
INACTIVE 0.09 0.07 1.13 0.25514
Union_Member 0.23 0.09 2.50 0.01231
Union_Never 0.19 0.07 241 0.01575
R-squared 0.02 Corrected R-squared 0.01
F(12, 1136) 1.27 P-Value (F) 0.23

Significance level: *** 1%, ** 5% and * 10%

*k%

**

*%
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Table 8: Model 3, OLS, using observations 1-1598 (1129)
The incomplete and missing variables have beentewnid69
Dependent variable: V2Berception of job security
Country: Denmark

Robust standard errors against heteroscedastreitignt HC1

Coefficient Stand. Desv.t-statistict P-Value

const 5.23 0.49 10.64 <0.00001 ***
AGE -0.07 0.02 -2.90 0.00375  ***
sq_AGE 0.00 0.00 2.96 0.00311  ***
MALE 0.04 0.07 0.59 0.54905
SINGLE -0.16 0.10 -1.65 0.09907 *
DIVORCED -0.20 0.13 -1.55 0.12044
DEGREE_LOW -0.06 0.13 -0.48 0.63055
DEGREE_HIGH -0.16 0.09 -1.71 0.08746 *
FULL-TIME 0.11 0.11 0.97 0.33330
Union_Member 0.11 0.12 0.94 0.34598
Union_Never 0.02 0.16 0.10 0.92023
R-squared 0.01 Corrected R-squared 0.01
F(10, 1118) 1.61 P-Value (F) 0.10

Significance level: *** 1%, ** 5% and * 10%

53



Table 9: Model 4, OLS, using observations 1-1203 G40)
The incomplete and missing variables have beent@mi663
Dependent variable: V29

Country: Spain

Robust standard errors against heteroscedastreitignt HC1

Coefficient Stand. Desv.t-statistict P-Value

const 1.29 0.70 1.84 0.06642
AGE 0.08 0.03 2.56 0.01070
sq_AGE -0.00 0.01 -2.18 0.02906
MALE -0.00 0.10 -0.01 0.99242
SINGLE -0.11 0.12 -0.91 0.36220
DIVORCED -0.44 0.22 -2.00 0.04587
DEGREE_LOW 0.11 0.14 0.79 0.42809
DEGREE_HIGH -0.04 0.20 -0.23 0.81763
FULL-TIME 0.43 0.17 2.41 0.01601
Union_Member 0.25 0.21 1.16 0.24523
Union_Never 0.26 0.18 1.47 0.14172
R-squared 0.07 Corrected R-squared 0.05
F(10, 529) 3.55 P-Value (F) 0.00

Significance level: *** 1%, ** 5% and * 10%

**

**

*%

**
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Table 10: Model 5, OLS, using observations 1-280% 2593)
The incomplete and missing variables have beent@mi208
Dependent variable: V11

Robust standard errors against heteroscedastreitignt HC1

Coefficient Stand. Desv.t-statistict P-Value

const 4.75 0.16 29.34 <0.00001 ***
AGE -0.01 0.01 -0.61 0.53976
sq_AGE 0.00 0.00 0.95 0.33834
MALE -0.11 0.03 -3.44 0.00059  ***
SINGLE -0.02 0.04 -0.38 0.70156
DIVORCED 0.07 0.06 1.12 0.26343
DEGREE_LOW 0.01 0.04 0.31 0.75130
DEGREE_HIGH -0.24 0.05 -4.30 0.00002  ***
FULL TIME -0.04 0.04 -1.00 0.31833
Union_Member 0.17 0.06 3.04 0.00241 ¥
Union_Never -0.01 0.06 -0.10 0.91997
Denmark -0.71 0.06 -12.73 <0.00001 ***
R-squared 0.16 Corrected R-squared 0.16
F(11, 1657) 47.23 P-Value (F) 1.01e-94

Significance level: *** 1%, ** 5% and * 10%
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Table 11: Model 6, OLS, using observations 1-280% (669)
The incomplete and missing variables have beenteanit 132
Dependent variable: V29

Robust standard errors against heteroscedastreitignt HC1

Coefficient Stand. Desv.t-statistict P-Value

const 3.72 0.42 8.85 <0.00001 ***
AGE -0.01 0.02 -0.62 0.53399
sq_AGE 0.00 0.00 0.79 0.42726
MALE 0.04 0.06 0.73 0.46443
SINGLE -0.14 0.08 -1.83 0.06606 *
DIVORCED -0.28 0.11 -2.54 0.01112  **
DEGREE_LOW 0.00 0.09 0.03 0.97070
DEGREE_HIGH -0.14 0.08 -1.66 0.09675 *
FULL TIME 0.15 0.09 1.60 0.10868
Union_Member 0.12 0.10 1.12 0.25990
Union_Never 0.13 0.11 1.10 0.27016
Denmark 0.23 0.10 2.20 0.02762  **
R-squared 0.02 Corrected R-squared 0.02
F(11, 1657) 3.14 P-Value (F) 0.00

Significance level: *** 1%, ** 5% and * 10%
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