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Introduction 
 
This report is written as Deliverable 3.2. ‘Analysis of Socio-Economic Trends and Welfare Policies’ in the 
partner countries of the project Quality of Life, funded by the Sixth Framework Programme of the 
European Commission. The project is designed to explore the changes in the social wellbeing of 
European citizens in four strategically selected companies in each of eight European countries in the 
period from March 2006 till February 2009. It offers a comparative perspective on the quality of work and 
quality of life in different European workplaces and different national welfare regimes. The aims of the 
project are to study the impact of public and organizational policies on the well-being of European 
citizens, the conditions under which European workplaces can be transformed into healthy organizations 
and the possible scenarios for improving the social quality in Europe. 
 
The project builds upon an understanding of the quality of life as an important social construct conceived 
of and measured differently from a wide array of social, judicial and medical sciences (See Beham et al, 
2006). It is a multidimensional phenomenon encompassing objective and subjective elements from 
numerous life domains. Rather than starting with a pre-designed definition of the quality of life, the 
project Quality aims to provide insights into the ways in which European citizens evaluate their well being 
based on their experiences of coping with the rising demands in both work and family life under the 
conditions of globalization, continuing European integration, spread of new technologies, pluralisation of 
employment patterns and family forms and particularisation of identities. 
 
The methodology for carrying out the work in the project is innovative, based on the awareness about the 
need of sophisticated research instruments to study the complex relationship between quality of work and 
quality of life. A combination of a quantitative survey with multi-item scales and qualitative interviews and 
focus groups with employees and managers of public and private companies in each country provide 
evidence about their work/life balance, life satisfaction and wellbeing. Additional information comes from 
literature reviews, scenario analysis and expert meetings. An essential methodological requirement of the 
project is to apply. The analysis will be carried out at three levels: 
 

• macro  – that of the countries/societies, their economic and labour market trends,  
population developments and social protection; 

• meso  – the level of the organizations, working conditions, managerial practices  
and organizational policies for competitiveness, quality of work and  
employees’ wellbeing; and 

• micro  – the level of the individuals and their families, their experiences and  
strategies for reconciling paid work and unpaid care, their values and attitudes to work 
and life, care and gender roles, their  identification with the organization and 
expectations for the future. 

 
This volume explores the issues on the first, macro level of the analysis. Its purpose is to present the 
institutional context acting as a framework within which companies and individuals strive to create a 
higher quality of work and life.  
 
The task of this report, as well as of the other workpackages of the whole project, is essentially 
comparative – to capture the similarity and variance across countries and organizations. Here we focus on 
the cross-national comparison which will serve as a basis for the comparison of the companies chosen 
from four economic sectors in each country. The need of contextual analysis for comparative research has 
been long recognized and its promises continuously debated (See for example, Ragin, 1987; Hantrais, 
1999; Mills et al, 2006). The social context in cross-national comparative research is a wide concept 
encompassing elements of both social structure and culture. Stressing the structural aspect as we do in this 
report is important at this stage because individual strategies are developed on the basis of the opportunity 
structures created by the larger society, by companies in which individuals are employed and by the 



 

      

 

relationships within their families and communities. Information on the individual and household values 
and strategies will come from the survey and the qualitative part of the study. 
 
How people balance work and family depends upon the economic, labour market and demographic 
developments in each country, the type of social and employment policies and the nature of policy 
institutions and the social dialogue between them. In this report we compare the trends and policies across 
the eight countries – partners in the Quality project. They represent a very diverse group including 
countries well above the medium EU level of GDP per capita such as the Netherlands (126% of the 
average for the EU25) and as low as Bulgaria (34%), countries with high activity rates among both genders 
such as Sweden and countries with above the average share of inactive women such as Portugal, states 
with strong interventionist policy strategies such as Finland and Sweden and minimal states such as the 
UK or Portugal, societies with large status differentials such as Germany and ones with low Gini 
coefficient such as Hungary. 
 
While the interplay of mechanisms providing social protection and quality of work and life is country 
specific, still there are some common modes of combining the roles of the state, market and family which 
Esping-Andersen (1990) defined as welfare state regimes. For him, the regimes reflect the concrete 
constellations of ‘institutional arrangements, rules and understandings that guide and shape concurrent social policy 
decisions, expenditure developments, problem definitions, and even the respond-and-demand structure of citizens and welfare 
consumers’ (1990: 80). Two characteristics have an essential role in distinguishing between the regimes: 
decommodification or the degree to which individuals and their families maintain a ‘socially acceptable 
standard of living’ (1990: 37) independently of their participation in the labour market; and social 
stratification or the degree and type of inequality produced in society. 
 
Esping-Anderson suggested a distinction between three clusters: “liberal”, “corporatist” and “social-
democratic”. This typology is neither the first, nor uncontested since its publication (See Abramson, 1999) 
but we find it useful for our task because it explains the debates and policies as placed within ‘frameworks 
of historical institutionalization that differ qualitatively between countries’ (1990: 80). Thus the social-
democratic regime is the cluster where the de-commodification is at its highest and the social stratification 
is changed radically from the initial stage created by the market toward a universal social citizenship. In 
this policy type the state is the leading social institution in providing social protection, minimizing the 
reliance on the family and maximizing capacities for individual independence. The corporatist regime is 
the one that supports less decommodification of social rights and services and is directed toward the 
preservation of status differentials. In this cluster the role of the state is smaller, while the reliance upon 
the resources of the family is much stronger fostered by the Church and its emphasis on traditions. The 
liberal regime experiences the least decommodification and the highest inequality based on a dual 
stratification: a market-based hierarchy of access to goods and services, and equality of minimal social 
protection. In this type it is the market that is the leading institution for provision of care, followed by the 
family, while the state plays a marginal role in the distribution of resources. 
 
There have been various modifications of this typology, the most significant being the inclusion of at least 
one new type – that of the sub-protective (Mediterranean) cluster (Ferrera, 1996; Gallie and Paugnam, 
2000; Scheepers et al, 2002). This regime, which Esping-Andersen sees as part of the corporatist cluster, is 
characterized by the highest degree of familialism and the least degree of social security provided by the 
state. Here social capital plays the crucial role for achieving an acceptable quality of life and it is social 
contacts and care from the family and friends that play a major role in people’s copying strategies 
(Scheepers et al, 2002). 
 
The societal transformations in Central and Eastern Europe in the 1990s raise the question whether their 
social policies at present form a new type of welfare state or whether they are accepting the features of 
existing models in the West. While there is an agreement among researchers that these countries have 
started from a similar institutional constellation of centralized and universalistic provision of social rights 
(Deacon and Szalai; 1990; Ferge, 2001), there is no accepted classification of the policy regimes after 
almost 20 years of reforms. What we see at present are mixed welfare regimes combining elements from 
the other models – liberal, corporatist or sub-protective (Ferge, 2002; Potuchek, 2004; Kovacheva, 2000). 
Besides, the countries in the region are often seen as moving in different directions (Deacon, 1992; Fodor 



 

      

 

et al, 2002), prompting Wallace (2002) to distinguish between the ‘re-institutionalising’ regime in Hungary 
and the ‘de-institutionalising’ regime in Bulgaria. This distinction however is descriptive rather than based 
on analytical typologisation and refers more to the current stage of development of the welfare reforms in 
each country than to the concrete patterns of the welfare mix. 
 
Besides the extension and revision of the welfare state typology, many other typologies have been 
developed, for example, gender regimes (Lewis, 1992, Pascall and Kwak, 2005) and youth transition 
regimes (IARD, 2001; Walther and Plug, 2006). Knin and Kremer (1997) have insisted to include a caring 
dimension of the welfare state in policy analysis, if we aim to create an inclusive form of citizenship. Pfau 
–Effinger (2005: 9) points at the need to take into account the cultural model of the family, ‘that is the ideas 
about the gender division of labour within the family and in the family-employment relationship, the main sphere for the 
upbringing of children and care of elderly people’, if we are to understand fully the differences between the welfare 
state regimes. Reforms are underway in all institutional arrangements of social policy under the pressures 
from economic globalization and political Europeanisation and their direction is not one-dimensional. 
Some elements of social citizenship have been weakened by the making social benefits conditional to 
participation in the services of the activation labour market policies (Handler, 2003) but others have been 
strengthened, as for example the rights to social care and the greater participation in policy governance 
structures (Andersen et al, 2005). Given the trend toward a diversification of institutional structures and 
practices, whether the regime concept still holds is a contested issue among European researchers. We 
consider that the concept is useful in comparative analysis where the focus is not on specific welfare states 
but on the broad welfare arrangements, including socio-economic trends, institutional structures and 
welfare cultures.  
 
The countries included in the Quality project and subjected to analysis in this report belong to the 
following five main policy regimes: 
 

• Social democratic (universalistic) - Sweden and Finland   
• Corporatist (conservative) – Germany and the Netherlands  
• Liberal – the United Kingdom 
• Sub-protective (Mediterranean) – Portugal 
• Post-socialist – Hungary and Bulgaria 

 
In what follows we attempt to provide insights into the ways the different welfare states stimulate or 
restrain the quality of work and quality of life of their citizens. This is done on the basis of two other main 
tasks: to analyse socio-economic trends concerning employment patterns, changes in work, trends in 
fertility and family structures; and to explore current trends in public policies regarding employment and 
family life, with an expected impact on work-life balance. To meet these objectives, the report makes use 
of a wide range of informational sources: European policy documents, official statistics and data bases of 
Eurostat, academic literature, as well as the national reports of the Quality team, published as Deliverable 
3.1. National Reports on Socio-economic Trends and Welfare Policies, November 2006. The report 
benefited from the useful comments of partners from all national teams and the lively discussions at the 
project meetings of the Quality team in Budapest and Lisbon. 
 
The approach applied in our report is characterised by: 
 

• a focus on the cross-national comparison of the structural changes in national welfare policies; 
• a dynamic perspective covering the past ten years and where necessary, a longer time span,  most 

often since 1989 – the start of the reforms in the two East Central European countries; 
• an awareness of the patterns of social and economic inequalities for the quality of life; 
• a gender perspective to the analysis of the impact of socio-economic trends and policy changes; 
• a life course perspective to the understanding of the challenges to the quality of life of individuals 

and the development of national and European welfare policies; 
• a focus on the effect of policy changes on the quality of life of citizens, that is, sensitivity to the 

meaning of the reforms in terms of the outcomes they have on the wellbeing of individuals. 
 



 

      

 

The structure of the report largely follows the preset structure of the national reports. It first presents the 
main economic trends in the partner countries, followed by an overview of the changes in employment 
and population developments. It then analyses the different systems of social protection in the eight 
countries and the trends of reforms in employment and family policies. The report ends with a discussion 
of the opportunities and constraints in the different models of institutional support for the higher quality 
of life of European citizens. From this institutional framework, the analysis in the project can now move 
to the meso level – the working conditions and organisational policies and practices in the companies 
hosting the field study and from there on to the micro level of the individuals as social actors with their 
own values and competences for creating quality of work and quality of life. 
 



 

      

 

Part I. Socio-economic and demographic 
trends 
In this part of the report we present comparative data on the economic situation in the partner countries 
and then proceed with the analysis of the commonalities and differences in the national employment and 
demographic trends. 
 

Chapter 1. The economic context of the quality of life 
This chapter describes the living standards of the population in the Quality team countries. The indicators 
used are not measures of the quality of life per se, that is, indicators of the objective aspects of the quality 
of life, but we treat them as an economic framework which provides some of the necessary resources with 
which individuals, families and companies create their quality of work and life. Previous research has 
demonstrated that the relationship between happiness and economic wealth does not follow a simple 
linear model (Inglehart, 1997; Diener et al, 1999). Economic development of the society enters into a 
complex relationship with other behavioral and cultural elements before it influences the subjective 
wellbeing of individuals. Nevertheless it is important to examine the level of economic welfare of the 
countries, included in the study as it is highly correlated with a number of other social factors.  
 
One of the most widely used measures of the living standard of a population is the GDP per capita in 
purchasing power standards. To account for differences in treating GDP as a measure for economic 
development we shall decompose it and use derivative measures to confirm and/or stress the notions 
developed in this study. 
 

Figure 1.1* 
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* All figures expressed as shares per cent relative to EU25 (100%). 

Source: Eurostat Main economic indicators (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 



 

      

 

Figure 1 shows the high differences between the countries taking part in the study – the living standard in 
the Netherlands, as measured by this indicator, is 3.6 times higher than that in Bulgaria. In a wider 
comparative perspective the GDP level of the EU EU25 (100%) lags behind that of the United States 
(150.1), Japan (110.4) and Canada (124.4). In terms of global competitiveness the EU chances for 
improvement come from two important sources – increasing the GDP output in the new member 
countries and increasing the GDP output of the union as a whole.  
 
Examining the trends over the past 10 years (See Table A.1 in the Appendix) we find a significant increase 
in the GDP per capita in the new EU members, which is accompanied with a decrease (although small) in 
the average GDP per capita of the older member states (EU15). This trend is due in part to the already 
high level of economic development in the old EU member states and the steady growth of the newly 
accepted economies that will continue to “fill in the gap”. Hungary is almost catching up with Portugal 
but it is still far away from the economic prosperity of the North Western countries. Bulgaria has managed 
to increase the level of its GDP per capita from a forth of the EU average in 1997 to over a third in 2006.  
 
As a confirmation of the trend of ‘catching up’, the standard deviation in GDP per capita for the newly 
accepted members is several times larger than the standard deviation of the countries belonging to the 
EU15. For the presented period (1995-2008) the EU15 standard deviation is 1.114, while it is 3.786 and 
9.55 for Bulgaria and Latvia respectively. However, the high standard deviation is not inherent to the less 
economically developed countries and should be treated with care and in respect to the length of the 
examined period.  
 

Figure 1.2* 
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* For statistically more reliable results, data used to compute standard deviation includes European countries listed in 

Appendix A. 
Source: Eurostat Main economic indicators (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 
For the same period, the yearly standard deviations do not display a stable trend toward unification or 
decrease. On the contrary, as Figure 1.2 shows, the coefficients are expected to grow and this fact, 
combined with the substantial absolute value of the variation, suggest that the cross-country differences in 
economic development have played and will continue to play an important role differentiating the 
conditions for the quality of life in the partner countries. The comparative data from the twelve years that 
have been examined confirm that it will take much longer before the unified European market can 
diminish the substantial cross-country variance. We have to take into consideration also that 19 of the 



 

      

 

countries, listed in Table A1, will continue to struggle to reach the GDP per capita level of EU25 and 
most of them, including Bulgaria, will have half the way to go. We will examine later the role of the 
welfare states which can compensate for the economic limitations, but the analysis shows that the GDP 
discrepancies will continue to play an important role in the near future. 
 
Focusing our analysis to consumption, instead on GDP, allows to eliminate tax differences as well as to 
account for the country specific patterns of wealth distribution. 
 

Table 1.1. 
Total household consumption expenditures per capita* 

 
 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 

EU25 13400 12900 12400 12300 12000 11600 10800 10200 9800 9300 8800 
Bulgaria           3900 3600 3300 3300 3500 3400 
Germany 14500 14100 13700 13100 13000 12500 11800 11300 11100 10700 10200 
Hungary 8000 7600 7400 7100 6700 6000 5400 5000 4700 4400 4300 
Netherlands 14100 13600 13100 13200 12900 12300 11400 10800 10200 9600 9000 
Portugal     10300 10900 10700 10400 9700 9000 8500 8000 7700 
Finland 12900 12400 11700 11900 11400 10900 10100 9700 9300 8600 8100 
Sweden 12500 12200 11900 11600 11400 11300 10600 9800 9500 9200 8800 
UK 16800 16400 15600 15600 14700 14000 13000 12400 11800 11000 10300 

* The figures are expressed per capita and in Purchasing Power Standards (PPS), i.e. a common currency that 
eliminates the differences in price levels between countries allowing meaningful volume comparisons of household 

consumption between countries. 
Source: Eurostat Main economic indicators (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 
The data in Table 1.1 present the economic situation of households in the 8 countries in the Quality study 
as compared to the average level in the European Union. According to this indicator, the UK emerges as 
the country with the highest level of economic prosperity among the 8 countries, followed by Germany 
while the Netherlands (which was first in GDP per capita) takes the third place on this indicator and 
Sweden drops from the second to the fifth place. The difference between Bulgaria and the Netherlands 
though is still more than 3 times. All countries demonstrate a gradual improvement in the household 
economic situation in the past ten years with the exception of Bulgaria which registers a decline in 1997 
linked to the economic and political crisis in the country. Although we lack comparative data for Bulgaria 
from the most recent years, we can claim that this country also follows the general trend toward 
improvement of the households’ economic situation. 
 
The analysis of the differences in the household consumption expenditures (See Figure 1.3) reveals a 
similar pattern as the one in GDP deviations, which seems to be a precondition for long lasting 
discrepancies and differences in welfare, measured by economic indicators. Although the average 
consumption level increases throughout examined period, the existing standard deviation is a prerequisite 
for substantial differences in quality of life. To account for the full effect of consumption differences 
observations should be extended to include the regional wealth distribution within each country. As they 
are presented, the figures should be treated only as country averages. 



 

      

 

Figure 1.3 
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*The figures are expressed per capita and in Purchasing Power Standards (PPS), i.e. a common currency that 

eliminates the differences in price levels between countries allowing meaningful volume comparisons of household 
consumption between countries. 

Source: Eurostat Main economic indicators 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 
As Figure 1.3 clarifies, the average household consumption in EU25 countries tends to rise steadily over 
examined time period (red line), starting from 8339 in 1994 up to 12341 in 2005. At the same time 
standard deviation (blue line) stays almost at the same level. In general, the countries that have entered the 
EU at the same time with similar levels of economic development tend to also move together. This could 
be attributed to the relatively short period that is examined, but on the other hand it also supports the 
assumption that for countries within the same group (having similar economic indicators) the quality of 
life will be largely determined by the social and policy components presented later in this report. 
 
An important aspect of the examined time series is the difference between the trend in the average 
consumption and the trend in the average GDP per capita (Figure 1.4). Figure 1.4 represents trends in the 
average consumption level and the average GDP per capita. Both variables are calculated by averaging 
country values each year. To provide for compatibility, values are calibrated against the EU25 values for 
each year (taking EU25 consumption/GDP per capita for 100%). Increase in the average GDP per capita 
shows that the integration processes help the new members (and the less developed EU countries) to 
close the gap with the EU “economic leaders”. This is also confirmed by the fact that consumption levels 
do not increase at the same pace as the GDP. However it is worth noting that averaging consumption 
does not account for cross country differences and for the possibility that one country’s increase to be 
compensated by the low absolute consumption levels in the new members states (for example Bulgaria). 
 
The difference between the GDP per capita and the consumption level is a result of the countries’ 
economic policies as well as of the changes in the social and demographic structure of the population 
which are to be described in the next the next paragraph. Having a stable consumption level that is 
accompanied with a growth in the average GDP per capita deserves additional attention, because if the 
increase is initiated by a only a small group of countries it will lead to a further differentiation in the 
economic opportunities for achieving a higher quality of life. 
 



 

      

 

Figure 1.4. 
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Source: Eurostat Main economic indicators 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
To sum up, the economic conditions in the 8 countries that we have paid particular attention to as 
included in our study, are quite different. The new members Bulgaria and Hungary start the period of the 
past 10 years with low GDP and consumption levels. However they also have the highest growth rates, 
closing the gap with well developed EU members. But due to the fact that the differences in absolute 
values are quite large, such a “convergence” is expected to be slow and far from smooth. Perhaps the 
most important challenge that the new member countries face is to develop their unique advantages and 
avoid being trapped in a never-ending catching-up process. For the established market economies of the 
old and well developed EU members, the challenges look different. Their economic wellbeing is far more 
important to the overall competitive advantages of the EU as even small differences in growth and 
economic policy can prove to be critical over the long term. 
 
Another composite indicator for a background comparison between the eight countries- partners in the 
Quality project is their Human Development Index. Despite that its precision has been criticized, as a 
simple addition of the indices for GDP, life expectancy and educational attainment (Atkinson, 2003), it 
still gives comparative multi-dimensional information about some core features of the macro social 
context in the countries included in the study.  
 
Table 1.2 shows that when the comparison includes indicators linked to human capital (longevity and 
education) rather than only to material wealth (economic output and consumption), the countries in the 
Quality project are ranked quite differently. Sweden is well ahead of the UK and Germany which are the 
countries in the group with higher consumption levels per capita. The trend over the past 15 years has 
been toward an increase in the Human Development Index in all Quality team countries (disregarding 
changes in reporting systems). Hungary and Bulgaria have seen their HD index drop in the first years of 
the societal change in the first half of the 1990s but have regained the levels before the reversal and have 
improved them forward since then.  



 

      

 

Table 1.2 
Human development composite index 

 
Relative rank HDR 
2006 

Country HDI value GRDI value 

5 Sweden 0.951 0.947 
10 Netherlands 0.947 0.939 
11 Finland 0.947 0.940 
18 UK 0.940 0.937 
21 Germany 0.932 0.926 
28 Portugal 0.904 0.900 
35 Hungary 0.869 0.860 
54 Bulgaria 0.816 0.807 

Source: UNDP. Human Development Report 2006. 
http://hdr.undp.org/hdr2006/pdfs/report/HDR06-complete.pdf 

 
 
The Gender related Development Index shows the inequalities between men and women in the following 
areas: long and healthy life, knowledge, and a decent standard of living. As we see from the table it largely 
follows the ranking of the Quality team countries of the general index with Sweden and Finland having 
the highest scores and Hungary and Bulgaria – the lowest scores. When trying to fully understand such 
large scale measures as the HDI, GDP per capita or the consumption index, it is important to keep in 
mind that they are internally differentiated between the social groups inside each country, as well as 
between countries. The comparative analysis of the economic and institutional context includes taking 
into account the social inequality in the societies taken as case studies in the Quality project. We will end 
this chapter with an examination of the socio-economic differentiation among individuals and households 
in the eight partner countries, as measured by the Gini coefficient. 
 

Figure 1.5. Inequality of income distribution 
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* data for 2004 
** Data for 2003 

Source: Eurostat:  Living conditions and welfare / Income and living conditions / Main indicators 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 
According to the Eurostat data the income inequality is the highest in Portugal followed by the UK. All 
other countries have inequality measured by the Gini coefficient lower than the average for the EU25. 
Sweden and Finland are the countries with the lowest income inequalities according to this indicator. Over 
time income inequality in all countries has been rising, although only with a few percentage points or 



 

      

 

fluctuating at the same level. The two post-socialist countries have experienced a steeper rise in the first 
years of the market liberalization followed by a stabilization at a level below the EU average. Nevertheless, 
having started the reforms in 1989 from much more equal levels (UNDP, 1999), there is a widespread 
feeling in the two countries about the injustice of income divisions and a widening welfare gap between 
East and West (Ferge and Tausz, 2002).  
 
There are other measures on income inequality used in Europe and presented as ratios between the top 
and the lowest ten or twenty percent of the population (See tables in Appendix A.36 and A.37) which give 
similar results. Relative poverty, measured by the share of those living on income below 60% of the 
median in each country, is slightly lower in the New Member States than in the EU-15 (SSO, 2005a). 
However, we have to take into consideration the enormous differences between countries in the income 
level even when it is measured in purchasing power parity terms taking account of the differences in price 
levels. Within countries, it is children and elderly people in retirement who are at a greater risk of poverty 
than other subgroups of the population. In all countries people in paid employment tend to have lower 
rates of relative poverty. Workers with compulsory education or less, on part-time or temporary contracts 
are most often found among the working poor. In some countries such as Bulgaria there is a trend toward 
a feminization of poverty, while in Hungary for example women and men have equal risks of falling into 
poverty (Fodor, 2002). Many other factors among which the system of taxes and benefits have an effect 
on poverty and income inequality. A detailed analysis of the trends in poverty goes beyond the scope of 
this report. However, we will return on the cross country differences in the level and patterns of policy 
support in the second part of the paper. 



 

      

 

Chapter 2. Employment trends 
The latest report Employment in Europe 2006 (EC, 2006a) testifies about a trend toward a picking up of 
the employment performance in the EU, although the achievement of thе Lisbon and Stockholm 
employment rate targets for 2010 is still not guaranteed and the employment and productivity growth in 
the EU countries is still below that in the USA. In 2005 the average employment growth for the year as a 
whole was 0.9% reaching a total employment rate of 63.8% with 56.3% among women; 36.8% among the 
young (aged 15-24) and 42.5% among the older people (aged 55-64). 
 

2.1. Changes in activity rates  
Among the Quality Team countries the Netherlands, Sweden and the UK have already met the overall 
Lisbon target for 2010 of 70% and have significantly higher employment rates than the EU average. 
Bulgaria and Hungary are well below the EU average. Portugal, unlike other Southern member states, has 
an employment rate higher than Germany and the EU average. 
 

Table 2.1. Total employment rates 
 

 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 

EU general* 63.8 64.7 64.3 64.2 64 63.4 62.5 61.4 60.7 60.3 60.1 59.3 59.6 60.7 
EU15 65.2 64.7 64.3 64.2 64 63.4 62.5 61.4 60.7 60.3 60.1 59.8 60.1 61.2 
Bulgaria 55.8 54.2 52.5 50.6 49.7 50.4 : : : : : : : : 
Germany 65.4 65 65 65.4 65.8 65.6 65.2 63.9 63.7 64.1 64.6 64.7 65.1 66.4 
Hungary 56.9 56.8 57 56.2 56.2 56.3 55.6 53.7 52.4 52.1 : : : : 
Netherlands 73.2 73.1 73.6 74.4 74.1 72.9 71.7 70.2 68.5 66.3 64.7 64 63.6 64 
Portugal 67.5 67.8 68.1 68.8 69 68.4 67.4 66.8 65.7 64.1 63.7 64.1 65.1 66.6 
Finland 68.4 67.6 67.7 68.1 68.1 67.2 66.4 64.6 63.3 62.4 61.6 60.3 61 65.1 
Sweden 72.5 72.1 72.9 73.6 74 73 71.7 70.3 69.5 70.3 70.9 70.2 71.3 75.9 
UK 71.7 71.6 71.5 71.3 71.4 71.2 71 70.5 69.9 69 68.5 67.9 67.4 67.9 

* EU (general) stands for (EC6-1972, EC9-1980, EC10-1985, EC12-1994, EU15-2004, EU25-2006, EU27 
Source: Eurostat Labor market – LFS - Employment (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 
Figure 2.1 clearly shows that there is an upward trend in the average (common for EU) employment rates 
in the past fifteen years. However across examined countries, the speed of the change is quite different. 
All of them, with the notable exceptions of Germany and Sweden, show a significant increase in the level 
of employment from 1992 to 2005. The most marked was the employment growth in Bulgaria in the past 
few years after the sharp decline in the 1990s. Germany, which had a relatively poor labour market 
performance in 2004 and 2005, started to recover in 2006. However it should be noted that in countries 
like Hungary and Bulgaria the most important changes happened in the short period (2003-2005 for 
Bulgaria and 1999-2001 for Hungary). To a large extent this could be attributed to the economic stability 
and improvement achieved during these periods without a guarantee for a stable high growth. 
 
Although the absolute values of employment changes are not very high, (which is in part due to the length 
of examined period) they account for the positive effects during pre-accession and immediately after 
accession periods for the new member states. The line of the trend also shows the difficulties and 
economic growth implications in the older member states. Germany, Sweden, the Netherlands, and 
Portugal register a small decrease in the employment rates in a shorter term - during past four or five 
years.  



 

      

 

Figure 2.1. 
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Men and women in Europe still have significantly different experiences of paid work. In Sweden which 
has a tradition of high women’s employment, both male and female rates are above 70% with a difference 
of only 4%. Finland is also a country with low differences between men and women in their labour market 
participation. The Netherlands, despite offering the greatest opportunities for part-time work to women, 
still has a female employment rate which lags behind that of men with more than 13%. Nevertheless, the 
trend in the past ten years has been toward a rise in female employment and in 2005 all Quality countries 
except Hungary and Bulgaria have female employment rates above the average of the EU15 and have 
reached the 60% target of the European Employment Strategy for 2010. The two post-socialist countries 
experienced a decline in employment for both genders in the course of the societal transition to a market 
economy due to the collapse of economic production and a massive loss of jobs. Despite the tradition of 
women working full time, in both countries female employment rates dropped from values which in the 
1980s were close to those in Sweden to values below the EU average in the 1990s and in 2005 they had 
the lowest employment rates for women – 51% in Hungary and 51.7% in Bulgaria. 

 



 

      

 

Figure 2.2. 
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Employment varies among the Quality team countries according to age as well. As figure 2.3 depicts there 
are important differences between the employment rates of the examined age groups. Young people in the 
UK and the Netherlands enter the labor market earlier than in the other countries and in the Netherlands 
in particular almost two thirds of the age group up to 24 are in paid work. Youth in Bulgaria and Hungary 
have a very low rate of labour market participation – only about a fifth of this age group have jobs. This is 
due to the limited opportunities of part time work in the two post-socialist countries and to the 
employers’ unwillingness to recruit inexperienced workers and invest in their training. Another significant 
factor is the tradition of extended and often unconditional family support (Kovacheva, 2006). Certainly 
the fact that it is the young who concentrate in the informal economy with unregistered contracts also 
plays a role.  
 
In the UK and Sweden people tend to stay active in the labor market longer than in the other countries. In 
Sweden about two thirds of people aged more than 55 are in paid work relying on stable job and 
employment opportunities. These two countries, as well as Finland and Portugal have already reached the 
Lisbon target of 50% employment rate for this group for 2010. Germany and the Netherlands display the 
opposite trend – in the two countries less than a half of the older age group is in the labour market. In 
Bulgaria and Hungary the highest age group has the lowest employment rate - respectively 34.7% and 
33%. Since this group includes people that took most of the burden of transition period in these 
countries, the low employment rate accounts for wider social and economic problems. The early exit from 
the labour market in the two former socialist countries is also explained by the practice from the 
communist past where women achieved retirement rights at the age of 55 and there were numerous 
categories of jobs with earlier retirement eligibility for both men and women.    

 
 



 

      

 

Figure 2.3. 
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* EU (general) stands for EC6-1972, EC9-1980, EC10-1985, EC12-1994, EU15-2004, EU25-2006, EU27 

Source: Eurostat Labor Market – LFS - Employment (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
The Dutch labour market is remarkable with the fact that it is characterised with a higher participation rate 
for the younger age group than for the older workers. In all other countries the situation is the opposite. 
Over time in all countries, youth employment has declined since 2000 unlike the participation rates of all 
other age groups who have experienced increases. The report Employment in Europe 2006 (EC, 2006a) 
attributes this to the increased participation in education and evaluates this as an improvement in human 
capital. While this is partially so, we can see that in the Netherlands and the UK – countries with more 
opportunities for flexible work, young people’s employment rates are very high. We can say that besides 
education the inflexibility of the labour market serves to reduce youth employment.  
 
To examine the structure of employment we can compare the shares of employees in the three main 
economic sectors: industry, agriculture and services. The Quality countries follow the all-European trend 
toward a growth of employment in services at the expense of decreasing employment in agriculture and 
industry. This reflects current economic trends and also shows the future development of labour market. 
In 2005 in all Quality countries services account for more than half of all employment, the highest share 
being in the UK with more than 80%, the lowest in Portugal with about 55% (Eurostat data, see 
Appendix, Tables A.11 and A.15). We should note that in Sweden and Finland public services account for 
the most of service sector employment covering activities which elsewhere are provided by the family  or 
by the market(such as childcare and care for the elderly).  Employment in industry has declined in all 
countries, most markedly in the UK and Sweden while it is still significant in Hungary, Bulgaria and 
Portugal with about a third of all employment. Agricultural employment varies between 1% in the UK and 
12% in Portugal. The Netherlands, despite being one of the largest agricultural producers in Europe, has 
only 3% of the workforce engaged in agriculture. The Portuguese occupational structure diverges the most 
from the European patterns toward a service economy, followed by Bulgaria and Hungary.  
 
The sectoral structure of the employment shows that the growth in female employment is largely due to 
the increase of employment in services. The sectors with greatest expansion of the share of employed 
women are ‘health and social work’, ‘education’ and ‘ real estate, renting and business activities’ (EC, 



 

      

 

2006a: 62). Comparing the growth in sectors by age, the strongest employment growth of the employment 
of older people has been in the services and to a less degree in industry while the reduction of youth 
employment comes mainly from the drop of their share in industry, followed by agriculture. 
 
In regard to the skills structure of employment, the general trend in the past ten years have been toward 
an improvement, with the employees having completed tertiary education reaching 20% in the EU25 as a 
whole. However, still a third of the working population  is low skilled having complete lower secondary 
education or less (EC, 2006a). Finland has the greatest share of high skilled workforce, while in Portugal 
about three quarters of employees are low skilled. By gender the skills structure of employment is very 
similar and it reflects the recent rise of women’s educational attainment. We will return to the country 
differences in educational attainment in the next chapter of the report. 
  

2.2. Trends toward flexibility of work 
Under the pressure of a tightening global market competition employment in Europe is becoming more 
flexible in terms of working time, place and contractual arrangements. As reported in the Commission 
Green paper (EC, 2006b: 7) part-time employment in EU25 has increased from 13% to 18% of total 
employment in the past fifteen years.  
 

Figure 2.4. 
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Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LSF main indicators 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/ 
 
 

Comparative data on part-time employment in the Quality team countries reveal that the share of people 
participating in this form of flexible work is quite stable. Among Quality Members the Netherlands is the 
notable leader in part-time work with almost half of the workforce engaged in it while the post-socialist 
countries of Hungary and Bulgaria still have remarkably low shares of part-time workers – less than 5% of 
the total. This type of flexible employment is common for about a quarter of the workforce in Germany, 
UK and Sweden, with Germany registering the highest growth in this type of employment in the past ten 
years.   

 



 

      

 

The actual hours worked in jobs per week varied between less than 32 in average in the Netherlands to 
over 40 in Bulgaria and Hungary. It is important to note however that women are much more active in 
part-time work compared to men. Men work in average 8 hours more per week in their paid jobs than 
women. This is due to both economic and social traditions as well as due to the way housework is socially 
treated. In the Netherlands, Germany and the UK men work long hours while women especially when 
mothers of young children work with significantly reduced working time. However, education makes an 
important difference – women with higher education tend to hold longer part-time jobs or full time jobs. 
In the new EU members, as well as in countries that joined the Union just a few years ago such as 
Portugal, the difference in the shares of women and men in part-time work is not that big as it is in the 
Netherlands, Germany and the UK.  
 

 
Table 2.2. 

Part-time employment as a share of total employment by country and sex, % 
 

Men and women  Men  Women 15+ years  2006q2 
(1000*)  

Confidence 
limit  2006q2  2006q1  2005q2  2006q2  2006q1  2005q2  2006q2  2006q1  2005q2  

EU-27  38,971  ± 280  18.2  18.4  18.0  7.7  7.9  7.4  31.4  31.6  31.3  
Bulgaria  64  ± 9  2.0  2.0  2.3  1.5  1.4  1.9  2.6  2.6  2.9  
Germany  9,600  ± 132  25.9  26.4  24.1  9.3  9.8  7.7  45.8  46.4  44.3  
Hungary  162  ± 11  4.1  3.9  4.4  2.8  2.5  2.9  5.7  5.5  6.1  
Netherlands  3,817  ± 67  46.3  46.5  46.2  23.2  23.2  22.6  74.7  75.0  75.3  
Portugal  589  ± 32  11.4  11.0  11.5  7.5  7.1  7.1  15.9  15.8  16.6  
Finland  334  ± 12  13.6  14.4  13.6  9.2  9.3  9.1  18.2  19.9  18.5  
Sweden  1,080  ± 21  24.4  24.6  24.3  11.4  11.8  11.5  38.9  38.9  38.4  
UK  7,201  ± 106  25.5  25.4  25.7  10.6  10.4  10.6  42.6  42.6  43.0  

*Number of persons aged 15+ in part-time employment per thousand. Data for 2006q2 is an estimate 
Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LSF main indicators 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
The report Employment in Europe 2006 (EC, 2006a: 40) examines the reasons for women working part-
time across Europe and points at family responsibilities as the main factor for a third of all women. 
Additionally 28% of women claim that they do not want a full time job while in contrast 19% of female 
respondents state that they cannot find a full-time job. Survey data however do not reveal whether the 
‘choice’ of reduced working hours is a free pursuit of a better work-life balance or is a forced alternative 
resulting from constrained choices of affordable childcare and/or work intensification. It is clear that 
more information is needed about the development of these atypical jobs and their effect on the quality of 
life of the employees but undoubtedly whether the flexibility is employee led or employer led plays a 
significant role. 
 
In the ten-year period since 1995 most of the Quality team countries have experienced a rise in temporary 
employment despite the often contradictory regulations encouraging or preventing fixed-term contracts. 
The only exception from the trend toward a rise in temporary contracts is the UK. Not only this country 
had a low share of fixed-term contracts in 1995 (7.2%) but it declined to 5.7% in 2005. However the low 
absolute value of this factor accounts for its relative low importance and the existence of close substitutes. 
It is worth noting that the changes in the shares of temporary employment are smaller compared to the 
increase in part-time employment opportunities. The Northern countries have higher shares of temporary 
contracts which provides for their greater labour marker flexibility and ability to absorb economic 
downturns. On the other hand in Bulgaria and Hungary which are both new EU members, the spread of 
temporary contracts is still small and fractional. The further increase in alternative employment will be of 
particular importance for the new member states. There such a challenge has to meet the social 
implications of the transition period as well as the preferences for permanent contracts – an attitude 
largely inherited from their recent past. Unlike part-time work, this form of flexible employment does not 
exhibit major differences according to gender in average for the EU (EC, 2006a) while the age gap is quite 
large. 



 

      

 

Figure 2.5. 
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Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LSF adjusted series 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
Additionally, the share of those working atypical hours – that is, outside the standard daily working hours 
fluctuates between 10% and 20% with the UK share exceeding 20% (EC, 2006a). The UK also has the 
highest share in Europe of people working on Sundays. Working on weekends and nights is very low in 
the two Nordic countries and the East Central European countries. Kovacheva and Pancheva (2005), on 
the basis of survey data in Bulgaria argue that the new forms of working time arrangements are rare while 
the traditional form of shift work is the most widespread. If we add up all those working on a-typical 
working arrangements, including fixed-term, part-time, freelance, on-call contracts, self-employment, they 
will account for almost 40% of the EU25 workforce in 2005 (EC, 2006b). 
 
Summing up, we should note that for the last 10 years there has been a clear trend toward a rising 
flexibility of  employment and providing alternative employment opportunities. The diversity of 
employment patterns is much higher than we report here on the basis of the existing data sources. There 
is a growth in atypical working place arrangements such as working totally or partially from home or with 
changing work places. The numbers of those working on a call-only basis for 0-hour contracts are also 
rising with the Western countries leading the trend while those in Central and Eastern Europe having a 
very low incidence of such jobs. One of the reasons for the cross-country differences in the flexibility of 
employment are the different paths to flexibilisation as argued by Tang and Cousins (2005). In Central and 
Eastern Europe the societies were thrown sharply away from the centrally planned economy to the market 
mechanisms of labour regulation. There flexibility was achieved  through restructuring of the economies 
and the exit of many workers from the formal labour market causing a high degree of flexibility in the 
informal economy. Unlike the ‘forced flexibility’ in the post-socialist countries, in the West the dominant 
model is of a ‘regulated flexibility’ as the new flexible forms of labour have been the subject of intense 
debate and policy interventions. 



 

      

 

2.3. Unemployment trends 
Turning to unemployment, we see a trend toward a decline in the total unemployment rate in the past ten 
years. The data in Table 2.5 indicate that there are still significant differences between the average yearly 
unemployment rates among the Quality team countries. Thus the harmonized unemployment rate in 2005 
ranges from only 4.7% in the Netherlands and 4.8% in the UK to as much as 10.1% in Bulgaria and 9.5% 
in Germany. Hungary, which registered a decline in the second half of the 1990s, is experiencing a rise in 
the past 5 years. Sweden also registers a slight increase in the unemployment rate. In Bulgaria the peak of 
unemployment was in the second half of the 1990s with more than 20% but since the year 2000 the 
unemployment has been steadily falling. The trend in Finland is similar – a steady decline form the 
mid1990s to the present 7.7%. 
 

Table 2.5. 
Harmonized unemployment rates*, yearly averages 

 

 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 

EU15 7.3 7.9 8.1 8 7.6 7.2 7.6 8.5 9.3 9.8 10.1 10.1 10.4 

New 
Members** 

 13.4 14.2 14.3 14.8 14.5 13.6 12 9.8     

Bulgaria 8.9 10.1 12 13.7 18.1 19.5 16.4       

Germany  8.4 9.5 9.5 9 8.2 7.4 7.2 7.9 8.8 9.1 8.5 8 8.3 

Hungary 7.5 7.2 6.1 5.9 5.8 5.7 6.4 6.9 8.4 9 9.6   

Netherlands 3.9 4.7 4.6 3.7 2.8 2.2 2.8 3.2 3.8 4.9 6 6.6 6.8 

Portugal 7.4 7.6 6.7 6.3 5 4 4 4.5 5.1 6.8 7.3 7.3 6.9 

Finland 7.7 8.4 8.8 9 9.1 9.1 9.8 10.2 11.4 12.7 14.6 15.4 16.6 

Sweden 7.1 7.5 6.3 5.6 4.9 4.9 5.6 6.7 8.2 9.9 9.6 8.8 9.4 

UK  4.8 4.7 4.9 5.1 5 5.3 5.9 6.1 6.8 7.9 8.5 9.3 

* Harmonized unemployment rates are computed as shares per cent of the unemployed in the number of 
economically active persons. Economically active persons are the sum of employed and unemployed persons. 
** New member states include CZ, EE, CY, LV, LT, HU, MT, PL, SI, SK. 

Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LSF main indicators 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 
When we plot the “speed” of the unemployment decrease in the past ten years it is possible to split 
countries into two groups – one achieving a decrease of more than 0.2% average per year, and the other 
group keeping the decrease below this rate. Thus Finland, Bulgaria and the UK have managed to achieve 
significant decline in their unemployment levels in the ten year period, while Germany and Portugal have 
even marked an increase in the unemployment rate for this period. It should be noted that the implicit 
assumption for a constant speed of unemployment decrease is unrealistic, when the unemployment rate in 
a country becomes too small. However, it can still serve as a rough estimate of the labour market trends 
and is a good basis for a cross-country comparison (See Figures 2.5 and 2.6 in the Appendix). Also, as a 
general rule, the countries that have larger shares of part-time employment tend to exhibit better 
capabilities to handle unemployment and to provide for its decrease. This comes to support our previous 
notion that labor market flexibility is an important tool for controlling total employment. Apart from 
influencing total employment, part-time jobs in conjunction with education and extra vocational training 
can be of great use when applied to controlling long-term unemployment, as well as to targeting specific 
groups. 
 
With very few exceptions, women tend to be disadvantaged in the labour market as far as unemployment 
is concerned. And in general they have higher unemployment rate than men. While the differences 



 

      

 

between the two genders are rather small in Sweden and Finland, in Portugal the women’s rate is with 2 
percentage points higher than that of men. In all countries young people (aged up to 25) have higher 
unemployment rates than that of the rest of the workforce – from two times higher in the Netherlands to 
almost four times higher in Sweden. 
 

Table 2.7. 
Unemployment by gender and age 2005 (%) 

 

Unemployment rate 

 

Long term 
unemployment 

rate Male Female 
< 25 
years 

> 25 
years 

EU-25 3.9 7.9 9.8 18.5 7.4 
EU-15 3.3 7 8.9 16.7 6.6 
Bulgaria 6 10.3 9.8 22.4 8.9 
Germany 5 8.9 10.3 15 8.6 
Hungary 3.2 7 7.4 19.4 6.1 
Netherlands 1.9 4.4 5.1 8.2 4.1 
Portugal 3.7 6.7 8.7 16 6.6 
Finland 2.2 8.2 8.6 20.1 6.8 
Sweden 1.2 7.9 7.7 22.6 5.8 
UK 1 5.1 4.3 12.9 3.3 

Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment  
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 
Taking into consideration the dynamics of the unemployment rates according to gender and age in the 
past ten years, the gender gap tends to decline while the age gap seems to grow at the expense of young 
people (See Figures 2.10 and 2.11 in the Appendix).  
 
Long term unemployment (one year and more) is a critical problem in particular for the less developed 
economies such as Portugal and the new EU members such as Bulgaria where it is approximately 6 
percent. The UK, Sweden and the Netherlands have very low rates of long-term unemployment. 
Countries with low and moderate average unemployment rate such as Portugal and Germany exhibit quite 
large degrees of long term unemployment. This may be attributed to several factors: lack of opportunities 
to get out of the group of long term unemployed; low mobility of work force;  and/or a generous social 
security system that lowers incentives to change or improve qualification in order to compete in the labor 
market;. Respectively actions that may counteract the negative trends for high long term unemployment 
may be related to providing extra incentives to hire people that have long been unemployed. A modern 
qualification and training system, consistent with labor market requirements, can substantially decrease 
and even eliminate some of the obstacles to finding a job, after being out of the market for a long time.  
 
A closer look at the long term unemployment rate differentiated by gender does not reveal substantial 
differences among men and women – the differences are less than one percent. Regarding age, there are 
disparities in the long-term unemployment rates between the young and the adult workforce. As young 
people are more mobile they can better respond to the current structure and requirements of the labor 
market. Besides, the degree of mismatch between employees’ qualifications and the requirements of 
today’s labour market is greater in the older age group which makes them less employable in the faster 
developing sectors of the economy. 
 
In regard to educational attainment, individuals with achieved tertiary level of education in all 8 Quality 
team countries tend to benefit from the latest developments of the European labor market conditions. 
According to Eurostat data, the average EU-25 unemployment rate for the workforce with university 
degrees in 2005 was 4.6%, compared to 11.4% for the group with primary or lower education level. 
Somewhere in the middle are the people with upper secondary and higher (but lower than tertiary) 
education level attained – 8.1%. Portugal is the country where the differences in the chances of becoming 



 

      

 

unemployed are not much different between those with low education (ISCED level 0-2) and those with 
higher education (ISCED level 5-6). In contrast, in Hungary those with lower education have four times 
more chances to fall into unemployment than those with university education. Besides short-term effects, 
training and education deserves special attention because it plays a vital role for laying the foundations of 
the future competitive advantages of different countries and the EU as a whole. This once again confirms 
that policies aiming at education can be very effective, in particular when targeted at the most 
disadvantaged groups.  
 
Gender equality in employment, unemployment and lifelong learning is strongly related to the division of 
unpaid care work and household labour in the family (Hochschild, 1989; Gershuny, 2000). As we did not 
find recent comparable data on all Quality countries from time budget surveys, we are not presenting 
trends concerning the patterns of household work in the family. Various studies have shown that the 
gender division of unpaid work has been highly resistant to change with women continuing to contribute 
a larger share than men (Coltrane, 2000; OECD, 2002; Gershuny et al, 2005). Using data for USA, 
Germany and Finland from the Family and Changing Gender Roles Module of the 2002 ISSP, Drobnič 
and Treas (2006) argue that there are important cross-country variations in the division of household 
labour which are consistent with the welfare regime typologies. German women in the context of the 
conservative policy type report more hours spent on housework than in the other two countries belonging 
to the social-democratic and liberal regime. In the liberal regime represented by the USA women’s 
domestic work hours are linked to their hours of paid employment, so that  the longer working hours in 
the labour market reduce the time spent on unpaid work in the home. Finnish women also adjust their 
domestic work hours to the length of their working time in paid employment, but unlike the women in the 
other two countries are less influenced by their partner’s working hours or income. The study also found 
significant influences from other factors such as interpersonal relationships and couple’s perceptions of 
gender roles. These and other factors will be explored later in the Quality project. 
 

2.4. Conclusions 
 

The eight Quality countries follow the all-European trends in employment to a large extent but also there 
are significant cross-country differences. The Netherlands, Sweden and the UK are the countries 
providing the highest opportunities for employment while employment rates are very low in Bulgaria, 
Hungary and Germany. Sweden and Finland have ensured high gender equality in the employment rates 
while women’s employment lags far behind men’s in the Netherlands, Hungary and Bulgaria. Both young 
and older workers have high employment rates in the UK while the Netherlands is characterized by high 
youth employment but low employment among those aged over 55. Unemployment is the lowest in the 
Netherlands and the UK, while highest in Bulgaria and Germany, the latter two countries also exhibiting 
the highest long-term unemployment rates. 
 
While all countries tend to foster flexible employment, and part-time work in particular, in some countries 
such as the Netherlands and the UK this has become a dominant characteristic of the labour market while 
for others such as the two post-socialist countries this has been a very limited trend. Unlike the UK, 
however, the Netherlands has become a world-recognised model of flexicurity, combining part-time and 
fixed term work with high social protection while Bulgaria has had high security of permanent full-time 
jobs in the formal labour market and a very limited official share of part-time and fixed term workers but 
has allowed a high degree of informal flexibility of work with little or no protection for those without 
contracts (Kovacheva and Pancheva, 2005). External flexibility, that is the ease of hiring and firing of 
workers, is a demand raised by employers in all countries, which in turn favours the development of two-
tier labour markets in which the need to adjust to global competition falls on the employees with a-typical 
contracts. In countries such as Sweden and Finland, the external flexibility and insecurity have been 
combined by tax and social security burden to achieve both higher employment rates and more equal 
distribution of income.  
 
Cross-country differences in flexible work are influenced by several macro economic factors: the 
economic development of different countries; the degree of mobility of the work force; the availability of 
alternative job opportunities, including self-employment.  Flexibility of employment is also dependent on 



 

      

 

individual factors such as the educational level attained; the choice of industry and type of employment; 
age; gender and citizenship status. Increasing the share of part-time employment and/or the ease of hiring 
and firing employees usually serves to provide for greater flexibility of the labour markets in each country 
and to increase the ability of European economies to absorb disturbances and adapt easily to future 
changes. However, it can also bring about to worsening the employment opportunities of women, youths 
and older workers (EC, 2006a) by making their employment more precarious. Educational policy 
(including specific practice training) can be effective in regard to different age groups. It should be noted 
however that such policy has both short and long term effects that are not necessarily in a linear pattern of 
relation. Thus using training and education for controlling unemployment needs to balance between 
satisfying immediate requirements of the labor market and providing solid foundation for future 
development. 
 



 

      

 

Chapter 3. Family Trends 
The demographic developments in Europe in the past fifteen years have been so significant that the 
Demographic Monitor (SSO, 2005b: 6) defined the current situation as a ‘demographic revolution’, 
opening ‘an unprecedented demographic era for Europe’. The data on the Quality team countries draw a 
mixed picture which does not attest to any dramatic prognosis. In this chapter we look first at the trends 
in population growth, then at the changes in life expectancy and health in the Quality team countries. The 
analysis continues by examining the trends in the family forms and finishes with a short discussion of the 
educational trends in the 8 countries in the study. 
 

3.1. Population dynamics 
Europe is an attractive place to live in, judging by the increase of its population over the past 15 years. The 
average population size in the European Union rose from 442726.3 thousand in 1992 to 462501.1 in 2005 
and to 494070 thousand at present1. The EU(27) ranks third after China and India among the major world 
regions according to its population size (SSO, 2005b). Population growth provides better economic 
opportunities for the individual countries and for the competitiveness of the EU as a whole as it brings to 
an increase in the available workforce and an expansion of  the goods and services markets.  
 

Figure 3.1. 
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Source: Eurostat Population/Demography - (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 
Behind this positive trend however there are two rather contrasting factors: 

- the demographic trends in the member countries, among which the increasing life expectancy and 
declining fertility are perhaps the most important, and 

- the European integration and accession of new member states. 
 
Another factor influencing population size is the international mobility of the population. This factor will 
be taken into account and incorporated in the data relevant to each country. The Netherlands and 
Germany are countries with large shares of foreign born immigrant populations – about 10% followed by 
the UK with about 7% (SSO 2005b) while in Bulgaria the prevailing trend is the emigration of the 
population (Kovacheva et al, 2006). 
 
Examining the Quality team countries in more detail, we see that they demonstrate several disparate 
trends. The Nordic countries and the UK have considerable crude growth rates, while the new member 
                                                 
1 Estimate for EU population for 2007 of Eurostat Population/Demography - (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 



 

      

 

states are subject to a significant decline in their population size. While the UK experiences a population 
growth of +5.5 per thousand, the two post-socialist countries have a negative population growth. The 
negative population increase in Bulgaria is twice higher than that in Hungary (-5.5 and -2.1 respectively in 
2005). The reasons for such considerable differences are due in large part to the diverse economic 
conditions in these countries. In particular, the tougher economic conditions (compared to Northern 
countries) contribute to the negative growth rates in Hungary and Bulgaria. Other reasons are the 
withdrawal of the pro-natalist family policies from the communist past and the emigration abroad 
particularly of the population in fertility age which has been significant in the case of Bulgaria. The 
population in Germany also started to decline since 2003 but at a much smaller rate (-0.7) than in the New 
Member states. In the three countries the drop in fertility is at present the most significant factor for the 
population decline, while emigration plays a much smaller role. The biggest population growth in the UK 
is due both to the favourable patterns of fertility and immigration. The full effect of the population 
increase is a result of the population structure as well as the population size. The changes of the 
population internal characteristics (age and sex distribution) are equally important. 
 

Figure 3.2. 
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Another important consequence from the European Union expansion is the change in each country’s 
population size, relative to the entire union population. Figure 3.3 shows that except Netherlands, Finland 
and the UK, the increase of population in Germany and Sweden cannot compensate for the EU 
expansion and the simultaneous changes in other member countries. In 2006 Germany still is the biggest 
country among the Quality members with 18% of the EU population while Finland is the smallest one 
with 1.1%.  



 

      

 

Figure 3.3. 
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The fact that the European Union of the 25 members (before the accession of Bulgaria and Romania in 
2007) had a 3.42% growth rate, which is accelerating starting from 1998, imposes specific problems to 
achieve the balanced development in all union members and prevent some member states from turning 
into peripheral and outsider countries. One of the solutions lies in changing the living standards through 
providing enough opportunities for the new members to adapt and close the gap with the developed EU 
economies. Family policies and policies for achieving a higher quality of life, however, are equally 
important. 
 

3.2. Life expectancy 
The general trend in the Quality team countries is toward a rise in longevity and decline in infant 
mortality. For only 5 years from 2000 to 2005 the life expectancy at birth in the EU 25 has risen with 1.2 
years and this is the average rise in the 8 countries in the study. At present within the Quality team 
partners Sweden is the country with the highest life expectancy while the two post-communist countries 
still have significantly lower rates than the average for the EU. The discrepancies among the old and new 
members states are very significant – men in Hungary have a life expectancy with ten years smaller than 
men in Sweden and women in Bulgaria have a smaller life expectancy with 6 years than those in Finland. 
The post-communist countries experienced a drop in life expectancy in the early 1990s as a result of the 
societal crisis after the collapse of the one-party regimes. Nevertheless, the current change in the two 
countries in the past ten years is in the same direction as in the EU as a whole. We should also keep in 
mind that inequalities in the health status of advantaged and disadvantaged groups inside the countries are 
sometimes as significant as those between the countries. As the British report (Lewis and Purcell, 2006) 
testifies, the life expectancy of men in professional occupations and that of men in unskilled manual 
occupations is 7.5 years. 



 

      

 

Figure 3.4. 
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Women have higher life expectancy at birth than men in all countries with the difference being bigger in 
the economically less prosperous countries such as Portugal, Hungary and Bulgaria. People in the Quality 
team countries live longer due to the improvement in health care, healthier diets and lifestyles, and more 
generally, the rise in their quality of life. Over time, the gender differences in life expectancy are declining 
particularly in the old member states. Strong impetus on this trend is given by the declining mortality at 
higher ages and the increasing life expectancy at the age of 60 (SSO, 2005b: 10). 
 
Declining early mortality is another cause for the population increase, and the rising life expectancy. It also 
is a good proxy variable for the quality of health care and the social protection system in general. 



 

      

 

Figure 3.5. 
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Figure 3.5. shows the large differences in early mortality rate for the new member states and the northern 
countries. The average infant mortality rate in Bulgaria in 2005 (10.4‰) was four times higher that of 
Sweden (2.4‰). This is in part related to the quality of health care in the country and in part to the general 
quality of live and health condition of parents. Hungary also has an infant mortality rate (6.2‰) higher 
than the average for the EU25 (4.5‰). The two Nordic countries are followed closely by Germany in 
reducing the infant mortality rate. Portugal made the most significant improvement as the infant mortality 
rate there dropped from 9.3‰ in 1992 to 3.5‰ in 2005. More detailed information regarding mortality 
causes, and which part is attributed to health care system deficiencies, could be obtained by splitting 
mortality rates into groups according to infant life duration. Important information also comes from the 
overview of the different mortality patterns (according to different causes of mortality) which clearly 
shows continuing health inequalities among old and new member states, as well as among income groups 
inside each country (for more details see SSO, 2005c). Nevertheless, there is a positive trend toward 
decreasing mortality rate, which is visible in all examined countries and the EU in general.  
 

3.3. Family patterns 
In all Quality team countries there has a common trend toward a pluralisation of family forms and greater 
liberalisation in marriage and reproductive behaviour of individuals in the past decades. However, the 
changes are not linear and often follow diverging paths. For example, marriage rates have been declining 
quite steadily in Portugal, the UK, Germany, Hungary and Bulgaria from the early 1990s to 2005, while in 
the two Nordic countries the decline stopped toward the end of the 20th century and has been reversed 
into a rise in the first decade of the 21st century. 



 

      

 

Table 3.2. 
Change in Marriage Rates 1992-2005 

 

 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 
EU25 4.81 4.79 4.8   5.16 5.16  5.11 5.09 5.18 5.25 5.39 5.64 
Bulgaria 4.33 3.99 3.9 3.71 4.04 4.36 4.33 4.31 4.18 4.4 4.38 4.49 4.72 5.25 
Germany 4.7 4.8 4.6 4.75 4.73 5.09 5.25 5.09 5.15 5.22 5.27 5.41 5.45 5.62 
Hungary 4.39 4.33 4.5 4.53 4.28 4.71 4.44 4.37 4.56 4.75 5.18 5.23 5.22 5.5 
Portugal 4.61 4.68 5.1 5.45 5.67 6.23 6.75 6.57 6.52 6.33 6.56 6.6 6.83 7.01 
Finland 5.58 5.61 5 5.19 4.79 5.05 4.7 4.66 4.56 4.77 4.65 4.89 4.87 4.67 
Sweden 4.92 4.79 4.4 4.26 4.02 4.5 4.03 3.57 3.65 3.79 3.81 3.9 3.9 4.29 
UK 5.2 5.2 5.1   5.12 5.06 5.15 5.26 5.33 5.5 5.67 5.87 6.14 
Netherlands 4.52 4.51 4.9 5.2 4.97 5.53 5.66 5.54 5.45 5.48 5.27 5.39 5.77 6.17 

Source: Eurostat Population / Demography / Marriage and divorce  
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 

The crude marriage rate is the number of marriages occurring among the population of a given 
geographical area during a given year, per 1,000 mid-year total population of the given geographical area 
during the same year2. In 2005 it varies from a low of 4.3‰ in Bulgaria to a high of 5.6‰ in Finland. The 
most dramatic has been the decline in the marriage rate in the Portuguese society. There is no clear pattern 
of religious influence over the marriage behaviour of people in the predominantly Orthodox (Bulgaria), 
Catholic (Portugal, Hungary) or Protestant countries (Sweden, Finland, the UK, the Netherlands and 
Germany). Besides the value change, the marriage rate is a function of population dynamics and having a 
similar population structure also contributes to the lack of significant differences between the countries. 
 

Figure 3.6. 
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Another trend which the Quality team countries share is the postponement of parenthood. The 
remarkably similar rise of the age at which parents have children in all Quality team countries is shown in 
Figure 3.7. The mean age of women at childbirth has risen with about two years in all countries in the past 

                                                 
2 OECD Glossary of statistical terms (http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?ID=493) 



 

      

 

10 years. As an absolute value the age of mothers at childbirth is the highest in the Nordic countries, 
reaching its peak in Sweden – 30.3 years. At the same time, Bulgaria, with still the lowest age of mothers, 
marks the steepest increase – from 23.68 in 1992 up to 25.5 in 2005.  

 
Figure 3.7. 
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Source: Eurostat Population / Demography / Demography / Fertility  

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
During the communist past, people in Hungary and Bulgaria tended to marry early and have children quite 
young, stimulated by the pro-natalist policy of the state (Mozni, 1994). With the start of the transition to a 
pluralist society both the marriage and the fertility rates dropped significantly. In the old member states 
this has been a longer term trend associated more with life style changes rather than with economic and 
political upheavals, as in Central and Eastern Europe.  
 
Yet another trend where the eight countries are converging is the decline in fertility since the 1970s. This 
has been a growing concern for policy makers across Europe because the total fertility rate (indicator 
measuring the  mean number of children that would be born alive to a woman during her lifetime if she 
were to pass through her childbearing years conforming to the fertility rates by age of a given year, 
according to the Eurostat definition) in the EU25 is below the replacement level fertility of 2.1. In many 
countries fertility declined by a half in a longer time period – thus in Portugal fertility dropped from 3.0 
children in 1968 to 1.5 children in 1993 and in Germany from 2.5 in 1963 to 1.2 in 1995. However, in the 
past five years this sharp decline has been stopped and as seen from Table 3.3 in most of the Quality team 
countries as well as the EU as a whole the trend has been reversed and since 2000 most countries register 
a slight increase in fertility.  



 

      

 

 
Table 3.3 

Total fertility rates 
 

 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 

EU25 1.52 1.51    1.48   1.44 1.44 1.44 1.48 1.52 1.57 
Bulgaria 1.31 1.29 1.23 1.21 1.24 1.27 1.23 1.11 1.09 1.24 1.24 1.37 1.46 1.54 
Germany 1.34 1.37 1.34 1.31 1.35 1.38 1.36 1.36 1.37 1.32 1.25 1.24 1.28 1.3 
Hungary 1.32 1.28 1.27 1.3 1.31 1.33 1.29 1.33 1.38 1.46 1.58 1.65 1.69 1.78 
Portugal 1.4 1.4 1.44 1.47 1.45 1.55 1.5 1.48 1.47 1.44 1.41 1.44 1.51 1.54 
Finland 1.8 1.8 1.76 1.72 1.73 1.73 1.74 1.7 1.75 1.76 1.81 1.85 1.81 1.85 
Sweden 1.77 1.75 1.71 1.65 1.57 1.55 1.5 1.5 1.52 1.6 1.73 1.88 1.99 2.09 
UK 1.8 1.77 1.71 1.64 1.63 1.64 1.68 1.71 1.72 1.72 1.71 1.74 1.75 1.79 
Netherlands 1.73 1.73 1.75 1.73 1.71 1.72 1.65 1.63 1.56 1.53 1.53 1.57 1.57 1.59 

Source: Eurostat Population / Demography / Fertility  
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 
The two post-socialist countries Bulgaria and Hungary marked a drop with almost 0.5 from 1992 to 1997 
and 1999 respectively but since then the fertility started to rise. Similar is the pattern of change in 
Germany – a decline (although much smaller than the two CEE countries) in the first five years after the 
unification between the West and East (former socialist) and then a slight increase. At present the UK, 
Finland and Sweden have higher fertility rates (although still below the population replacement level of 
2.1) while Bulgaria, Hungary and Germany have the lowest rates, with Portugal being closer to the new 
member states than to the Nordic countries. Inside the countries, factors such as ethnicity, education and 
income, availability of support from the extended family or of childcare facilities in the community, the 
family forms and individual preferences all result in significant differences in fertility patterns. 
 

Figure 3.8 
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Even more pronounced is the tendency for people to have children outside marriage although more often 
in consensual unions than as single parenthood. According to this indicator, Germany keeps the lowest 
rate of 29% of children while Sweden is the leader in this trend with more than 50% of children. While 
Sweden has had this tradition for a long time, it is interesting to see that Portugal is moving in this 



 

      

 

direction as well. Bulgaria however is the country that has made the steepest change – from 18% of new 
born children to almost 50%. 
 

Figure 3.9 
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Co-habitation is either an alternative form of family or a prelude to marriage. Single person households are 
more common in the Nordic countries than in the Southern countries such as Portugal or the two East 
Central European countries – Hungary and Bulgaria. In the latter countries the tradition of living in 
multigenerational families is still widespread although their proportion in declining. Lone parents have a 
higher share in the Northern EU countries and the UK than in the Southern and Eastern countries. In the 
UK teenage pregnancy is a widely discussed policy issue. In Eastern Europe the tradition of the extended 
family helping young parents with childcare is preserved. In Bulgaria for example, single mothers tend to 
live with their own parents in common households (Kovacheva and Matev, 2005). It is a result of the 
difficult housing conditions but also an expression of family solidarity between generations. Same sex 
families are most common in the Netherlands and Sweden but also in Germany. In all countries, however, 
the most common pattern is the nuclear family consisting of two parents with children.  
 
While urban–rural structure of the population is rather similar across Quality team countries, the 
differences in rural and urban life have different meaning in the old and the new member states. In the 
West the better off families tend to move to the countryside in quest of a better quality of life, while in 
Hungary and particularly in Bulgaria living in the countryside most often means living in deprived areas. 
Poverty and unemployment in villages and smaller towns are much higher than in the large urban areas. 
 
The trends toward rising life expectancy and low fertility bring about the aging of the population in the 
Quality Team countries, as well as in Europe as a whole. The numbers of young people (aged 0-14) are 
declining with some short-term fluctuations while the numbers and relative shares of the population aged 
65 and particularly aged 80 and over are rising (SSO, 2005b). The changing age structure of the population 
is going to have significant effect on the social protection system and public policies, as well as on the 
need for life long learning. 
 

3.4. Trends in education and lifelong learning 
The achieved educational level of the population as a whole is a very important indicator of the quality of 
work and quality of life of people in each country  and a prerequisite of both present and future 
competitiveness of national economies. In this paragraph we look first at the shares of public expenditure 
for education in each country and then consider the educational level attained.  



 

      

 

Figure 5.1 shows a diverse picture. Bulgaria and Germany are below the EU average of public expenditure 
on education while the other 6 countries are above the average. In the past ten years Sweden has allocated 
7.4% of its GDP on education on average, closely followed by the other Nordic country in the Quality 
team Finland whereas Bulgaria spends only 3.8% of its GDP on education. Despite economic difficulties, 
Sweden has kept its level well above the 7% in the 1990s, while Finland has fluctuated between 6% and 
7%. The New Member States experienced a significant drop in the public expenditure for education 
around the mid1990s but have recovered since then although both countries have not reached their pre-
1989 level of educational spending. It is interesting to note that Hungary as a new member has a much 
higher level (5.8%) than the old member state Germany (4.7%). This diversity is largely due to the 
differences in the national patterns of financing education - different combinations of public and private 
(market) sources. Yet in countries like Bulgaria, the low percentage is not only influenced by the funding 
mix, but also reflects that the fact that education receives a relatively small amount of publicly available 
funds. 
 

Figure 3.10 
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Considering the educational differences, it is important to compare the achieved educational level of the 
population in each country. Seven of the Quality team countries have shares of the population with at 
least upper secondary educational level which are higher than the average of the EU (69.1% in 2005). 
Portugal is a notable exception with only 26.5% of the population with upper secondary education or 
more. However, this share is a result of a marked trend toward a rise from 19.9% in 1992. A very steep 
growth has been achieved by the UK as well – from 49.3% in 1992 to 71.7% thirteen years later. 
 
 

Table 3.4. 
Population aged 25 to 64 having completed at least upper secondary education (%) 

 
 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 
EU25 69.1 68.1 66.8 65.5 64.5 64.1         
Bulgaria 72.5 71.7 71.2 71.6 71 67.5         
Germany 83.1 83.9 83.5 83 82.5 81.3 79.9  80.4 78.5 81.2 81.9 79.4 79.9 
Hungary 76.4 75.3 74.1 71.4 70 69.4 73.2 67.3 63.2      
Portugal 26.5 25.2 22.8 20.7 20.2 19.4 19.1 17.8 22 21.8 21.9 20.9 20 19.9 
Finland 78.8 77.6 76 75 73.8 73.2 71.5 70.1 69.6 67.9 66.8    



 

      

 

Sweden 83.6 82.9 82.1 81.4 80.5 77.2 77 75.5 74.7 73.9 74.1    
UK 71.7 70.6 69.4 66.2 64.6 64.2 62.9  54.7 52.5 52.8 51.7 49.9 49.3 

Source: Eurostat Education / Education indicators – non-finance  
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
Table 3.4 demonstrates that the new member states have a relatively wide educational coverage. However, 
there are still problems in these countries regarding the quality of education, and the matching criteria and 
achieving the objectives set by the Lisbon agreements. It has to be taken into consideration, that besides 
the general trend of rising educational levels there has been the contrasting process of increasing the 
number of children who are dropping out or not able to go to school at all, particularly among the Roma 
minority in Hungary and Bulgaria and among illegal immigrants in the old member states. 
 
Looking at the gender differences we see that women in Europe have caught up with men in achieving 
university education. The trend toward the rising level of educational attainment for women is very 
impressive.  
 

Figure 3.11. 
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Source: Eurostat:  Education / Education indicators (non-finance) (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
The more detailed cross-country comparison reveals a significant variation among the Quality team 
partners. Thus in Portugal in 2004 two out of three university graduates were women, whereas in 
Germany women reached the rate of participation of men in higher education only in the year 2000 and 
still the gender ratio is almost equal.  
 

Table 3.5. Women per 100 men graduating from ISCED levels 5-6 
 

 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 
EU25 142.3 140 137.1 135.8 130.7 127.6 121.2 
Bulgaria 140 141.1 136.5 166.8 181.2 195.4 193.9 
Germany 111.3 112.6 109.2 106.8 101.4 97.5 92.8 
Hungary 174.2 164.2 152.9 159.2 123.6 136.6 134.3 
Netherlands 128 127.3 124.2 120.8 118.1 109.9 108.9 
Portugal 192.9 204.6 204.5 204.3 190.8 179.7 176.5 
Finland  163 159.9 156.8 161.1 150 157.9 
Sweden 156.4 157.7 149.9 141.2 140.1 139.4 141 
UK 136.7 132.4 129.5 126.8 121.8 120.1 113.7 

Source: Eurostat:  Education / Education indicators (non-finance)  
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/ 



 

      

 

While the data in the table above testifies to the equalising of the educational opportunities of women and 
men to the extent that women seem privileged at the university level, other indicators give evidence to the 
still continuing limitations of this process. For example, the gender segregation of the educational fields is 
still very high (See Table 3.6). 
 

Table 3.6 
Graduates (ISCED 5-6) in Maths, Science and Technology Fields - as % of all fields 

 

 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 
EU25 23.6 24.1 24.3 24.4 24.8 24.7 25.1 
Bulgaria 21.1 20.2 26.5 19.2 17.3 17.8 16 
Germany 26.9 26.4 26.2 25.9 26.6 27.4 28.6 
Hungary 10.3 11.2 12.4 10.1 12 16.9 18.1 
Portugal 22.1 19 18.3 17.1 18.6 19 17.9 
Finland  29.1 28.7 29.5 28 29.6 26.1 
Sweden 28.8 30.5 31.9 32.1 30.6 28 26 
UK 23.1 25.8 26.8 27.3 27.9 25.8 26.2 
Portugal 22.1 19.0 18.3 17.1 18.6 19.0 17.9 

Source: Eurostat Education / Education indicators –  
Thematic indicators (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 
A very significant indicator of the educational opportunities for the two genders is the distribution of 
students according to their major.  As seen from Table 3.6, with the notable exception of Hungary, math, 
science and technology have a share of over 20% of students in the Quality Team members. Portugal and 
Bulgaria are below the EU average while Sweden and Finland are well above the EU25 level. We consider 
this indicator important for the future technological development of the European Union and its ability to 
respond to new technological challenges.  
 
Having the opportunities for learning throughout a person’s life is a foremost precondition for the quality 
of work in Europe and is one of the priorities of the Lisbon strategy for achieving a knowledge based 
economy in Europe. The New Member states, however, lag far behind the achievements of countries such 
as Finland and Sweden. While in Finland 77% of the total population is involved in some form of 
education and training, in Hungary this share is only 12%.  
 

Figure 3.12. 
 

Participation in lifelong learning activities in 2004

0

20

40

60

80

100

%
Total

Males

Females

Total 42 41,9 11,7 41,6 44,1 77,3 71 37,6 16,1

Males 42,8 43,3 11 44 44,7 73,7 69,2 36,7 15

Females 41,1 40,5 12,4 39,1 43,5 80,9 72,7 38,4 17,3

EU25 DE HU NL PT FI SE UK BG
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It is interesting to note that in the EU25 it is men who are more involved in education and training in 
their life course than women. In five of the Quality team countries - the two Nordic countries, the two 
East-Central European countries and the UK the ratio is reversed.  
 
The data on participation only in formal lifelong learning confirm the wide scope of such activities in the 
two Nordic countries. The UK and Netherlands also have shares of participants higher than the EU25. 
The two post socialist countries, Bulgaria in particular, again have a very thin spread for such activities. 
 

Figure 3.13. 
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Among the reasons for the low spread of lifelong learning in the two post-socialist countries are the 
severed links between educational institutions and the large state enterprises existing during the previous 
regime, as well as the fact that the new (mostly private) employers do not feel obliged to finance additional 
training for the employees. Yet, the general trend in the two countries is toward an increase in the 
opportunities for further training or employees’ return to education in part-time, distant or other flexible 
forms. In all countries with the exception of Germany, women outnumber men in participation in formal 
lifelong learning. Gender differences in household tasks which in all countries place women at a 
disadvantage (although to different degrees) are not the only factor explaining differences in participation 
in education and training. We can expect that policy support measures also play a very significant role and 
to these we will turn our attention in the next part of the report. 
 

3.5. Conclusions 
In the eight Quality team countries there have been very similar demographic trends in the past 15 years. 
Data presented in this chapter have shown a clear tendency toward a pluralisation of family forms. There 
has been a general rise in cohabitation and in the share of births outside marriage. These have been 
accompanied by a postponement of marriage and having children. All countries have experienced an 
increase in the mean age of the mother at childbirth. The decline in fertility has also been common in the 
1990s but has been rather small and reversed in most Quality team countries. The eight countries share 
some positive trends in the health status of the population with increasing life expectancy and declining 
child mortality. Educational levels have been rising, together with the shares of population in training and 
lifelong learning. Women have been catching up and often over passing men in higher education. 
Education is a major precondition for the quality of work. It is also critical for laying the grounds of future 
prosperity, economic growth and healthy and fulfilling life styles. 
 



 

      

 

Despite the many common trends, we have shown that significant differences remain between the old and 
the new member states. The negative rates of population growth in new member states have been 
dramatic in the 1990s and are still of significant concern. They might be accounted for by emigration but 
also by the low living standards and continuing problems in population’s health. There are still high levels 
of infant mortality in Bulgaria. The ageing of the population is more rapid than the adequate reforms in 
the social security systems. The new member states and Portugal have a way to go to match quality 
indicators in education and lifelong learning (both formal and informal). Significant inequalities remain 
between the majority populations in each country and the traditional ethnic minorities, the old and new 
migrants. Some of the new family forms do not meet with enough policy support or public tolerance and 
hence do not allow achieving of a satisfactory quality of life.  
 



 

      

 

Part II. Policy Trends 
In this part of the report we develop our analysis of the institutional context of the quality of life, building 
upon our understanding that the individuals as well as the families in which they live and the organizations 
in which they work are active agents in shaping their quality of life, unlike concepts such as ‘living 
conditions’ or ‘standard of living’ which have a more deterministic and passive connotation. In modern 
European societies individuals are actors who make choices among opportunities created by the social, 
economic and political trends and make use of resources created by the welfare policies and accumulated 
in their life course and the status they have reached in it. How people make their life transitions between 
education and employment or from dependence on one’s parents to autonomy and then to parenthood, 
how they move between jobs, training and retirements and how they decide to combine family 
obligations, paid work and leisure is influenced by the forms and levels of public support. The choices and 
the resources available for the realization of these choices are imbedded in the institutional structures 
provided by the state welfare policies and the underlying social values. 
 
The part is structured in the following way: we first discuss the institutional context of the social 
protection in each country more generally and then focus on employment and family policies. We are 
making use of Eurostat official statistics, academic literature and the national reports of the Quality team 
members. We follow the typology of welfare regimes as presented in the introduction of this report, 
making a comparison with the help of a series of charts about social protection expenditures, maternity 
and paternity leaves and childcare provision. We then describe each country’s policies in brief. More 
details about family and other related policies in the Quality team countries can be found in the national 
reports, published as Deliverable 3.1 (Kovacheva et al, 2006). 
 

Chapter 4. Social protection  
Cross-country comparisons between the systems of social protection in the Europe require a considerable 
caution as the systems are in a process of modification and change. We will use some composite indicators 
to shed light upon the differences and similarities of the national institution systems which are influenced 
by and themselves impact upon the ways the various stages of the life course of people are inscribed in the 
structure of society. Inevitably people pass through periods of reduced activity in which they depend 
either on previous savings, family support and/or on some mutual aid system. The parameters of this 
system, and its quality in general is an important factor influencing decisions made by individuals and 
families. 
 
We will first look at the size of social protection expenditures relative to the economic output in each 
country. Data in Table 4.1. reveal several patterns of such social investment. Thus Sweden is the country 
with the highest level of social protection judged by the share of these expenditures in the GDP – about 
33%. The other country with universalistic welfare regime has a much lower level of social protection 
expenditures. The second largest share of social protection expenditures in the GDP we find in Germany 
– about 30% which is above the EU25 average of 27%. In the examined period Portugal as a welfare state 
in the sub-protective cluster has a share close to that in the UK belonging to the liberal welfare regime. In 
fact, Portugal registered a meaningful rise from 21% in 1993 to 25% in 2004 while the share of social 
protection expenditures in Finland developed in the opposite direction dropping from 34% in 1993 to 
27% in 2004. The two post-socialist countries have the lowest shares lagging far behind the European 
average and this level reflects both the lower levels of economic development in the new member states 
and the difficulties of restructuring their social protection systems since the regime change in 1989. 



 

      

 

Table 4.1 
Social protection expenditures as percentage of GDP* 

 
 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 

EU25 27.3 27.4 27 26.8 26.6        

EU15 27.6 27.7 27.4 27.1 26.9 27.1 27.2 27.6 27.9 27.7 28.5 28.7 

Germany  29.5 30.2 29.9 29.3 29.2 29.2 28.8 28.9 29.3 28.2 27.7 27.8 

Hungary 20.7 21.1 20.3 19.3 19.3 20.7       

Portugal 24.9 24.2 23.7 22.7 21.7 21.4 20.9 20.3 20.2 21 21.3 21 

Finland 26.7 26.5 25.6 24.9 25.1 26.2 27 29.1 31.4 31.5 33.7 34.2 

Sweden 32.9 33.3 32.3 31.3 30.7 31.7 32 32.7 33.6 34.3 36.5 37.9 

UK 26.3 26.4 26.4 27.5 27.1 26.4 26.9 27.5 28 28.2 28.6 29 
Netherlands 28.5 28.3 27.6 26.5 27.1 27.8 28.7 29.6 30.6 31.7 32.3 31.9 

*We lack comparable data on Bulgaria for the examined period. 
Source: Eurostat Living conditions and welfare / Social protection  

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 

According to the relative size of social protection expenditures in 2004, we have country groups that differ 
significantly from the classic welfare typology:  

- countries with low shares (less than 25%) – Hungary and Portugal (Bulgaria as well); 
- countries with medium shares (25-29%) – UK, Finland, and the Netherlands; 
- countries with high shares (more than 29%) -  Sweden and Germany. 
 

Looking more closely at this indicator and considering its standard deviation for the examined period, we 
see a definite trend toward a decline. Although the standard deviation decrease with 2.5 points in 2004  
compared to the beginning of this period, we must note that this trend is valid with regard only to the 
countries presented here. To understand better the existing cross-country differences however, we have to 
turn to other aspects of the social expenditures-benefits relation. Much like with income and financial 
data, distribution of beneficiaries (and benefits respectively) is a very important element of the social 
protection system. 

 
Table 4.2 

Aggregated social benefits as percentage of GDP* 
 

 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 

EU 25 28.2 28.2 28 27.9 28        
EU 15 28.6 28.6 28.4 28.3 28.4 28.3 28.2 28.5 28.7 28.5 29.6 29.5 
Germany 30.5 31 30.6 30.2 30.5 30.1 29.7 29.6 29.7 28.8 28.6 28.7 
Hungary 20.4 20.4 20.6 19.9 19.4 20.1       
Portugal 25.4 24.1 23.1 21.5 21.2 20.7 20.5 20.3 21.7 20.5 21.2 20.8 
Finland 28.9 29.1 28.7 28.1 28.1 29.4 30.6 32.3 35.2 35.3 37.4 37.6 
Sweden 36.6 36.8 35.2 35 33.9 33.5 35 35.6 36.5 36.9 39.5 41 
UK 26.5 26.6 26.7 27.7 27.9 27.6 27.6 28.7 29 29.2 29.7 29.4 
Netherlands 26.6 26.5 25.8 24.8 24.7 25.4 26.1 27.0 28.0 28.9 29.8 30.7 

*We lack comparable data on Bulgaria for the examined period. 
Source: Eurostat Living conditions and welfare / Social protection  

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
The same two Quality team countries have the highest shares of total social benefits (over 30% of GDP) – 
Sweden and Germany. Finland, UK, the Netherlands are in the middle range with Portugal closely behind. 
Hungary (and Bulgaria) again exhibits the lowest levels of social benefits with 15% less than Sweden. It 
might be expected that as the economic difficulties of the recent past are left behind, the percentage of 
social benefits in the New Member States will gradually increase and get closer to the EU average. 

 



 

      

 

Regarding the national structures of social protection costs (respectively benefits) Table 4.3. shows that 
although Quality team countries seem to follow similar patterns of distributing the expenditures, there are 
still important differences between them.  

 
Table 4.3 

Distribution of social protection expenditures (% of GDP) 
 

 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 
EU25 
Social protection 
benefits 
Sickness/Health care 
Disability 
Old age 
Family/Children 
Unemployment 
Housing 

26.2 
7.4 
2.1 
10.8 
2.1 
1.7 
0.5 

26.4 
7.4 
2.1 
10.9 
2.1 
1.7 
0.5 

26 
7.2 
2.1 
10.7 
2.1 
1.7 
0.5 

25.7 
7.1 
2.1 
10.7 
2 
1.6 
0.5 

25.5 
6.9 
2.1 
10.8 
2 
1.6 
0.5 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

EU15 
Social protection 
benefits 
Sickness/Health care 
Disability 
Old age 
Family/Children 
Unemployment 
Housing 

26.6 
7.5 
2.1 
10.9 
2.1 
1.8 
0.5 

26.7 
7.5 
2.1 
10.9 
2.1 
1.8 
0.5 

26.3 
7.3 
2.1 
10.8 
2.1 
1.7 
0.5 

26 
7.2 
2.1 
10.8 
2.1 
1.6 
0.5 

25.8 
7 
2.1 
10.8 
2.1 
1.6 
0.5 

26 
7 
2.1 
10.8 
2.2 
1.8 
0.6 

26.1 
6.9 
2.1 
10.8 
2.2 
2 
0.6 

26.4 
6.9 
2.2 
10.9 
2.2 
2 
0.6 

26.8 
7.2 
2.2 
10.8 
2.2 
2.2 
0.6 

26.6 
7.2 
2.2 
10.6 
2.1 
2.2 
0.6 

27.2 
7.4 
2.2 
10.8 
2.1 
2.4 
0.6 

Germany 
Social protection 
benefits 
Sickness/Health care 
Disability 
Old age 
Family/Children 
Unemployment 
Housing 

28.4 
7.7 
2.2 
12 
3 
2.4 
0.2 

29.1 
8.1 
2.2 
12.1 
3.1 
2.5 
0.2 

28.9 
8.1 
2.2 
11.9 
3.1 
2.5 
0.2 

28.3 
8.1 
2.2 
11.7 
2.9 
2.3 
0.2 

28.2 
8 
2.2 
11.5 
3 
2.4 
0.2 

28.1 
7.9 
2.2 
11.4 
2.9 
2.5 
0.2 

27.8 
7.8 
2.2 
11.3 
2.8 
2.4 
0.2 

27.9 
7.9 
2.2 
11.2 
2.8 
2.4 
0.2 

28.2 
8.4 
2 
11.3 
2.7 
2.6 
0.2 

27.1 
8.4 
1.8 
11.1 
2 
2.4 
0.2 

26.6 
8.2 
1.8 
10.8 
2.1 
2.6 
0.2 

Hungary 
Social protection 
benefits 
Sickness/Health care 
Disability 
Old age 
Family/Children 
Unemployment 
Housing 

 
20.3 
6 
2.1 
7.4 
2.5 
0.6 
0.4 

 
20.7 
6.1 
2.1 
7.4 
2.7 
0.6 
0.5 

 
19.9 
5.6 
2 
7.5 
2.5 
0.6 
0.5 

 
18.9 
5.2 
1.9 
6.9 
2.4 
0.6 
0.5 

 
18.9 
5.3 
1.8 
6.8 
2.5 
0.8 
0.5 

 
20.3 
5.6 
2 
7.2 
2.7 
0.9 
0.6 

 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

Portugal 
Social protection 
benefits 
Sickness/Health care 
Disability 
Old age 
Family/Children 
Unemployment 
Housing 

23.2 
7.1 
2.4 
9.3 
1.2 
1.3 
0 

22.5 
6.5 
2.6 
8.8 
1.5 
1.2 
0 

21.7 
6.7 
2.5 
8.4 
1.4 
0.9 
0 

20 
6.3 
2.5 
7.7 
1.1 
0.7 
0 

19.4 
6.2 
2.5 
7.3 
1 
0.7 
0 

18.7 
6.1 
2.3 
7 
1 
0.7 
0 

18.3 
5.9 
2.3 
6.8 
0.9 
0.9 
0 

18 
5.7 
2.3 
6.6 
0.9 
0.9 
0 

18.2 
5.7 
2.3 
6.7 
1 
1 
0 

19.1 
6.9 
2.3 
6.5 
1 
1 
0 

19.4 
6.8 
2.8 
6.2 
1 
1.1 
0 

Finland 
Social protection 
benefits 
Sickness/Health care 
Disability 
Old age 
Family/Children 
Unemployment 

25.9 
6.6 
3.4 
8.6 
3 
2.5 
0.3 

25.7 
6.4 
3.4 
8.5 
2.9 
2.5 
0.3 

24.8 
6.2 
3.3 
8.2 
2.9 
2.4 
0.3 

24.1 
5.9 
3.3 
7.9 
2.9 
2.4 
0.3 

24.3 
5.8 
3.4 
7.7 
3 
2.5 
0.4 

25.6 
5.9 
3.6 
8 
3.3 
2.9 
0.4 

26.1 
5.9 
3.8 
8 
3.6 
3.8 
0.3 

28.3 
6.2 
4.1 
8.5 
3.6 
3.8 
0.3 

30.4 
6.5 
4.5 
9.1 
3.8 
4.3 
0.4 

30.6 
6.4 
4.6 
8.8 
4.1 
4.4 
0.5 

32.8 
6.7 
4.9 
9.2 
4.5 
5.1 
0.5 



 

      

 

Housing 
Sweden 
Social protection 
benefits 
Sickness/Health care 
Disability 
Old age 
Family/Children 
Unemployment 
Housing 

31.7 
8 
4.7 
12 
3 
2 
0.6 

32.1 
8.4 
4.5 
12.2 
3.1 
1.9 
0.6 

31.1 
8.5 
4.3 
11.6 
3 
1.8 
0.6 

30.2 
8.1 
4 
11.3 
2.9 
1.8 
0.6 

30.1 
8.1 
3.9 
11.2 
2.8 
2.1 
0.6 

31.2 
7.9 
3.9 
11.6 
2.9 
2.6 
0.7 

31.5 
7.7 
3.7 
11.9 
3.3 
3.3 
0.8 

32.3 
7.4 
3.7 
12 
3.3 
3.3 
0.8 

33.2 
7.3 
3.9 
12.2 
3.6 
3.4 
1 

33.8 
7.4 
4.1 
11.9 
3.8 
3.6 
1.1 

36 
7.7 
4.1 
12.6 
4.4 
4.1 
1.2 

UK 
Social protection 
benefits 
Sickness/Health care 
Disability 
Old age 
Family/Children 
Unemployment 
Housing 

25.8 
7.8 
2.4 
10.7 
1.7 
0.7 
1.5 

25.9 
7.8 
2.4 
10.7 
1.8 
0.7 
1.4 

25.6 
7.3 
2.5 
10.7 
1.8 
0.7 
1.5 

26.5 
7.3 
2.5 
11.2 
1.8 
0.9 
1.5 

26.1 
6.7 
2.5 
11.6 
1.8 
0.8 
1.5 

25.3 
6.5 
2.5 
10.7 
2 
2.9 
1.5 

25.8 
6.5 
2.6 
10.6 
2.3 
1 
1.7 

26.4 
6.3 
2.7 
11 
2.3 
1 
1.7 

26.8 
6.4 
2.8 
10.7 
2.4 
1.3 
1.8 

26.9 
6.5 
2.9 
10.6 
2.4 
1.5 
1.8 

27.3 
6.6 
2.9 
10.6 
2.4 
1.7 
1.8 

Netherlands 
Social protection 
benefits 
Sickness/Health care 
Disability 
Old age 
Family/Children 
Unemployment 
Housing 

26.6 
8.1 
2.9 
9.6 
1.3 
1.7 
0.3 

26.5 
8.2 
2.9 
9.4 
1.3 
1.6 
0.3 

25.8 
7.9 
2.9 
9.3 
1.2 
1.4 
0.4 

24.8 
7.5 
2.8 
9.0 
1.1 
1.2 
0.3 

24.7 
7.3 
2.9 
9.2 
1.1 
1.3 
0.4 

25.4 
7.4 
3.0 
9.3 
1.1 
1.5 
0.4 

26.1 
7.3 
3.1 
9.3 
1.2 
1.9 
0.4 

27.0 
7.4 
3.2 
9.4 
1.2 
2.4 
0.4 

28.0 
7.7 
3.4 
9.4 
1.2 
2.8 
0.4 

28.9 
8.2 
3.6 
9.4 
1.3 
2.9 
0.4 

29.8 
8.5 
4.2 
9.4 
1.4 
3.0 
0.4 

Source: Eurostat Living conditions and welfare / Social protection  
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 

We can summarize the similarities and differences in the structuring of social protection expenditures in 
the following way: 

 
- the shares of GDP allocated to different social functions do not fluctuate significantly during the 

observed period. This is due in part to the relative inertness inherent to budget funds allocation in 
each country and at the same time to the effects of the longer term planning of social protection 
funds. 

- although old age protection takes a significant amount of total allocated funds in all countries, its 
share varies significantly – starting at 7-8% in Finland and Hungary up to 12% in Sweden and 
Germany. This reflects both the social model implemented in different countries and the 
demographic situation they are facing. 

- funds allocated to families vary between 3% in Sweden, Finland, and Germany to only 1.7% in 
the UK and 1.2% in Portugal. Besides, while Portugal and Finland have very similar shares 
allocated to old age and health protection, they exhibit quite different levels of family support – a 
difference of about 2.5 times. Spending on health care varies from 8% in Sweden to only 6% in 
Hungary. 

 
The cross-country comparisons reveal national specific patterns in allocating funds to various social 
protection expenditures that reflect the policy priorities and social, economic and cultural conditions in 
each country. To account for a more complete examination of the effects of the social protection system it 
is necessary to also analyze the sources of funds used to implement and support it. Taxes as a major 
source of publicly available funds need to be examined at two distinct levels: general tax incomes on 
production and imports (less subsidies); and the labour tax on wages, accounting for minimum wages. The 
taxes on production and import vary between 11% in Germany to 15.3% in Sweden. To examine the 
differences on the wage taxes, we will concentrate on the tax rate for low-wage earners. This is necessary 



 

      

 

in order to achieve data compatibility because of the progressive (or non-linear in general) nature of the 
taxes on labour in each country. 
 

 
 Table 4.4 

Low wage earners tax rate (%) 
 

 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 
EU25 39.4 39.7 39.5 40.4 40.3 40.8 38.5 39.3 40 39.7 
EU15 39.4 39.7 39.5 40.3 40.3 40.8 38.4 39.2 40 39.7 
Bulgaria 36.3 35.8 36 36.2 36.9 40 37.1 39.1 37.8 40.3 
Germany 46.7 47.9 45.5 48.2 47.7 48.6 47 47.5 47.7 46.5 
Hungary 42.9 44.8 44.5 48.2 48.1 48.5 48.2 47.4 47.8 46.8 
Portugal 31.7 32.4 32.4 32.3 32.2 33.2 30.2 30.7 30.8 30.6 
Finland 39.5 39.4 40 40.9 41.4 43 42.6 44 44.2 45.3 
Sweden 46.5 47.1 47 46.8 47.8 48.6 48.7 49.3 49.2 48.6 
Netherlands 39.3  38.8 39.2 40.2 42.0 38.9 39.1 40.0 40.4 41.3 
UK 29.9 29.7 29.6 28.1 28 28.3 25.8 28.5 28.4 26.8 
USA 26.7 26.7 26.7 27 27.1 27.2 29.2 29.1 29.2 29.2 
Japan    23.2 23.2 23.1 23.1 17.7 19.4 18.4 
Source: Eurostat Main economic indicators/Long-term indicators/Prices and labour costs 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
As table 4.4 shows, tax rates as a whole are well above 30%, reaching 39% on average for EU25 and 
EU15. The UK is close to the comparison economies of the USA and Japan, regarding wage taxes. 
Portugal also has a rather low tax rate. On the other pole are Germany, Sweden and Hungary with more 
than 40% of wage taxes. Finland is closer to Germany that to Sweden in its tax model for low wage 
earners. This comparison raises questions regarding the economic competitiveness of the European 
countries, although we must point that the labour taxes are only a part of the complete taxation. 
 
We see that the UK fits quite well in the liberal model, Sweden - the universalistic model and the 
Netherlands – the conservative/corporatist one. Finland and Germany have rather atypical policy models 
with Finland having many features of the corporatist regime while Germany approaching the level of 
social spending of the social-democratic regime. Hungary and Bulgaria had a universal system of welfare 
rights focused upon employment up to the end of the 1980s. Social rights were earned through 
participation in paid work but these were individually allocated and not based on the male breadwinner 
family with the corresponding social insurance. While at present both Hungary and Bulgaria share similar 
features, borrowing reforms from the Bismarckian social protection model typical for the conservative 
regime, they still adhere to the principle of individual centred insurance, rather than to the family centred 
model. Hungary seems to be moving more into the direction of the Central European conservative 
regimes (Wallace, 2004), while Bulgaria, by contrast, resembles more the southern European sub-
protective model, with a limited role of the state and higher reliance upon the family for the wellbeing of 
its members. 



 

      

 

Chapter 5. Changes in employment policies 
Employment policy is one of the fields of European social policy in which many harmonized programmes 
exist based on commonly accepted EU directives which promote the principles of full employment, 
quality work and social inclusion. The Social Agenda of the European Union adopted in 2000 explicitly 
stressed the strong link between the employment policy and the economic and social policies. The Lisbon 
Strategy set several highly competitive goals and the midterm review showed that most countries were 
lagging behind them.  
 
Below we examine the employment policy of the Quality team countries, first comparing them and then 
focusing on each country. We then consider the trends in the policies combating unemployment, and 
third, we look at policies for integrating work and care, and those promoting flexible work in particular. 
We also present a short overview of some related policies such as wage policies, safety at work and end 
with a discussion of the types and levels of the social dialogue in each country. 
 

5.1. Employment policies 
In all countries an ultimate objective of the general employment policy is to ensure a higher activity rate of 
the working age population. The Lisbon strategy (EC 2000) set the target to European Union countries to 
achieve a rise in the employment rate of the population, so that it reaches 70% among men and 60% 
among women in 2010. This has become a pressing issue under the influence of the changing 
demographic structure toward ageing societies and the massive loss of jobs over the past 15 years in 
countries such as Bulgaria, Hungary, Germany and Finland.  
 
A very informative indicator for the overall strategy of the employment policy in each country is the share 
of expenditures from the GDP per capita. It is presented in Figure 5.1. The data in Figure 5.1 show that 
labor market policy expenditures vary significantly across the examined countries, being as low as 0.69% 
in Hungary and as high as 3.68% of GDP in Netherlands. Clearly, the two countries with corporatist 
welfare regimes - the Netherlands and Germany - have the highest shares of expenditure on employment 
policies followed by the two countries with universalistic regimes – Finland and Sweden. Both the UK as a 
country with a liberal welfare regime and the two post-socialist countries have low labour market 
expenditures – more than twice smaller that the average for the EU15. The difference is highly significant 
– the UK spends more than three times less on employment policies than Sweden and four times less than 
Germany. 



 

      

 

Figure 5.1. 
 

Total labour market policy expenditures (2004)
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Source: European Commission 2006. European Social Statistics.  
Labour Market policy- Expenditure and Participants. Data 2004. 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-DO-06-001/EN/KS-DO-06-001-EN.PDF) 
 

 
The figure above presents the total expenditures on employment policy which include a number of 
different components: 

- labor market services 
- training 
- job rotation and job sharing 
- employment incentives 
- integration of the disabled 
- direct job creation 
- start-up incentives 
- out-of-work income and  
- early retirement. 

 
When we look at the structure of the labour market policy expenditures according to their components, 
we see that for the EU15 countries as a whole it is the out-of-work income which forms the bulk of all 
expenditures in the field of labour market policy. It roughly corresponds to the passive labour market 
policy. Significant are also the shares of training and labour market services which are referred to as active 
policy. 



 

      

 

Figure 5.2. 
 

Relative share of labour market policy expences - EU15 (2004)
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Source: European Commission 2006. European Social Statistics.  
Labour Market policy- Expenditure and Participants. Data 2004. 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-DO-06-001/EN/KS-DO-06-001-EN.PDF) 
 
 

The detailed structure of the expenditures as shown in Table 5.1. reveals that in most countries the 
greatest share of employment policy funds goes for out-of-work income.  

 
Table 5.1. 

Structure of labor market policy expenditures (2004) 
 

 

Labor 
market 
services Training 

Job 
rotation 

and sharing 

Employm
ent 

incentives 

Integration 
of the 
disabled 

Direct job 
creation 

Startup 
incentives 

Out-of-
work 
income 

Early 
retirement 

EU15 9.5 11.2 0.1 5.1 5.0 4.5 1.8 59.2 3.6 

Bulgaria 8.9 7.4  3.0 1.3 45.7 1.1 32.7  

Germany 8.4 10.5 0.0 2.4 4.2 3.7 3.8 65.6 1.3 

Hungary 14.7 6.7  13.7 1.3 7.5 0.8 54.1 1.2 

Portugal 5.8 14.7 0.0 8.6 2.3 2.1 0.1 56.1 10.4 

Netherlands 8.7 9.7 0.0 0.8 15.2 4.9  60.8  

Finland 5.2 13.5 1.7 4.1 3.3 2.8 0.5 52.7 16.1 

Sweden 7.8 13.8 0.2 7.4 17.1 - 1.3 52.3  

UK 44.4 16.5  0.2 2.7 0.5 0.1 35.6  
Source: European Commission 2006. European Social Statistics.  
Labour Market policy- Expenditure and Participants. Data 2004. 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-DO-06-001/EN/KS-DO-06-001-EN.PDF) 
 
 

Two countries are an exception from this rule: Bulgaria where the direct job creation is emphasized and 
the UK which invests more in labour market services. The UK also has a notably high share of training 
expenditures followed by Hungary. Job rotation and job sharing takes a significant share of employment 
policy expenditures only in Finland. Expenditures on business start up initiatives in Germany have the 
highest share of the Quality countries. Early retirement is encouraged by the highest share of funding in 
Finland. 



 

      

 

An interesting point for comparison is offered by the indicator ‘transfer to service providers as a share of 
GDP’. This refers to public expenditure transferred directly to producers of goods and services that are 
provided to individuals or to employers as benefits in kind (Eurostat definition). According to this 
indicator Germany is the country with the greatest share of expenditures transferred to service providers 
although the table registers a decline over time. In the opposite direction is the development in Portugal 
which has the third largest share of GDP for such transfers. Finland comes second, while Bulgaria has the 
smallest share. 
 

Table 5.2 
Transfers to labor market service providers (% of GDP) 

 
 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 

EU15 0.205 0.2 0.206 0.2    
Bulgaria 0.025       
Germany 0.388 0.44 0.493 0.51 0.566 0.651 0.579 
Hungary 0.101       
Portugal 0.141 0.1 0.044 0.04 0.031 0.007  
Finland 0.163 0.13 0.119 0.15 0.173 0.208 0.202 
Sweden 0.093 0.11 0.256 0.3 0.334 0.422 0.421 
UK 0.107 0.1 0.119 0.1 0.116 0.118 0.101 

Source: European Commission 2006. European Social Statistics.  
Labour Market policy- Expenditure and Participants. Data 2004. 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-DO-06-001/EN/KS-DO-06-001-EN.PDF) 
 

 
A common trend in the countries in the Quality team is that they have developed a variety of policy 
measures targeting specific groups with weak labour market attachment and vulnerable to social exclusion, 
such as older employees, women, and mothers in particular, the young, the disabled, the low-skilled 
workers and the ethnic minorities and immigrants. Policies promoting the participation of older workers 
have focused on protecting workers against age discrimination. In the Netherlands and the UK specific 
laws against age discrimination in the labour market were adopted while in others such as Bulgaria and 
Hungary older workers are protected by general anti-discrimination laws. Most countries have accepted 
policies at gradually increasing the mandatory retirement age, such as Germany, Sweden, Bulgaria and 
Hungary while the Dutch government relies more on tax-related measures to combat the established 
“early-retirement culture” (Veldhoen et al, 2006). 
  
All countries see gender equality in employment as a main policy objective and have implemented policies 
specifically targeting women in order to promote their labour market participation. Women have 
historically had a prominent place on the Swedish labour market which was fostered by an expansion in 
maternity/parental leave and child care facilities, reforms in the educational system to promote equal 
opportunity in education, the adoption of the Equal Opportunity Act in 1977 and the introduction of 
active labour market policies to the needs of working women. At the other pole, in the Netherlands where 
female employment rates are much lower than the European average, particularly in terms of  the number 
of working hours, the Dutch government has introduced tax measures to reduce the gap between gross 
and net wages, thereby making it more rewarding to work additional hours. The main instruments used by 
the British government to encourage the labour market participation of women are the National Childcare 
Strategy and the Working Family Tax Credit particularly targeting lone mothers and mothers of young 
children by increasing the credit payable for younger children (Lewis and Purcell, 2006).   
 
Young people have also been in the focus of employment policies, particularly in the Netherlands and the 
UK. Although the Dutch labour market is distinguished for its high participation rates of teenagers in 
part-time jobs, youngsters from ethic minorities experience difficulties as a result of discrimination as well 
as their low educational level. That is why the prevention of school drop-outs and practical on-the-job 
training are the major instruments used to improve their labour market situation. Skills training and help 
with job seeking are also accentuated in the UK under the so called New Deal for Young People (1998) 



 

      

 

which is a compulsory employment training programme aimed at making unemployed youth more 
employable which threatens to deprive them of benefits if they refuse to participate in it.       
 
Whereas employment policies can be regarded as a set of measures which defend the interests of the 
employees, it is indisputable that employment policies alone cannot solve the problems of the quality of 
work and life, not even the achievement of a high activity rate. Economic growth, active export policy, 
international competitiveness, investments in education and training are necessary prerequisites for 
effective policy solutions. We will now look at the concrete policy mixes of economic and social measures 
in the field of employment in each country. 
 
In the Netherlands a major concern of the employment policy in the past ten years has been the low 
participation rate of older workers and women in the labour market. There have been fierce public 
debates with arguments in favour of gradually increasing mandatory retirement to above the age of 65, but 
none of the political parties has dared to put this item in their programmes. Instead tax related measures 
were directed toward the group 55-65, in addition to adopting a law against age discrimination in the 
labour market in 2004. The situation has improved and the Netherlands has a participation rate of older 
workers well above the European average. Endeavours to promote female labour market participation 
have concentrated on increasing the number of hours worked by Dutch female employees. The reason 
why Dutch women prefer working less hours can be sought in the relatively good position of part-time 
workers (Veldhoen et al, 2006). Thus employers are prohibited by law from treating employees differently 
based on the number of hours they work and a Dutch employee who has worked in a job for at least a 
year is entitled to ask to have his or her hours reduced. The main disadvantage of part-time employment 
which accounts for the small percentage of male part-time workers is the reduced career opportunities. 
Despite the official adherence to the stimulation of women to work more hours in the labour market, the 
Dutch government has reduced government care for the disabled, sick and elderly to the so called 
additional care provided only when there is no partner, family, friend or neighbour available. That means 
more responsibilities for especially women inside the family, and a further restriction of their labour 
market participation. The inconvenient school timetables are another problem for young parents which 
results in a solid barrier to anything more than marginal labour market participation of women. The 
incoherent policy on female labour market participation also reflects the generally high value of 
motherhood and the widely accepted role of Dutch women as primarily mothers. Another focus of the 
Dutch employment policy are teenagers from immigrant ethnic minorities whose employment rate has 
been lagging behind those of the Dutch teenagers due to a certain degree of discrimination against 
immigrant workers as well as their generally low educational level. The main measures in this direction are 
the prevention of dropping out from school without proper qualification and the stimulation of the 
practical on-the-job training.   
 
In the UK, the employment policy is aimed at expanding employment and getting people off welfare 
benefits and into work, in congruence with the dominant values underpinning the liberal welfare regime. 
The target groups of the British employment policies are the lone mothers, the disabled, the youth, the 
low-income families and the low-skilled workers with weak labour market attachment (Lewis and Purcell, 
2006). Policies for lone mothers reflect the substantial change in gender attitudes since the previous 
governments regarded childcare as a private concern and were reluctant to “interfere” in families by 
helping mothers to participate in the labour force. The National Childcare Strategy was adopted in 1998 
with the purpose of stimulating the labour market participation of women. The Working Family Tax 
Credit was particularly designed to encourage the labour market attachment of lone mothers and mothers 
of young children by increasing the credit payable for younger children, and is applicable to lone parents 
and couples where both partners work more than 16 hours per week. The New Deal for Young People 
(1998) is a compulsory employment training programme aimed at making unemployed youth more 
employable through skills training and help with job seeking. A refusal to participate in the programme 
risks loss of benefits. The problems of the disabled and older workers on the labour market have been 
addressed by special legislation against their discrimination. The trend towards ageing of the population 
also provokes the creation of plans to raise the retirement age.  
 
The German employment policies have undergone significant changes under the pressure of the rising 
unemployment rates and ageing population in the past fifteen years, as well as the challenges that the 



 

      

 

welfare state regime had to deal with after the reunification of Germany (Beham et al, 2006). After public 
debates and hesitant policy changes, in the early 2000s a comprehensive labour market reform was 
introduced which focused on measures against unemployment. Additionally, the institutional 
reorganisation and cost-savings in the administration improved client-to-councillor ratio and generally 
increased the efficiency. Other challenges come from the demographic change and the trend toward early 
retirement, stimulated by the generous pension policies based on a broad mandatory coverage of 
employees and a large public pension pillar (BÖnker and Wollmann, 2001). A number of pension reforms 
have been implemented in Germany in the past decade. In 2006, the government decided to further 
increase the statutory retirement age from 65 to 67 years by 2012 for men and women equally. However, 
overcoming the well established “early-retirement culture” presents one of the biggest challenges that 
policy makers have to face in the near future.   
 
Recent Portuguese employment policies have been introduced to raise the protection of the workforce. 
For instance, dismissal of an employee must be substantiated with good reasons, overtime is paid at a 50% 
higher rate for the first two hours and a 75% higher rate for the third hour; night shifts are compensated 
for with extra holiday time; both men and women are entitled to use nearly one month each year (around 
2 days/month) for the care of family members Guerreiro and Rodriges, 2006). The labour law also 
ensures a good work–life balance by providing entitlements for various types of leaves: for marriage, the 
birth or adoption of children, arrangements for feeding during the first year after the birth of a child and 
others.  
 
The economic recession in the early 1990s presented the Finnish employment policy with the 
contradiction between the increasing number of lower-educated unemployed people and the demand for 
high-skilled experts. The development of new export-oriented industries, such as the promising 
electronics sector, as well as the growth of the service sector contributed to finding a solution to the 
labour market problems. The ideological foundation of the employment policy in Finland has been both 
men’s and women’s high level of labour market activity and assuring full-time employment for all working 
age adults (Taipale and Hirvonen, 2006). The Finnish employment policy has been supplemented with a 
family policy that supports paid work among parents with children and high investments in education as 
well. Recent reforms were designed aiming at the reduction of income taxation with the purpose of raising 
the employment rate and promoting entrepreneurship, to diminish regional differences and increase the 
employment rate in every part of the country. Finland stands out with the use of the term ‘quality of work’ 
in official employment policy documents and there it is associated with the economic aspect of the labour 
market, namely productivity, but does not primarily refer to the well-being of employees at the individual 
level (Taipale and Hirvonen, 2006). Research-assisted and legislative measures are used to monitor and 
control the quality of work. A special barometer observes the changes in work and the implementation of 
special workplace development programmes. The legislative measures include amendments in a range of 
acts that aim to, for instance, increase the integration of work and family and to improve the status of 
employees under a threat of dismissal. More specific measures and decisions concerning the employees’ 
prerequisites for the good quality of work and work-family balance are agreed mainly in tripartite 
negotiations.  
 
The transition from a centrally planned to a market economy, from a single-party system to a multi-party 
democracy inevitably led to a radical transformation of social, economic, and political life in Hungary over 
the past 16 years. With the accession to the European Union in 2004, Hungarian employment policies 
have been harmonized with the EU requirements and directives. Hungary worked out its first National 
Employment Strategy in 2004, which accepted the fundamental EU principles of full employment, decent 
work and social inclusion. The main objective of the Hungarian employment policy is to increase the 
employment rate, along with the flexibility of the labour force (Fodor and Redai, 2006). This goal is 
dictated by the country’s low employment rate which is well below the EU average, especially for women 
and older workers, as well as the low shares of part-time and temporary work.  
 
As in Hungary since 1989, in Bulgaria there have also been radical changes in its socioeconomic and 
political life which have been reflected in its social protection and employment policies. The 1990s marked 
the impetuous and shocking development of a real labour market instead of the former socialist system of 
state centralised preparation, allocation and usage of the workforce. Labour relations have been liberalized 



 

      

 

in an effort to establish the classical model of a balancing mechanism of the market forces and minimum 
state interference. The consecutive governments vacillated between the liberal idea that it was time for 
people to take their fate into their own hands as the state could no longer ensure full employment for all 
and the social democratic notion of high worker protection and employment for all (Kovacheva et al, 
2006). The basic document on which the employment policy of the country is currently based is the 
Employment strategy (2004-2010), adopted by the government in 2003. There are also the yearly action 
plans and the current governmental programme ‘More Jobs, Solidarity and Social Justice’. The 
employment policy has taken into account the European Employment Strategy, directives, regulations and 
recommendations in view of the country’s accession to the EU which finally took place on January 1, 
2007. The main objective of the labour market policy in Bulgaria, laid down in the current government’ s 
programme, is to ensure a properly functioning labour market, which guarantees a higher rate of 
employment of the working age population. The employment policies in Bulgaria had to face and cope 
with a number of challenges such as: sharply dropping activity and employment rates; high unemployment 
rate and substantial long-term unemployment; high youth unemployment and wide regional variations; 
high level of unregulated employment; inadequate skills level of the labour force and insufficient 
adaptability of the educational system to the changing needs of the economy (JAP, 2002). 
 
The Swedish labour market policy has its roots in the Rhen-Meidner model which was first presented at 
the Swedish Trade Union Confederations Congress in 1951 and advocated the use of finance policy, 
active labour market programmes and solidaristic wage policy to reach and maintain full-employment 
(Lane et al, 2006). Another specific feature of the Swedish labour market is the prominent place women 
have historically had in it. Women’s employment was facilitated by an expansion in maternity/parental 
leave and child care facilities. The reforms in the education system to promote equal opportunity in 
education, the adoption of the Equal Opportunity Act in 1977 and the introduction of active labour 
market policies adjusted to the needs of working women, represented a relatively strong commitment to 
gender equality as a dual breadwinner/dual career relationship between men and women (Sainsbury 1999). 
This includes an active governmental responsibility to abolish gender discrimination against employees to 
enable women, as well as men, to combine paid work and family duties, and to reduce the conflict 
between the two commitments.  
 

5.2. Policies against unemployment 
Labour market policies for combating unemployment are usually divided into two groups: active and 
passive measures. The passive labour market policy encompasses measures offering general support for 
unemployed individuals and is seen as targeting the consequences of the job loss. Typical passive policy 
measures include unemployment benefits, changing legal regulations for receiving support, its form, level 
and period of eligibility.The active labour market policy is a set of measures aiming at (re)-integrating the 
unemployed individuals into employment and is expected to address the reasons of unemployment. It 
should be noted that moving toward a labor market equilibrium and reorganizing work conditions are 
different aspects of the same set of active policy measures. Active labour market policy includes 
programmes directed to both the unemployed individuals making them more employable and to the 
employers encouraging them to create new jobs and provide training opportunities.  
 
 A dominant trend in the labour market policies in all Quality team countries in the past ten years has been 
the growing emphasis on activation of the unemployed with the purpose to make them more responsible 
for the development of their own working life and income. Activation is seen as a way for achieving social 
integration, reflecting ‘an intrinsic concern for employment as a force of social inclusion’ (Atkinson, 2003: 
267). This activation strategy encompasses a personalised approach, individual counselling, providing 
incentives for active job search and training. In some countries such as the UK and the Netherlands the 
focus is set on placing people into jobs with less attention paid to the sustainability and future prospects 
of the work, the personal motivation and satisfaction of the unemployed. In the two Nordic countries 
Finland and Sweden  activation builds upon a wider understanding of social integration and is 
implemented as a more complex process starting with the personality of the unemployed and facilitating 
the job search, providing wage subsidies, training and work experience or fostering the acquisition of work 
contacts and references (Serrano Pascual, 2004). The incentives for active job seeking can be both 
negative sanctions such as cutting or reducing benefits in cases of non-compliance or positive stimuli such 



 

      

 

as higher allowances for those in training or a wider range of opportunities for personal choice. Here we 
see that in terms of incentives in the recent years Finland, in a similar way as Germany and Bulgaria, has 
applied negative sanctions more widely and activation was accompanied with cutting down of the 
unemployment benefits, reducing the periods in which they were paid and raising the eligibility 
requirements. 
 
In the past ten years, the Dutch labour market policies have aimed to make people responsible for their 
own income as much as possible (Veldhoen et al, 2006). Labour market reforms in the 1990’s focused 
primarily on active employment programmes shifting the emphasis from social protection (benefit) to one 
of individual responsibility. The unemployment benefits were radically cut down. The Jobseekers 
Allowance (JSA) introduced in 1996 combined financial reductions of benefits with an obligation of the 
unemployed to be available for any type of employment, regardless of the amount of payment. According 
to the Labour Capacity Act, since the beginning of 2006 the disabled who still have some earning capacity 
must take a job to earn at least part of their own income. Lone parents, who receive social security 
benefits, are now expected to look for a job, while the Dutch government has committed itself to arrange 
childcare. Social services for the unemployed no longer intend to provide people with a ‘suitable’ or 
‘appropriate’ job, but with just any job (Veldhoen et al, 2006). Paralleling this trend have been drastic 
budget cuts related to ‘additional employment’, i.e. jobs for workers whose long-term unemployment and 
low qualifications prevent them from being hired by commercial employers. Since 1997 labour market 
policies have been based on tax credits and in-work benefits alongside job search programmes, using a 
mix of welfare and active labour market policies, with the aim of enhancing economic activity rates by 
“making work pay” (McDowell, 2005).  
 
The British government has a tradition of giving preference to labour market services aiming at job 
placements of the unemployed. In the past ten years it designed a variety of new active labour market 
programmes shifting the emphasis from social protection (benefit) to one of individual responsibility and 
job search programmes. The Jobseekers Allowance introduced in the UK in 1996 combined reductions in 
benefits with an obligation to be available for any type of employment, regardless of the amount of wages. 
 
Previously, the employment policies of the German government were characterized by strong rights of the 
unemployed, and little effort to activate unemployed people (Bönker and Wollmann 2001). The increasing 
unemployment rates in the 1990s with the corresponding high expenditure for unemployment payments, 
as well as the institutional fragmentation of unemployment policies felt particularly after the unification 
between East and West Germany,  necessitated a comprehensive labour market reform (Beham et al, 
2006) The reform was implemented in 2002 in four reform packages: the first three of them included a 
reorganization of the Public Employment Service, the introduction of Temporary Work Agencies, the 
establishment of the new Federal Employment Agency, new legislation on mini and midi-jobs, the 
promotion of training and education opportunities for unemployed, and the introduction of a measure 
supporting the  unemployed to set up their own small business. Under the fourth reform package, 
unemployment assistance and social welfare assistance were substituted by a new means-tested income 
replacement scheme for long-term unemployed that is somewhat below the former social assistance. Job 
acceptability requirements were tightened and the so called low-paid “1-Euro jobs”, designed to help the 
long-term unemployed find a job in the primary labour market, were introduced for the recipients of 
unemployment benefits. In February 2006, the period of receiving unemployment benefits was reduced. 
The institutional re-structuring provided a basis to improve job search support for the unemployed in 
quantity and quality. 
 
In Finland the low unemployment level has never been a priority in labour market policies (Taipale and 
Hirvonen, 2006). Even during the early 1990s recession unemployment was not considered as the primary 
problem of the economy and the dominant public discourse was that joblessness was due to a person’s 
individual choice rather than a consequence of structural problems. Therefore, the cutting down of the 
generous social benefits was one of the instruments used to lower the unemployment level. In the second 
half of the 1990s efforts were made at reducing structural unemployment and supporting employment 
policy measures with family and general economic policy. What seems to have made Finland successful in 
overcoming the negative trends in its labour market is the strategy that the Finnish governments have 
pursued clearly defined and ambitious employment objectives expressed in concrete figures and time 



 

      

 

limits, such as to halve the number of the unemployed in the period of four years in 1995 and to increase 
employment by 100,000 people in 2007. An inter-ministerial Employment Policy Programme was set to 
reduce unemployment and promote enterprises' access to labour. In addition to these general objectives, 
the Ministry has outlined a more detailed labour policy strategy for the years 2003-2006-2010. It includes 
five strategic guidelines: reducing structural unemployment and preventing marginalization; ensuring the 
availability of skilled labour; enhancing labour productivity in a way that is sustainable in terms of quality; 
creating preconditions for active labour immigration policy; increasing entrepreneurship and self-
employment. Today’s official employment policy in Finland aims principally at structural adjustments and 
balancing of the demand and supply of workforce. Nowadays the government aims to reduce structural 
unemployment and promotes the activation of the unemployed and particularly of the long-term 
unemployed. Several reforms have changed the focus of unemployment policies from passive measures to 
more active efforts focusing on developing computer skills of the unemployed.   
 
In a similar way, the Swedish employment policy is characterized by a large number of active labour 
market programmes which are designed to provide more employment opportunities for the jobless to re-
enter the labour market and to alleviate the adverse effects of unemployment (Lane et al, 2006). Some 
types of programmes provide direct incentives to move the unemployed back into work by facilitating job 
search, providing wage subsides or fostering the acquisition of work contacts and references. Other 
measures attempt to make work more attractive by ensuring incentives to improve individual productivity 
and skills via providing training or work experience.  
 
Unemployment was a new experience in Bulgaria in the early 1990s both for state policy and individual 
employees and their households. Legal, institutional and fiscal reforms were necessary to create the basis 
of labour market policies. Over the past 15 years the trend has been toward a reduction of the 
unemployment benefits and raising the requirements for eligibility (Kovacheva et al, 2006). Since the late 
1990s the focus has shifted from passive support to active policy. The latter strategy includes two groups 
of measures: toward the unemployed to encourage their active job seeking, self-employment or re-
qualification and toward the employers and their encouragement to employ new people or restrict 
redundancies. As in all other countries individual action plans are developed which however have a rather 
narrow focus on placing people into jobs, rather than aiming at a broader social integration. The new 
tendency is the targeting of specific groups among the unemployed: disabled persons, young people, older 
women and ethnic minorities and toward a regional approach in developing active measures and 
programs. In Hungary the new active labour market policies have focused on encouraging self-
employment and training of the unemployed, for example special programmes are directed toward 
mothers returning to work after long parental leave. Despite the official declarations of all Hungarian 
governments to give precedence to active over passive labour market interventions, they have not been 
matched with a rise in the funds spent on active measures (Ferge and Juhasz, 2004:242). 
 

5.3. Policies for flexibility of work 
Flexibility of work has been promoted in most of the Quality team countries both as an alterative to rising 
unemployment in times of economic recession and as a means of achieving a better work/life balance. 
The countries have implemented a variety of policy measures which lead to the growth of flexible working 
practices. Flexibility in terms of working time has been a point of departure in many policy reforms. Much 
less initiatives are devoted to the flexibility of the working place, such as encouraging employees to work 
from home or in changing work places. A measure with rather disputable consequences for the quality of 
work is the flexibility in terms of the contractual conditions of the job. While in Bulgaria fixed-term 
contracts have been reduced since the end of the 90s, in Finland temporary contracts for less than a year 
have been promoted even in the public centre. Another atypical form of work is self-employment. Welfare 
policies in the 8 countries have rather varied attitudes to this kind of work. In the Netherlands while 
ideologically self employment is considered an economic driver, the support for it is rather limited 
focusing on ethnic youth, older workers, and disabled persons. In contrast, in countries such as Hungary 
and Finland self-employment is perceived as a way to boost individual initiative and entrepreneuring spirit 
among the population and special governmental programmes are devoted to its encouragement. In the 
UK self-employment has been promoted by changes in the tax system and the trend for employers to 
resort to the services of self-employed consultants in some sectors. 



 

      

 

A major difference in the countries’ policies for encouraging flexibility is whether it is employers’ led or 
employees’ led (Wallace, 2005). Flexibility can have a contrasting effect on people’s quality of work and 
life depending on whether it is in the form of reducing workers’ protection and increasing job insecurity 
introduced by companies to respond to the global competition or whether it is in the form of flexible 
working patterns requested by employees wishing to achieve a better work/life balance – for example, by 
employees who are also parents of small children or have other immediate caring responsibilities. In what 
follows we review the policies encouraging flexibility in each country. 
 
The Netherlands is often cited as a champion for flexicurity, that is, high protection for workers in flexible 
jobs. However, this system has been under pressure in the past few years with budget cuts for additional 
labour and debates on proposals to relax the strict dismissal rules in order to stimulate employers to hire 
workers who pose a productivity risk (Veldhoen et al, 2006). Several measures have been taken in recent 
years to increase the labour market flexibility. The position of temping agencies has been improved and 
restrictions on starting such agencies have been relaxed. Self-employment has been encouraged among 
specific groups of the population such as ethnic minorities, early school leavers, unemployed older 
workers, women and the partly disabled. One example of renewed attempts to introduce policies on self-
employment is that it is now possible for an unemployed person to ‘try out’ business ownership while 
retaining his or her unemployment benefit. However, the self-employed in the Netherlands are considered 
often considered a risk group because they often earn a lower income than employees. The self-employed 
have to arrange their own pension and are therefore the ones who work most beyond the retirement age 
of 65.   
 
In the UK in 2000 the government launched its “work-life balance” campaign focused on long-hours 
culture with the purpose of encouraging employers to introduce voluntary flexible working practices and 
persuade them in their economic advantages. A specially created website   provided guidance to employers 
and employees covering areas such as leave arrangements, flexible working arrangements (home-working, 
job-sharing), childcare support and training for returning employees as well as pointing out examples of 
good practice. About 400 organisations were funded to provide consultancy services on work-life balance.  
In 2002, the government introduced legislation to allow parents of children under six (or 18 in the case of 
a disabled child) the right to request flexible working patterns. The Work and Families Act 2006 resulted 
in an extension of the right to request flexible working to carers of adults. However, there is no legal 
obligation for employers to respond positively to such requests. It should also be noted that even when 
voluntary employer policies are in place there is often an implementation gap between policy and practice 
(Smithson et al, 2005; Lewis and Purcell, 2006). Less rigid labour market regulations than in many other 
European countries make permanent contracts less risky for British employers. There has been a decline 
in temporary working contracts and an increase in contracting out to agencies and self-employment since 
the late 1990s. Trends such as outsourcing and the growing rate of self-employment have important legal 
implications for the rights and benefits of workers and employer responsibility.   
 
In Portugal the policies for the flexibilisation of employment have been employer-led. The legislation 
developed the concept of flexibility in the 1990s mostly from the economic perspective taking into 
account the needs of the companies (Guirreiro and Rodriges, 2006). Part-time work had not been allowed 
until 1999 when the country introduced it following the EC Directive. It is up to 75% of the full-time 
work and the benefits of a part-time worker are proportional to those of a full-time worker. Part-time 
work is allowed in those situations when a full-time worker is not necessary for the company or when 
requested by female workers who wish to combine work with family responsibilities, workers with 
disabilities, students or workers who would like to change from one working regime to another. 
Depending on the needs, part-time work can be done some days in the week or during the whole week. 
Most companies are reluctant to introduce other flexible practices than the ones laid down in the 
legislation. However, the public administration in particular as well as some private companies allow good 
practices such as flexible time arrangements at the beginning or at the end of the working day; a reduction 
in working time, with the corresponding reduction in pay for some women seeking to reconcile work and 
family life; special time schedules for parents, mainly mothers, with disabled children; reduced working 
time for employees who study to raise their educational level; a reduction in the working week or a 
compressed working week with a free Friday afternoon. There is quite an advantageous arrangement 
typical of the public administration - the so called continuous working day corresponding to 6 working 



 

      

 

hours a day, without any reduction in pay. Not so popular are other arrangements such as the so called 
pre-retirement part-time employment which means that a 20% reduction in the time schedule 
accompanied by a proportional reduction in pay.   
 
Promoting labour market flexibility in Finland was regarded as a means of reducing unemployment in the 
times of the economic crisis in the first half of the 1990s. Local bargaining, sharing of work tasks and 
time, and the functional flexibility of work were discussed and some pilot projects were launched 
(Julkunen & Nätti 1999). In the 2000s the focus of the flexibility debates changed from the challenges of 
unemployment to the challenges of tightened global competition, the ageing of population and the 
mobility of labour force (Taipale and Hirvonen, 2006). The overall labour market flexibility has increased 
since the early 1990s. Compared to other EU countries, fixed-term contracts with duration of less than 
one year are most common in Finland and what is also specific of the country is that, unlike in many other 
countries, they are most common in the public sector. Fixed-term contracts are generally undesired by the 
employees but rather done of necessity. Part-time employment has increased over the last 15 years but it is 
still at a relatively low level in EU comparisons. Increasing the traditionally low self-employment rate was 
considered vital in the early 1990s recession and is still supported at present, by means of an inter-sectoral 
Entrepreneurship Policy Programme launched in 2005. One of its specific aims is ensuring the continuity 
of family enterprises in order to guarantee the prerequisites of quality of life in regions with few 
possibilities for paid-employment  
 
Many of the legislative changes and policy programmes in Bulgaria in the 1990s were related to the 
flexibility of work, however in a contradictory manner – some encouraging it, others working in the 
opposite direction (Kovacheva and Pancheva, 2005). Measures that encouraged flexible work were the 
changes in the Labour Law in 1992 and in 2001 which gave more freedom to employers to reduce the 
working time or offer part-time jobs. Some of the measures against unemployment also encourage work 
flexibility. For instance, the unemployed who wish to start their own business can receive all monthly 
benefits as a lump sum after a formal approval of their business plan. The employers are financially 
relieved if they employ unemployed persons in a part-time job for at least three months. International 
exchange programmes provide temporary work in catering and restaurants, construction, seasonal 
agricultural work and summer work for students. In 1999 a programme for flexible employment was 
introduced, which had a very thin spread. As a whole, flexible employment is highly undesired by workers 
in Bulgaria as it cannot provide for decent means of livelihood. The country still has to find the right 
balance between flexibility of the labour market and the security of employment and income (Beleva et al., 
2006). A lot of work flexibility still goes in the informal economy and many measures are taken to bring 
this type of atypical employment into light: reducing the corporate taxes, setting minimum wage limits in 
certain sectors where employers tend to ensure employees on the minimal wage while giving them 
additional money in cash. 
 
In Hungary legislative changes in 2005 made part-time work more desirable for employers while still 
preserving the social security benefits of the employees. Special measures were introduced for the part-
time work of older workers. As in Bulgaria, tax measures were introduced to cut the size of the informal 
economy. 
 
The question about the growth of atypical employment forms has been central in the Swedish debate. 
While the dominant type of contracts in the Swedish labour market still continues to be the permanent 
employment, since 1990 there has been a noticeable growth in temporary employment and other forms of 
non-permanent employment such as project employment, seasonal work, and short-term contracts. 
Young people, immigrants and women are over-represented among the temporarily employed. A study 
showed that those in temporary employment had fewer possibilities for career advancement, fewer 
opportunities to take responsibility, to influence their work time, and were less likely to be included in 
training and educational programs. (Lane et al, 2006)Nevertheless, the authors of the Swedish national 
report consider that temporary jobs can be an important step to permanent employment.  



 

      

 

5.4. Other related policies 
Wage policies  
Wage policies have to guarantee a decent living standard for the working people and their families. Most 
of the countries in the Quality team have adopted a minimum statutory level of wages to be paid by 
employers. However, there have been discussions in the Netherlands whether employers should be 
allowed to pay wages below the statutory minimum wage for a period of time or to particular groups 
under certain circumstances (e.g. if a worker is not yet qualified for a job). Although the minimum wage 
was reintroduced in the UK in 1997 which has improved the relative position of the lowest-bracket 
earners, such as part-time workers, women and ethnic minority men, the remaining wide gap between the 
highest and lowest paid positions and the current restraints on public sector pay rises are sources of public 
concern (Lewis and Purcell, 2006). There are no statutory minimum wages in Germany, Finland and 
Sweden. Instead, wages are negotiated in the collective agreements between the trade unions and the 
employer associations in Germany and in the sector specific collective agreements through tripartite 
bargaining in Finland and Sweden. Nevertheless, it is an objective of the Federation of German Trade 
Unions that nobody in Germany should earn less than 7.50 Euro per hour. The minimum wages 
determined in collective agreements by the labour market partners in Sweden are valid not only for trade 
union members but for all the employed in each branch for a specified period. On the other hand, the 
adoption of a statutory minimum wage level does not necessarily mean that the workers’ interests are well 
protected as is the case with Bulgaria, Hungary and Portugal. In Bulgaria, for instance the basic parameters 
of work remuneration such as the statutory minimum wage/salary, additional payments and mechanisms 
for compensation against inflation are determined at the national level through a tripartite system of 
negotiations. The minimum wages per sector have managed to reduce the practice of hidden payments in 
cash but have not been able to ensure a satisfactory living standard for Bulgarian workers and their 
families which leads to the rise of the share of the “working poor” (Kovacheva et al, 2006). Another 
widely discussed measure of the wage policy in Bulgaria and Hungary is the introduction of negotiated 
differentiated minimum wages in the different sectors (higher than the statutory minimum) in order to 
reduce the practice of declaring low wages on which both employers and employees make low social 
security payments while the greater part of the salary is paid in cash and hidden by both sides. 
 
Safety at work  
Safety at work is an essential characteristic of the quality of working life with a direct impact on the health 
status of the working population. That is why all Quality team countries have worked out and adopted 
special legislative acts needed to guarantee safe and healthy working conditions. However, public 
discussions are under way in many countries whether the regulations have not become too strict. In the 
Netherlands for example the many rules on safety and health have become contradictory, and the Dutch 
government has decided to relax them by a fifth to a quarter and allowed employers and workers to agree 
on which safety rules should be applied. Debates in many countries are overloaded with political and 
ideological considerations and empirical research has become of vital importance to move forward the 
issue. In the UK studies have outlined the causes of work-related disorders in the following way. The 
adverse factors found out to contribute to work-related health problems are insecurity, monotony and 
repetition, the lack of autonomy, control and “task-discretion”  (www.theworkfoundation.com) as well as 
long working hours and stress (Burchell et al, 2001). Some industries in the UK are regularly criticised by 
union federations for using unqualified labour and ignoring labour legislation. 
 
In the two Nordic countries safety at work has not been such a hot issue of public discourse and became 
visible only in the early 1990s with the rising job insecurity and work-related stress. Today, discussions 
focus more on the accelerated pace of work and labour shortages as potential sources of insecurity and 
both physical and mental overloading. A relationship between the status of the job, on the one hand, and 
health and life expectancy, on the other hand, has also been ascertained. Since the number of the short-
term foreign workers in Finland has grown considerably for the last ten years, the control over the 
adherence to the safety regulations and work conditions for foreign workers plays a key role in 
implementing safety policies nowadays. Studies on safety issues in Sweden have targeted the causes of 
work-related disorders (the most common again being stress, mental strain and strenuous working 
postures (Lundberg, 2005). The wide usage of computers in contemporary Swedish workplaces (60-70%) 
is one of the explanations for the increasing neck-and-shoulder complaints. Mentally stressful jobs are 



 

      

 

most common within the public sector, mainly in occupations within the care, nursing and teaching 
professions. Other occupations where the risk for work-related disorders are deemed high are social work 
professions, painters, carpenters, hairdressers and other personal services, the building trades, cooks (Lane 
et al, 2006). 
 
In the two post-socialist countries Hungary and Bulgaria workers’ protection has been high on the agenda 
during the previous regime. It was expected that the rule of the workers will provide much better 
conditions for safe and healthy working life. However, in the course of the market transition and the 
economic crisis in the early 1990s, this issue lost its high profile and other concerns came to the forth. In 
Bulgaria for example workplaces suffered cuts in the expenses for maintaining their safety, especially in 
the new small private companies, and the high unemployment forced workers to acquiesce with dangerous 
job conditions (Kovacheva et al, 2006). Nowadays there is a good legislative basis aimed at ensuring 
healthy and safe working conditions but its standards are often not abided by both employers and 
employees, partly as a result of the lack of efficient and well-coordinated control. Regarding control on 
safety standards, it should be noted that in the old EU member countries, such as the Netherlands and the 
UK, the trade unions play a key role by alarming the respective state organs about violations of the safety 
regulations.  
 

5.5. Social dialogue  
An important aspect of the institutional context in the Quality team countries is the legal framework and 
nature of the social dialogue. Trade unions have played a leading role in constructing the European Social 
Model throughout the twentieth century by first developing social protection legislation on the national 
level and then spreading it on a wider basis. In the past twenty years employers’ associations have also 
intensified their activities at the European level, insisting on promoting flexible employment or preventing 
‘social dumping’. Developing the social dialogue was a criteria for accession in the negotiations in the 
course of European enlargement. Yet the impact of the social dialogue on the quality of life in each 
country varies greatly between them, depending on the current extent of unionization and the historically 
established traditions of the social dialogue. 
 
The Nordic countries have had historically strong links between the state and the trade unions. The slight 
recent decline in the traditionally high membership rate in Finland is attributed to the growth of the new 
information technology and temporary jobs in services which employ a great number of young people but 
has not affected the decisive role of the tripartite negotiations on employment issues. Almost all new 
statutory labour market regulations in Finland are the result of an active tripartite cooperation and 
dialogue between the state, employer and trade union organizations (Taipale and Hirvonen, 2006). Initially 
collective labour agreements in Finland were predominantly concentrated on wage issues, but their scope 
has gradually widened to include other working life issues as well. Trade unions deal with gender issues, 
too, particularly in relation with the well-being of employees and work-family-balance. What has been a 
specific feature of the Swedish social dialogue is that collective bargaining between trade unions and 
employer organizations is the main instrument of settling labour market issues while the state rarely 
intervenes through legislative measures. This is explained with three factors: well developed, clearly 
defined organizations for both employees and employers, high membership density; and the fact that both 
organizations evolved before the modern labour market and were involved in defining and developing the 
framework for the model (Lane at el, 2006). Of particular interest in Sweden are collective agreements 
determining wages, forms of employment, regulation of work hours, compensation for overtime and shift 
work, job protection, health and safety issues and supplemental insurance and pension plans. 
 
The two post-socialist countries have had traditions of representing workers’ interests in the labour 
policies by mass trade unions. At present both countries have established special institutions for 
developing the system of tripartite negotiations - for instance, the Economic and Social Council and the 
Council for Tripartite Co-operation and Social Dialogue in Bulgaria and the Interests Reconciliation 
Council in Hungary. As a result of the restoration of the freedom to organise in the early 1990s, many 
independent trade unions were formed in both countries. However, the influence of the trade unions has 
declined in the course of transition to a market economy due to the sharp decline in union membership 
with the closure of large state enterprises and mass unemployment. Membership fell from almost 100% to 



 

      

 

about 15-20% (Ferge, 2004). Trade unions are hardly present in the newly established small and medium 
sized companies which constitute the bulk of the two countries’ economies. The High Level Group on 
the future of social policy in the enlarged union (EC, 2004: 70) pointed at the deficiencies of the social 
dialogue in the new member states: lack of technical capacities of the social partners, the doubtful quality 
of the collective agreements which often just repeat the legal provisions and the lack of strategic approach 
in the national social dialogue. The social dialogue is kept active mostly at the national and sectoral level 
mostly whereas at the level of the enterprise and particularly in small companies it is not an established 
practice which often leads to the growth of the grey economy and the erosion of human capital 
(Kovacheva et al, 2006).  
 
There has been a trend towards a decline in trade union density in the UK during most of the 1990s, 
which has recently been reversed to some extent. The social partners are not regularly involved in the 
development of policies – wage negotiations in particular tend to be decentralised. However, the topic of 
the quality of life has been quite widely debated by the trade unions in the UK Lewis and Purcell, 2006). 
The Trades Union Congress declared raising the quality of working life as one of its objectives 
endeavouring to provoke changes in legislation to improve working conditions, and in particular to make 
the government end the opt-out of the European Union Working-Time Directive. Another union of 
white collar workers published the brochure “Good Work”, in which it lists some of the key elements of a 
quality working environment: a safe and healthy workplace; control over the working environment; 
fairness and dignity at work and a trade union voice (Amicus, 2006). Dissatisfaction at work is identified as 
a factor affecting well-being. The long hours culture and opportunities for a work-life balance were high 
on the agenda of a conference in 2003 entitled “Improving life at work” organized by the Department of 
Trade and Industry. It emphasized the role of the state in promoting quality employment but also revealed 
the contradiction between governmental rhetoric about work-life balance and the rejection of a limitation 
of the maximum hours that can be worked. 
 
The sinking unionization has weakened the positions of trade unions in Germany as well. While unions 
have played a significant role in reaching agreements between employers and employees in Germany 
throughout the 20th century, since the beginning of the 1990s their influence has started to decline. The 
degree of unionization has dropped from every third employee in 1991 to only every fifth one in 2004. As 
a result, the collective wage agreements are abandoned or ignored in many cases. The overall results of the 
collective bargaining in 2006 were unfavourable as there was a rise in working hours without pay 
adjustment (Beham et al, 2006).  
 
In contrast, both trade unions and employers’ associations are quite influential in the Netherlands, and the 
government has to adhere to their agreements (Weldhoen et al, 2006). The policy measures in favour of 
market competition thus reducing the level of worker protection, have put the social dialogue under a lot 
of pressure in the recent years. The social security reforms of the Dutch government have been severely 
criticized by both trade unions and employers. In spite of some fierce discussions and even mass 
demonstrations in 2004, there appears to be a broad consensus between employers and unions about wage 
moderation, the key changes required in the regulations for recruitment and dismissal of workers. Issues 
recently raised in the social dialogue are related to the future of the Dutch pension system and the 
mandatory retirement age of 65; extending the working week; improving the chance of finding a new job; 
unemployment among immigrants from non-Western countries; and on-the-job-training for young 
people. Topics such as the quality of work, time pressure, worker input and control over working hours, 
the organisation of work, and management are not widely discussed. They are still rather abstract and have 
not yet yielded any specific policy measures.  
 
The Portuguese government has recently been severely opposed by the trade unions regarding its efforts 
to institute longer working years and reduce retirement provisions (Gurreiro and Rodriges, 2006). 
Although collective agreements also deal with working hours, the organisation of flexible working time 
and paternity and maternity leave, they are still mainly focused on wages and financial matters.  
  
Most of the social dialogue in the Quality team countries takes place on the national level. The High Level 
Group on the future of social policy in the enlarged union (EC, 2004: 70) has underlined the need to 
strengthen the linkages between the European and the national levels. 



 

      

 

5.6. Conclusions 
Examining the employment policies of the eight countries with an impact on the quality of work we see 
that they generally follow the welfare regime characteristics but also have some national specifics. Thus 
the two countries in the social-democratic regime provide high level of social protection to their workers, 
guaranteed by a high level of unionisation and active social dialogue. They have a medium level of 
expenditures on active labour market policy offering a wide range of choices and personalised services to 
the unemployed. They also encourage flexibilisation of work but not at the expense of the workers. 
 
The two corporatist countries Germany and the Netherlands also have a high degree of social protection 
matched with a focus on the activation of the unemployed. The social dialogue is influential in both 
countries but with a declining unionisation in Germany. Flexibility of work is medium in Germany and 
high in the Netherlands which is a model of flexicurity – that is high level of flexible employment matched 
with a high level of social protection. 
 

Table 5.3. Country Specific Characteristics of Employment Policies 
 
Countries Welfare regime Social 

protection  
Active labour 
Market Policy 

Flexible 
work policy 

Unionisation 

Sweden social-democratic high medium medium high 
Finland social-democratic high medium medium high 
Germany corporatist high high medium medium 
Netherlands corporatist high high high medium 
UK liberal low high high medium 
Portugal sub-protective low low low low 
Hungary  post-socialist medium low low low 
Bulgaria post-socialist medium medium low low 
 
 
The liberal regime in the UK is known for its relatively low social protection and high flexibility of 
employment. The policy on unemployment is concentrated on the activation of the unemployed while the 
unionization of employees is medium with somewhat declining importance. Portugal as the representative 
of the sub-protective regime offers low social protection to the employees and unionization is 
underdeveloped. The active labour market policies and measures to increase the flexibility of work are 
getting momentum but are still low to medium in comparison with the other countries. Flexibility of 
employment is limited to fixed term contracts while part-time work is rare. The two post-socialist 
countries are similar in the move from high to medium social protection and from high to low 
unionization of employees. Policies to encourage flexibility are present but without much effect and their 
spending on active labour market policies is low to medium. 



 

      

 

Chapter 6. Changes in family policies 
In this chapter we focus on policies directed at supporting families and individual lives outside work. The 
policies for maternal and parental leaves, childcare services and others are not just family policies but are 
also strongly linked to the employment policies of the welfare regime, allowing women in particular to 
take part in paid employment and strive for a quality of work. Family policies are also directed at 
enhancing men’s rights to care for their children not solely as means providers but also asfathers without 
risking their jobs and careers. In this field, however, there are less regulations on the European level than 
there are in the labour market and the national policies under scrutiny represent a wide ranging diversity 
reflecting diverging national cultures. The highest reluctance of common policies comes from countries 
where the dominant public belief is that caring is a private responsibility of the family and not only 
European institutions but also national governments should not interfere (See for example the Dutch 
report, Veeldhoven et al, 2006).  
 
According to the welfare state classification, Germany and the Netherlands belong to the cluster of 
countries with explicit policies for families favouring the traditional family model in which only one of the 
spouses is in paid work while the other partner cares for family members within the private sphere of the 
household (Esping-Anderson, 1990; Fagnani, 2007). Sweden and Finland are part of the social democratic 
cluster with generous subsidies to families in the form of transfer payments, tax reductions and publicly 
financed services aiming however to maximise individual independence and minimize dependence on the 
family (Esping-Anderson, 1990; Almquist, 2007). The UK is an example of the liberal state where the 
main responsibility for the individual wellbeing is placed on the individual and the family, while the state 
role is minimal and only in cases where the individuals and families have failed to provide protection 
against risks. Portugal’s family policy is between the conservative/corporatist and the liberal model with 
low state interference and traditional norms of family responsibilities and is assigned to the sub-protective 
regime, while Hungary and Bulgaria represent a mix of contradictory changes in their family policies 
(Ferge, 2003, Kovacheva, 2000), moving from the generous state support of the one-party regime with 
universalistic elements, resembling that of the Scandinavian countries to various new patterns adapting to 
the growing role of the market.  
 
In all eight countries there have been reforms in the family policies in the past ten years, directed at the 
following aims:  

• Policy measures to allow a better work/life balance through encouraging flexibility of work and 
care (mostly represented in the policy reforms in the Netherlands, Sweden, Finland and the UK);  

• Policy measures to achieve a higher gender equality by facilitating the participation of mothers in 
the labour market (in the UK, Portugal, Finland, Sweden);  

• Reforms to foster the role of the father in the family (especially in Sweden, Finland, the UK and 
Germany);  

• Policies aiming at higher fertility (in Germany, Bulgaria, Hungary).   
 
The national reports of the Quality team stress the spread of the following major problems facing families 
when searching for a better work/life balance and higher quality of life: 

• the high cost of childcare (mainly provided by the private sector in the UK);  
• the lack of adequate network of  childcare facilities (Germany; Portugal);  
• the shortage of flexible work arrangements (Hungary, Bulgaria);  
• the inadequate amount of leave benefits (Hungary, Bulgaria, Portugal).   

 
Achieving an adequate work/life balance and higher quality of life is a major objective of the family 
policies in most countries. In what follows we analyse the instruments used to contribute to the 
attainment of this goal: leave policies, childcare services and flexible work arrangements.  



 

      

 

6.1. Leave policies 
Over the individual life course caring responsibilities change and so do the patterns of providing care and 
this is related to individual preferences and economic conditions. Most people experience periods of 
caring for others and periods when they themselves are in need of care in the course of their lives. Many 
experts argue for the recognition of the right to care and be cared of as a citizenship right (Knijn and 
Kremer, 1997; Leira and Saraceno, 2002). It is the welfare policies, the institutional frameworks and the 
underlying values, that most significantly affect the provision of care for dependents and the ways this 
unpaid work in the home is combined with paid work outside the household. A major target group of 
these policies consists of families with young children. In this paragraph we focus on the structural 
conditions for childcare. In all eight countries, young families with small children have several alternatives 
regarding childcare: maternity, paternity and parental leaves, as well as child sick leaves; family emergency 
leaves, informal help from the extended family and friends or formal childcare, provided by state, 
municipal or private facilities, as well as different modes of flexible working allowing the integration of 
paid work in the company and unpaid care in the household.   
 
The dominant trend in family leave policies has been toward their expansion in terms of length (as in the 
UK and Portugal) or payment (Bulgaria). However, in most countries there is a gap between the policy 
provisions and the real take up of these policies. Whether the leaves are widely used or not depends 
mostly on the amount of leave benefits, the expected impact on parents’ careers and the cultural norms of 
‘good’ parenthood. Although both men and women are entitled to a great variety of leaves to care for 
dependents, it is mainly women who take up the leave. This is the most popular practice in all countries 
and especially in those belonging to the corporatist/conservative welfare regime such as Germany and the 
Netherlands where the traditional family model of a male breadwinner and female homemaker is still the 
cultural norm (Beham et al, 2006; Veldhoen et al, 2006). Since the role of the woman is primarily regarded 
as that of a mother, women frequently have to sacrifice their career development for the sake of the family 
and children as they take up maternity or parental leaves to stay at home and look after the children and 
often withdraw from the labour market until the children reach school age. Taking long parental leaves is 
also typical for Hungary and Bulgaria where there is a lack of enough or good quality childcare facilities 
and a shortage of part-time jobs on the labour market. While parental leaves are good opportunities for 
staying economically active while caring for very young children, they can also serve as an obstacle for 
women’s career development or even as discriminatory factor in recruitment policy of companies. On 
return to paid employment mothers often face a downward job mobility as in Bulgaria (Kovacheva and 
Matev, 2005) or even might have already lost their jobs despite of their formally guaranteed right to return 
to them as in Hungary  (Fodor and Rendai, 2006). In economically underdeveloped regions with high 
unemployment rate, particularly in Hungary and Bulgaria, maternity leave allowances, in spite of their 
meagre amount, are regarded as a temporary solution to poverty and unemployment. In countries with a 
sub-protective regime of social policy such as Portugal, leave policies are very limited in duration and 
benefit level. The national reports of the Quality team members attest to the fact that leave policies alone 
are not enough to help working parents achieve a high quality of life. Earlier return and more active 
participation of mothers in the labour market necessitate the expansion of childcare facilities, and family-
friendly working arrangements in organizations (such as flexible working schedules, job sharing, telework). 
Moreover, the achievement of gender equality and work-family reconciliation as an important objective of 
family policies needs other policy measures as well, particularly in the field of salaries and leave benefits, in 
addition to a better access to childcare facilities and a more family-friendly organisation of working time.  
 
A recent feature of family policies in the 8 countries is the adoption of policy measures attempting to 
increase the role of the fathers in the family and to make them more involved in the care for very young 
children. The so called “daddy-month” was introduced in Sweden in 19.. and was extended to two months 
in 2001. Moreover, since the abolition of maternity leave in 1994 Sweden has been the only country that 
does not have a maternity leave (Ferrarini and Forrsén, 2005) and fathers have been eligible to use the 
whole of parental insurance. Leave bonuses offered to working fathers in Finland have been quite 
effective and at present an increasing number of fathers take up the parental leaves. A recent law on 
parental leave in Germany extended the newly-introduced income-based payment to a maximum of 14 
months if the other partner takes the leave for the last two months and it is anticipated to promote 
fathers’ participation in childcare activities, as well as a rise in fertility and earlier return of mothers to paid 



 

      

 

employment. Paternity leave has been introduced in the UK in 2006 with  the Work and Families Act 
which allows fathers to take up part of the maternity leave as paid parental leave in order to ease the 
participation of mothers in the labour market as well as increase father’s involvement and achieve a more 
equal division of labour in the household.  In Portugal both parents are equal according to the law for 
taking up the parental leave and, when on such a leave, the father has the right to the same protection 
against dismissal as a female worker who is pregnant or has recently given birth or is nursing a child. In 
Bulgaria the encouraging of fathers took the form of splitting the third year of parental (unpaid) leave for 
raising children under 8 into two, so that six months could be taken only by the father and six months by 
the mother. In the opposite direction is the measure (2007) prolonging the maternity leave to 315 days 
which the father is not allowed to take. the However, measures towards increasing the role of the fathers 
are counteracted by the unattractiveness of earning lower incomes and the consequent negative effect on 
their family budget and careers. Even in Sweden where maternity leave was abolished more than 10 years 
ago, mothers still have the primary responsibility for home and children, with persisting traditional gender 
roles and inequality.  
 
Having children is contributing to the high positive evaluation of the quality of life in the family but they 
are also an additional burden to the financial situation of the household. The low salary level in Portugal, 
for instance, which makes it necessary that both parents contribute to the family income, are a serious 
hindrance to taking advantage of the longer leave arrangements, such as the part-time parental leave that 
have been increased from 6 to 12 months. Parents are stimulated to use their entitlements to leaves when 
the benefits for them are not much lower than their salaries and therefore are an adequate substitute for 
their employment earnings. In Bulgaria for example the whole parental leave which is paid at a flat rate is 
taken primarily by mothers in low paid jobs as the two payments are similar. Mothers in better paid jobs 
tend to take only the maternity leave and do not use the low paid parental leave. In the more affluent 
countries with a higher living standard and a greater concern of the government for the economic well-
being of families with children (such as Sweden, Finland, the Netherlands and  Germany) parents are 
more inclined to take up longer leaves. It is also worth mentioning that since 2006 the Dutch employees 
have enjoyed a unique opportunity provided by the so called Life Course Savings Scheme according to 
which they can save part of their annual earnings to finance a period of leave later in life or earlier 
retirement thus ensuring a better work/life balance through the right to plan their own professional and 
private commitments. Moreover, they are stimulated to do so since this arrangement is more 
advantageous than depositing savings in the bank.  
 
Table 6.1. presents a summary of the most common statutory leave arrangements for parents of young 
children in each country. There are other types of leaves and conditions of payment for uninsured 
mothers, or available in cases of emergency or for particular groups of households (for example having 3 
or more children) but these are the most commonly used for care of young dependants. We define 
maternity leave as the leave upon the birth of the child which can be used only by the mother. In a similar 
way paternity leave comprises of the days upon the childbirth which are reserved only for the father. Then 
parental leave can be taken by both parents (or by the grandparents as well as in Bulgaria) or it could be 
split in quotas reserved for the two genders. Child sick leave is the leave to which parents are entitled to 
care only for sick children while there are also other opportunities to care for adult family members.  
 

Table. 6.1. 
 Statutory Leave Arrangements for Parents in the First decade of the 21st Century 

(Number of days and payment rate) 
 
Country Maternity Leave 

 
Paternity leave 

 
Parental leave Leave for caring 

for a sick child 
Social-democratic/universalistic regime 

SW none 60 days ‘Daddy 
Quota’ (80% of 
earnings)       

420 days may be shared 
jointly by both parents. Of 
these 330 days at 80% of 
earnings and 90 days at 
flat rate 

60 days per child 
per year up to 
child’s 12th birthday 
(80% of earnings) 

FI 105 weekdays, incl. 
Saturdays (earnings related  

18 weekdays + 
possibility to get 12 

158 weekdays 
(a combination of earnings 

Max 4 days in a row 
(unpaid) 



 

      

 

with a min flat rate) days (earnings 
related  with a min 
flat rate) 

related and a flat rate) 

Liberal regime 
UK 104 days for all 

women/204 days if 
employed for at least 6 
months (combination of a 
rate based on earnings and 
flat rate) 

14 days (flat rate) 91 days (of which 13 
weeks unpaid) 

28 days per year 
(unpaid) 

Corporatist/conservative regime 
DE 14 weeks (67% of earnings, 

but up to 1800 EUR) 
- 12 months (14 if the other 

parent takes two more) 
10 days per year 
paid/unpaid (20 
days for lone 
parents) 

NL 112 days fully paid (16 
weeks) 

2 days fully paid 91 days unpaid (13 
weeks) up to the child’s 
8 birthday (75% 
company pay for civil 
service workers) 

10 days per year, 
paid at 70% of 
earnings 

Sub-protective regime 
PL 120 days 100% paid or 150 

days 80% paid for 
mothers. At least 6 weeks 
must be used by mothers 
and the remaining period 
can be used by the father 
(usually not) 

5 compulsory days 
100% paid+15 
optional days 100% 

 3 months unpaid 30 days per year 
paid/unpaid 

Post-socialist regime 
BG 315 days at 90% pay None 450 days up to child’s 2nd 

birthday, (paid at a flat 
rate) + 6 months for the 
mother (unpaid)+ 6 
months for the father up 
to child’s 8 birthday 
(unpaid) 

60 days per year 
paid 100% of 
earnings 

HU 180 days (6 months) at 
70% pay 

5 days fully paid 
 

18 months at 70% pay 
with a maximum  (which 
is 70% of twice the 
minimum wage) + 12 
months paid at a flat rate 
(in the amount of the 
minimum pension). 
 

2 days per child per 
year, fully paid. 
Additional leave 
between 14-365 
days per year 
depending on age 
of child up to age 
12, and on marital 
status, paid as sick 
leave (60-70% of 
average wages)  
 

 
 
The table shows that in the social-democratic regime gender equality in parental responsibilities for 
childcare are taken most seriously by providing longer parental leaves which both partners are eligible to 
use, long fathers’ quotas and none or short maternity leaves. The cultural norms underpinning this policy 
reflect the belief that support for childcare is as much state responsibility as it is family responsibility and 
that both partners have both the right to care and the right to work and career. The liberal and 
conservative regime are rather similar in offering short maternity and parental leaves and little 
encouragement for the fathers to care for their children. This reflects their understanding that childcare is 
primarily a private responsibility. A meaningful difference is that the maternity leave in the corporatist 
regimes of the Netherlands is fully paid while in the liberal regime of the UK the mother’s right to paid 



 

      

 

care is conditional on eligibility criteria and is not fully paid. The post-socialist regime offers long pad 
maternity leave plus long although low paid parental leaves with no serious concern for gender equality. 
While officially attesting to gender equality in employment, this policy is based on the assumption that the 
care for small children is a mother’s responsibility and the father can take up childcare much later if at all. 
 
Drawing upon a comparative study in 19 European countries, Wall (2007) presents a more detailed 
typology of the models of leave policy available to parents in Europe for the integration of work and 
family life. She suggests six leave policy models according to the duration, level of compensation and the 
gender equality of parental leave. According to this typology, Sweden from the countries in the Quality 
study represents the ‘one year leave gender-equality-oriented pattern’, Finland – to the ‘parental choice 
oriented policy model’, Germany and Hungary to ‘the long-leave mother home-centred policy model’, UK 
and the Netherlands to the ‘short leave part-time mother policy model, and Portugal to the ‘early return to 
full-time work leave policy model’. There was no country in the Quality study representing the ‘short-leave 
male breadwinner model’ which is characteristic for the Mediterranean countries in Southern Europe. 
Bulgaria which is not included in Wall’s study is close to ‘the long-leave mother home-centred policy 
model’ typical for the other post-socialist country Hungary. However, it deviates from the model with the 
still high availability of childcare services and the six month father’s quota in the unpaid parental leave. 
The low compensation for the parental leave stimulates many of the mothers in the middle and higher 
income groups toward taking only the short period of maternity leave paid at 90% of the earnings – a 
trend which might lead to the orientation toward another model based on a short-term maternity leave. 
Wall also attests to ongoing changes within these models focusing on the example of Portugal which has 
moved from the ‘short-leave male breadwinner model’ to the  ‘early return to full-time work leave policy 
model’. 
 
Looking more closely at each country in the Quality study, we see that in the Netherlands, the Work and 
Care Act has made quite favourable financial arrangements for a number of leave rights. Employees are 
entitled either to a percentage of their salary during leave (maternity leave, emergency leave and short-term 
care leave) or to an allowance (pregnancy and adoption leave). Maternity and paternity leaves are widely 
accepted but the use of parental leave is below the European average although it has been increasing since 
the turn of the century (Veldhoen et al, 2006). The take up of parental leave depends on the income and 
educational status of the parents and is greater when the other spouse is employed or the parental leave is 
paid owing to collective agreements. The higher educated parents and those with a working spouse more 
often take advantage of parental leave. The same is true for employees who owing to collective 
agreements are entitled to paid parental leave as the parental leave provision offered by the state is unpaid.  
 
In contrast with most of the other European countries, in the UK demographic concerns and pro-
natalistic goals do not shape the public debate. The overarching concern is linked to aspirations for 
boosting activity rates amongst target populations, and mothers in particular.  Since 1997, in the terms of 
the national report for the UK (Lewis and Purcell, 2006), the British family policies have endeavoured to 
facilitate the participation of women with children in the labour market by encouraging both 
“defamiliarisation” in the form of extra-familial care and “refamiliarisation” in the form of leaves available 
to parents. Whereas childcare was considered a purely private matter in the past, nowadays the state has 
also taken on part of the responsibility in this respect, by complementing the caring responsibilities of 
mothers. Unpaid parental leave up to the child’s 5th birthday was introduced in 1999 and was increased in 
2002. The government has also placed an increasing emphasis on the role of fathers in the family, by both 
attempting to oblige absent fathers to support their biological children and by extending the rights of 
absent fathers (Finch, 2005).  Other initiatives have targeted children “at risk”, such as the Sure Start 
Scheme which provides some childcare support and activities in deprived areas, aiming to halve child 
poverty by 2010 and to eradicate it by 2020. 
 
In Germany, the generous parental leave policies, matched with the family income tax system, and a lack 
of adequate childcare facilities, especially for children under 3, promote the traditional role model among 
men and women. Although Germany has one of the highest expenditures for family and children within 
the European Union, mother’s participation rates in paid work are low, and the division of labour is highly 
gendered (Drobnič and Treas, 2006). Despite women’s increasing education and opportunities, they 
continue to exit the labour market at motherhood which threatens their career development. Upon return 



 

      

 

to their workplaces, women often experience downward job mobility although they have the legal the 
right to return to an equivalent position. Concerns about the negative impact of low fertility rates and an 
aging population on social security systems and economic growth fostered the adoption of a new law on 
parental leave which substituted the old parental leave with an income-based benefit in 2007. The new 
benefit amounts to 67% of the last income (up to a certain level), paid for a maximum of 14 months if the 
other partner takes the leave for the last two months. This extension is anticipated to promote fathers’ 
participation in childcare. The new parental leave legislation though worsens the situation of parents with 
no income (unemployed, students) as they will receive fewer benefits (Beham et al, 2006). 
 
Hungary is among the countries with the longest leaves for caring for a very young or sick child which are 
however very low paid. There is a very strong ideological pressure to take the leaves as mass media, 
experts and politicians extol the virtue of family based care for small children (Fodor and Rendai, 2006). 
However, the lengthy maternity leave is considered a potential risk by employers and they avoid hiring 
women of child-bearing age. Similar is the contradictory situation with the long parental leaves in Bulgaria 
– they allow women to care for the children at home while their job is kept but at the same time this 
makes young women unfavoured recruits in a tough labour market. The family policy in Bulgaria is also 
strongly pro-natalist as in Hungary, being developed in response to the shrinking population rather than to 
support the quality of life of the family and its individual members. Both countries share a popular 
concern with the rising Roma population especially when compared to the low fertility of the ethnic 
majority. In Bulgaria leaves are generous in terms of length, having been further extended recently with 
the latest changes in the Social Insurance Code (2006) and the payment during maternity is better than in 
Hungary. Fathers are not adequately stimulated to take up leaves with the six months of unpaid leave 
allocated to fathers in particular (in addition to the 6 months unpaid leave taken by the mother) until their 
child turns 8, which could have an adverse effect on their family budget. Despite the legal provisions, 
culturally it is accepted that the mother bears the main responsibility for the childcare of very young 
children, so that it is the mother who takes the parental leave while only less than 1% of the fathers 
(Kovacheva and Matev, 2005). 
 
The Swedish family policy has moved toward a dual earner model and from there to the ‘new fatherhood’ 
(Bäck-Wiklund 2002). In international comparisons among OECD countries, Sweden stands out as the 
only country that does not have a maternity leave (Ferrarini and Forrsén, 2005). The current parental 
insurance gives equal opportunity for parenting to both parents replacing the older maternity benefits 
insurance that focused primarily on women. Thereafter the number of fathers taking parental leave has 
been steadily increasing, but the number of days taken by each individual father is lagging behind that of 
mothers (Forssén and Ritakallio, 2006). The Swedish report (Lane et al, 2006) argues that whatever 
strategy the family uses, the outcome still tends to give mothers the primary responsibility for home and 
children, and these results challenge the official goal of the “symmetrical family”. 
 

6.2. Childcare services 
The eight Quality team countries manifest diverging trends in the provision and usage of childcare 
facilities. In countries where until recently there have not been public provision such as the UK and the 
Netherlands the overarching change in the past ten years is toward its expansion and a rise of children’s 
enrolment in both public and private care. In contrast, in Bulgaria and Hungary the formerly extensive 
state day-care is declining with some but still inadequate growth of private childcare. The Nordic countries 
are moving toward a more flexible range of childcare services giving parents more choice between state, 
municipal, private and subsidised care at home.  
 
A major transformation of the attitude towards childcare outside parental home has taken place in the 
countries belonging to the liberal and conservative/corporatist regimes. Whereas previously it used to be 
considered a private matter to be solved by the young families themselves and mother’s care was believed 
to be the most beneficial for the child’s interests, at present greater responsibility is attributed to the state 
while organised childcare started to be seen as advantageous for the child and not as the worse alternative 
to parental care imposed by economic necessity. Gradually state supported, family-friendly policies 
developed aimed at expanding childcare facilities and enabling women to return to paid employment and 
combine work and family life. In the same way, the more positive attitude toward formally organised 



 

      

 

childcare in the UK has not yet resulted in a wide network of affordable services which are still mostly 
private-owned and their costs present a problem for working parents on low to mid salaries. Also, there 
seems to be a trend toward a greater use of informal childcare on the part of family members (Lewis and 
Purcell, 2006). In contrast, in the Netherlands the employer is expected to contribute to childcare (until 
2007 voluntarily and after that on a compulsory basis). Since 2008 childcare will be funded on a tripartite 
principle – equally by the state, the employer and the parents (Veldhoen et al, 2006). Moreover, the Dutch 
employers are encouraged to buy or hire child-care places for their employees in child-care centres and 
parents are entitled to choose their child-care provider. The trend toward a greater choice for parents in 
respect of childcare - between subsidized, home, municipal and private day-care, is strongly manifested by 
the current Finnish family policy. In countries belonging to the sub-protective regime such as Portugal 
and recently in those representing the post-communist regime such as Hungary and Bulgaria, the most 
widespread problem with public (subsidised by municipalities and the state) childcare facilities is their 
restricted coverage as they are becoming insufficient to meet the needs of all the families while the cost of 
private care is often too high for the greater part of the young families. In South Western and South 
Eastern Europe the tradition of informal help from the extended family is still very alive. 
 
Data in Tables 6.2.a and b provide a basis for comparison of availability and use of childcare among the 
Quality team countries. Children’s participation in pre-school facilities in the age of 3 varies between 34% 
in Finland to 82% in Sweden. Unfortunately comparable data on the Netherlands is not available. All 
countries with the exception of the UK have experienced a rise in the past ten years. The difference 
between the two Nordic countries is also very significant. In Finland home care is still seen as more 
appropriate for children till the age of 3 while public care is more acceptable for the age between 3 and 6. 
Thus almost all children aged 6 in Finland are in childcare. Similar is the enrolment for the 6-year olds in 
Sweden. In the UK and Portugal the low rate of the 6year-olds in childcare is due to the fact that they are 
reported as already enrolled in the next (school) level. 
 

Table. 6.2a. 
 Participants at ISCED level 0 aged 3 years  

% of population aged 3 
 

 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 
EU25 67.9 67.7 67.6 64.1 62.7 61.2 : 
Bulgaria 63.3 63.9 65 63.9 56.9 54.8 50.8 
Germany 69.5 71.4 71.4 55.1 54.8 53.5 61.8 
Hungary 71 73.4 71.8 71.2 68.6 68.5 68.7 
Portugal 63.9 60.8 61.7 63.4 58.6 56.8 54.5 
Finland 37.7 35.8 35 34.4 33.9 32.4 32.7 
Sweden 82.5 79.5 73.2 70.6 68 64.4 61.5 
UK 48.7 50.7 56.1 56.7 54.1 52.6 51.4 

Source: Eurostat Education and training / Education 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 



 

      

 

Table. 6.2b. 
 Participants at ISCED level 0 aged 6 years  

% of population aged 6 
 

 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 
EU25 25 25.9 26 30.5 30.1 30.6 : 
Bulgaria 84.4 77.4 76.8 76.5 71.4 72 69.3 
Germany 40.8 44.9 43.7 68.2 65 68.9 44.1 
Hungary 74 71.7 73 73.1 73.8 62.2 61.3 
Portugal 2.4 2.7 4.3 5.2 5.1 3.4 3.3 
Finland 98.4 96.9 96.1 90 72.7 70.7 68.3 
Sweden 96.5 96.5 95.7 96.1 96.4 100 89.4 
UK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: Eurostat Education and training/Education 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 
In what follows we look more closely at each country. Public child care expanded rapidly in Sweden 
during the 1970s, and continued to expand in the 1990s. The right to public child care was introduced 
initially only for children with working parents but gradually including all children under the age of five. 
Public day-care is one of the most outstanding pillars in the Swedish family policy together with the 
parental leaves and insurance (Lane et al, 2006). Public child care covers over 80 percent of all children 
between 1 to 5 years of age and three quarters of all schoolchildren between 6 to 9 years of age. All 
parents have, by law, the right to place their children in the public day care system. There is a ceiling for 
the amount parents are required to pay for each child placed in public day care.  
 
Unlike the situation in Sweden, in Finland high proportions of children are taken care of at home, outside 
the public childcare facilities. Despite its features such as the universalism of family benefits, the 
government responsibility for the economic well-being of families with children; the strongly promoted 
gender equality and weak pro-natalism, childcare is not so highly institutionalised as in the other countries 
of the social-democratic cluster. This is due to reforms, which allowed parents to choose between home, 
municipal and private day-care, such as the right to day care covering all children under the school age,  
(1996); the structural changes in day care fees and the reform regarding the private care system in 1997; 
the introduction of the right of six year-olds to a free preschool education in 2001; and the after-school 
care for seven and eight year-olds pupils in 2004. Two significant trends are worth noting: the shift of the 
responsibility for welfare provision for families from the state to the municipalities and the shift from 
family tax reductions to increased child allowances (Taipale and Hirvonen, 2006).  
 
From 1990 to 2005, the Dutch government used the Child Care Incentive Measure, in order to increase 
the number of child-care facilities for working parents and stimulate their usage. Employers were 
encouraged to buy or hire child-care places for their employees in child-care centres and were given a 
grant to cover part of the child-care costs. The Child-Care Act (2005), introduced the tripartite funding of 
child-care facilities paid equally by the government, employers and parents. The Act enables parents to 
choose their child-care provider. However, as recorded in the Dutch national report (Veldhoen et al, 
2006), this measure has disadvantages as well, such as more red tape and rising costs for high-income 
parents.  
 
In the UK , public funding for childcare has increased since the 1990s but is still very limited. The growing 
demand in childcare due to the increased participation of women in the workforce has been satisfied 
mainly by the private sector. The goal of the National Childcare Strategy in the late 1990s was to expand 
childcare through investments and to make it more affordable and of higher quality. Alongside pre-school 
care provided by day nurseries and registered childminders, out-of school clubs during term times and 
holiday schemes during the school holidays have been introduced and expanded to allow dual-earner or 
single-parent families accommodate their working hours.   
 



 

      

 

In Germany, childcare services are underdeveloped as the traditional family model of a male breadwinner 
providing income and security for the family, and  a  female homemaker taking care of the household, 
children and the elderly and staying at home at least until the child has reached school-age is still prevalent. 
The dual earner families are more common in the former East Germany where public childcare is still 
more available than in the former West Germany. The German national report (Beham et al, 2006) cites a 
study of the German Youth Institute according to which 37% of children aged up to 3 in East Germany 
while only 3% in West Germany are taken care of in crèche facilities. In the later (3-6 year) age group 
about 90% are placed in childcare centres. 
 
In Portugal, in spite of recent efforts the network of childcare facilities is still underdeveloped and unable 
to meet the existing needs. There is also a shortage of support facilities for old and disabled people. That 
is why, though gender equality and work-family reconciliation have been reinforced by legislative 
measures, it is the informal family care that plays a most significant role. The Portuguese report (Guirreiro 
and Rodriges, 2006) stresses the need of other policy measures, such as changes in the organisation of 
working time, town planning and transport, and access to social facilities.  
 
In Hungary the capacity of the day care for very young children has declined since 1989 although the 
coverage for the pre-school children has been largely maintained (Ferge, 2004). At present less than 10% 
of the children below 3 are taken care of in a public centre due to the fact that quality nurseries are 
insufficient and strong ideological pressure for home based child care. Kindergartens are more popular 
and places are more available for children aged 3-6 over 80% of whom are in public day care (Hungarian 
national report). 
 
Bulgaria has inherited a well developed set of public crèches and kindergartens from the previous regime 
and it is common for parents to use their services as they are not expensive owing to municipal subsidies. 
Studies (Kovacheva and Matev, 2005) have shown that parents commonly view public childcare as 
advantageous not only for the mother’s employment but also for the child’s development. However, at the 
beginning of the new century, a shortage of places in state childcare is starting to be felt. The places at 
nurseries significantly shrunk while new private care centres are rare and with high fees for the 
impoverished population. More popular is the informal care provided by the extended family, mostly 
grandmothers. 
 

6.3. Flexibility of combining work and care 
A very significant precondition for the quality of life of parents with caring responsibilities is the 
opportunity to choose between flexible patterns of combining work and care. This issue is gaining 
importance on family policies as individual life courses and family forms are becoming more diverse.  
 
In the UK  for example while the government is reluctant to expand legal provisions for child care 
services and leaves it has launched a work-life balance initiative according to which parents of children 
under six are entitled to request flexible working (Lewis and Purcell, 2006).  Thus the responsibility is 
shifted over to employers and employees and the integration of work and care is seen as a result of 
negotiating processes rather than as legal acts. In Germany, among organizational programs, family-
friendly working hours have been considered as the most important means to reconcile work and family 
life (Beham et al, 2006). Other patterns such as fjob sharing and telework are promoted simultaneously.  
 
In the Netherlands the changes in family policies between 1996 and 2005 have involved the expansion of 
measures to allow a better work/life balance such as projects, experiments and campaigns to improve 
daily work and school schedules so that parents have more unbroken time to spend at their jobs. The state 
also made improvements to the legal frameworks for leave and child care, with more harmony between 
different forms of leave, extended child-care facilities and stricter requirements for the quality of child 
care. As mentioned earlier, employees in the Netherlands are entitled to a unique opportunity owing to the 
so called Life Course Savings Scheme introduced in 2006. It allows them to save part of their annual 
earnings to finance a period of leave later in life that can be used for child-care or care for another family 
member, further training, sabbatical or early retirement at 62 before the official retirement age of 65, thus 
ensuring a better work/life balance through the right to plan their own professional and private 



 

      

 

commitments. Moreover, they are stimulated to do so since this arrangement is more advantageous than 
depositing savings in the bank since the account holder’s tax bill is lower when he or she withdraws the 
money. 
 
In Portugal various measures have been introduced to stimulate the flexibility of work and care. For 
example, there are a great variety of different working time arrangements and types of leaves which allow 
a flexible and individualised pattern of combining work and care over the life course: maternity, paternity 
and parental leaves; feeding time, adoption, child/family member–care and special leaves; grandparent’s, 
marriage and sick leaves; health time, study arrangements, sabbatical leaves; seasonal flexible time and 
reductions in working time for parents with small children; pre-retirement part time and others.  
 
Childcare in Finland is perhaps the most flexible of all Quality team countries: it can be done in a 
municipal day-care centre; at home where the parent receives a child home care allowance for under 3 
years-olds; or parents receive private day care allowance if they organize the care in a private childcare 
centre or in parent’s home if they let a private authorized childminder look after their child. In addition, 
families receive a child benefit (not taxed) for each child under the age of 17. As a result of the favourable 
childcare arrangements, women’s activity rate in the labour market is relatively high and a significant 
proportion of all children are nurtured at home. Parents may combine parental leave with work, choosing 
to work a shorter number of days per week or a shorter number of hours per day or a combination of 
both until the child’s sixth birthday.  
 
Hungary and Bulgaria have very little legal provisions for the flexibility of work allowing the integration of 
work and care (Fodor and Redai, 2006, Kovacheva et al, 2006). Public childcare is organized in a very rigid 
way full-time five-days a week. Leaves are also highly inflexible to allow different combinations of 
balancing work and family responsibilities.  In Bulgaria the leaves for example were fixed to be taken full-
time till the child is 3 and the caring parent was not allowed to work. In 2007 some degree of flexibility 
was introduced allowing both parents to take the third unpaid year of parental leave not necessarily 
between the second and third year of the child but until it reaches the age of 8. However, the public 
crèches and kindergartens are still available only on a full time and full week basis. 
 

6.4. Other related policies 
Health policy  
Health policy is the sector that is closely related to both employment and family policy and more generally 
to the institutional framework of the quality of life. Major goals of the relevant policy developments in the 
European Union are health improvements and the reduction of health inequalities (SSO, 2005c). 
Outstanding health-related issues provoking public debates and policy measures in the eight project 
countries are: obesity, the rise in alcohol-related and sexually transmitted diseases among the young, the 
harm of smoking and drug addiction and whether smoking must be banned in public places, poor diet and 
junk foods (which have been removed from school menus in the UK). Many national policies focus on 
reducing social inequalities in health protection and treatment. Issues of concern are the insufficient  
financing of the public healthcare system and the increase in out-of-pocket payments (Germany; Bulgaria); 
the blocked access to cheap health care for people who have not regularly made the health insurance 
payments (Bulgaria); reducing regional inequalities in access to general practitioner services (Finland). 
According to the recent report of the European Observatory on the Social Situation (SSO, 2005c) the 
most comprehensive strategies  to diminish inequalities have been developed in the United Kingdom and 
Sweden.  
  
One of the major objectives of reforms in health policies in the Quality team countries has been to 
improve the effectiveness and financial stability of the healthcare systems. For instance, the Dutch 
government implemented policies aimed at reducing bureaucracy, fostering the responsibility and 
awareness of citizens, the competitiveness of health insurance funds and the performance of health care 
providers as it hoped that reforms would result in more accessible, affordable and good quality care. 
However, premiums are expected to rise steeply since health insurers are losing money on particularly 
low-priced group policies. The greater role of market mechanisms and private sector involvement 
providing for more choice for the patient as well as encouraging individual responsibility in health are also 



 

      

 

emphasized in the UK (Lewis and Purcell, 2006). Individual responsibility has also been enhanced via 
initiatives such as a telephone service (called NHS direct) to contact a nurse-led helpline as a first port of 
call for minor health issues. Its Internet counterpart contains an interactive self-diagnosis service. 
Nevertheless, critics in the UK argue that the emphasis on the market provision could result in a two-tier 
health system undermining the principles of equal, free access to all on which the National Healthcare 
System in the UK was established. The German statutory healthcare system has also needed urgent 
measures to improve its financial stability (Beham et al, 2006). In order to reduce the number of high-
earning voluntary members preferring the private risk-based health insurance instead of the state income-
based insurance, the German government increased the income limit whose surpassing entitles employees 
to choose between the two systems. A mandatory elderly care insurance to finance a growing demand for 
care services for the increasingly aging population was introduced in 1995. Most recent reforms led to a 
rise in contribution rates for statutory health insurance, the introduction of a general centralized health 
fund which should become effective in 2008, and an increase in competition between private insurance 
companies and sickness funds. After 2005, the employer’s / employee’s  contributions parity was shifted 
towards higher contributions of the employees in order to reduce high labour costs that present a threat to 
the economic development/recovery of the country. In addition, a mandatory elderly care insurance to 
finance an increasing demand for care services for an aging population was introduced in 1995. Another 
major trend is the increase in out-of-pocket payments referring to payments for products and services 
partially covered by prepaid schemes, and direct payments for services not reimbursed by one’s prepaid 
scheme. According to the German report, the long-term sustainable funding of the German statutory 
health care system is still at stake.  
 
Although Germany and Bulgaria share many similar problems in health care, such as fiscal pressure 
limiting the resources for reforms of the health-care system and the increase of out-of-pocket payments, 
the low quality of health protection and the rising health inequalities in Bulgaria present a greater burden 
to individuals and families in this country. A newly emerging issue is the deprivation from cheap health 
care for people who have not paid their health insurances due to changes in legislation or business 
closures. Due to mass impoverishment and increasing healthcare costs, a great part of the Bulgarian 
population often resorts to self-treatment. The private medical services are not widely popular as most 
people cannot afford them. Efforts to counteract the deteriorating health status of the population have 
involved the introduction of compulsory preventive examinations by the GP since 2006, and fines for the 
refusal to comply with this requirement. In Hungary the radical changes in the funding of the health 
system have led to an increasingly inequitable contributory system in which the interests of the patients 
have been largely ignored at the expense of monetary and political concerns (Ferge and Tausz, 2002).  In 
contrast, the Finnish health policy adhering to the principle of universalism, aims to promote people’s 
health in the course of life, regardless of the socio-economic status and the place of residence. The 
organization and financing of the Finnish healthcare system has been gradually decentralized and 
entrusted to the municipal authorities in the 1990s. Effectiveness in Finnish healthcare policies is regarded 
basically in terms of the need to provide the statutory health care services with high quality and in time 
and reducing regional inequalities in access to general practitioner service.  
 
Housing policies  
Housing policies play a significant role in understanding the social context of the quality of life as the 
satisfaction with housing conditions is one of the elements of the quality of life. The institutional 
framework in most countries however relies heavily on the market, based on the assumption of an 
individual and family responsibility and the state plays a small role in this field. Nevertheless, state 
intervention is stronger in the social-democratic countries than in the liberal ones. A trend common to 
most countries included in the Quality study is the growing lack of enough affordable housing in the big 
cities as a result of the rising numbers of inhabitants and the corresponding rise in housing prices and 
living costs, in contrast to the economically underdeveloped regions which remain under-populated due to 
less employment opportunities. Satisfaction with housing seems highest in the Netherlands where housing 
policy is focused on providing a sufficient and diverse stock of housing to meet individualised needs and 
on increasing the quality of dwellings and their surroundings. According to the Dutch report, one of the 
main policy objectives is to reduce the gap between rented and owner-occupied housing, as the persistent 
excess demand and regulations that allow owners to deduct the interest paid on their mortgage push prices 
up and it is often difficult for buyers to find affordable houses. Housing is a major issue in the UK due to 



 

      

 

the high demand, a reduced stock of social housing, high house prices and massive immigration. The 
British report cites official statistical data that the number of homeless households in temporary 
accommodation rose from just over 40 000 in 1995/6 to 137000 in 2003/4  in spite of the “right-to-buy” 
schemes which have entitled tenants to purchase their social accommodation at highly competitive rates. 
Another trend is toward a limited mobility within the UK due to the prohibitive housing costs and a 
North-South divide in housing prices. Regional programmes identifying areas where new, affordable 
housing can be built as well as renewal programmes targeting under-populated and rural areas have been 
launched.  
 
Sweden, in contrast, has kept its long-standing tradition (since the mid-1930s) of granting housing 
allowance to economically weak households to ensure good housing conditions. Swedish housing policy 
offers support not only to the needy but also focuses on families with children. Housing allowances are 
one of the main measures used to reduce poverty and Sweden has been one of the most effective states in 
doing so. The housing allowance is made up of two parts: one general means-tested component and one 
component targeting families with children (Lane et al, 2006). It is based on the annual income and 
adjusted accordingly. Single parent, female headed families are the most frequent recipients of housing 
allowances, followed by pensioners living on guaranteed pensions. The Finnish government also strives 
after the implementation of socially and regionally equal housing policies, successfully reducing 
homelessness and increasing the quality of housing. It has devised three ways to subsidize the rising living 
costs: interest reductions, housing allowances and production subsidies (Taipale and Hirvonen, 2006). 
Nevertheless, the ending of rent control for private tenements in the 1990s has added to the increase of 
living costs; the situation is especially difficult for tenants in the metropolitan Helsinki area, one of the 
fastest growing urban areas in Europe.  
 
After 1989 Hungary has been experiencing some positive housing trends such as the increase in the 
quality of dwellings and per capita room size and the significant decline in the proportion of dwellings 
without any amenities owing to large scale construction following the introduction of mortgages (and 
especially subsidized mortgages) to finance buying apartments. Likewise, Bulgaria has also undergone a 
construction boom of new housing but some of it has proved to be of poor quality due to the lack of 
efficient state control. The common problem of high real estate prices is particularly acute in the country 
aggravated by the low income level while in the cities there is still not enough housing. The main ways for 
young families to achieve housing independence are through inheritance and more rarely by purchase 
owing to parents’ financial support. Young Bulgarians often have to live with their parents even after they 
form a family and have own children. While the vast majority (92%) of the households in Bulgaria own 
the flat or house in which they live – a situation largely inherited from communism, the state of the 
housing does not meet high quality standards. The housing policies in Bulgaria are inadequate to the new 
socio-economic situation of increasing social inequality and rising poverty as municipal authorities provide 
accommodation only for families in grave need which meet stern eligibility criteria while the post-socialist 
state no longer provides low interest housing loans to young families, as the state banks did during the 
previous regime (Kovacheva et al, 2006).  
 
Safety policies  
An omnipresent development after the 11th September with implications for the quality of life has been 
the growing fear of terrorism, especially in the UK which has already experienced the cruelty of the 
terrorist attacks in the London Undergrounds in July, 2005. Occasional terrorist threats have raised the 
importance of the safety policies and counter-terrorism measures have been introduced in most countries. 
There has been a rise in meaningless violence in the Dutch society and in demonstrative killings of 
criminal bosses in Bulgaria. Nevertheless, surveys in the Netherlands and the UK reveal that nowadays 
people feel safer in public than they used to in the past and that the risk of being a victim to crime has 
been reduced over the past decade (Lewis et al, 2006; Veldhoen, 2006). Policy makers in the UK have 
introduced the programme Anti-Social Behaviour Orders in 1993 to address concerns with nuisance 
behaviour such as harassment, intimidation, graffiti, vandalism, drunkenness, begging and litter-dropping. 
They have tried to involve the family through the so called ‘parenting orders’ included in 2003 in dealing 
with delinquency among young people.  Major policy interventions in the UK are the counter-terrorism 
measures which have been introduced via the 2000 Terrorism Act and the 2001 Anti-Terrorism Crime and 
Security Act 2001.  



 

      

 

 
Public safety programmes are implemented in the Dutch society as well with the purpose of reducing 
vandalism and fighting radicalism. The new public safety programme (2007-2010) focuses on deprived 
areas and on rising public responsibility and readiness to report crime. In Finland the relatively lower fear 
of crime compared to many other Western countries could be explained with a decline in the crime rate 
owing to increased precautions against violence. In recent Finnish debates, safety has been addressed from 
the perspective of work-related threats (Taipale and Hirvonen, 2006). Over the past 15 years, precautions 
against violence have increased in the country. There has been a downward trend in reported homicides, 
murders, theft and robberies, as against assaults and drunk driving, which have slightly increased in 
number. Bulgaria has also taken measures aimed at ensuring the safety and fighting crime which are still an 
issue in the country since its moving away from the omnipresent state control of the communist regime 
into a more liberal and market oriented society. Organised crime and corruption, together with the 
necessary reform of the judicial system were the issues that could prevent Bulgaria from entering the EU. 
The economic crisis and liberalisation of public life have created a new social problem under post-
communism – the security of children and the spread of juvenile delinquency and drug addiction. This 
forced the state to introduce measures controlling the conduct of the children at school and out of school, 
as well as emphasizing the responsibility of their parents. In 2003 the State Agency for Child Protection 
was created. The children at risk – without parents, victims of family abuse and violence, and during the 
period of divorce proceedings of the parents now receive assistance from qualified experts.  
 
Another trend in safety policies in the Quality team countries is the liberalization of the public attitudes 
towards the so called soft drugs in some countries. The Netherlands stands out as the country which has 
permitted the use of soft drugs. Despite debates concerning the legalisation of soft drugs in the UK, for 
the time being there has been only a relaxing of the laws on cannabis use with the maximum sentence 
being reduced.     
 
Leisure policy  
Bulgaria and Hungary share a trend toward a move away from organized leisure, particularly for school 
age children and a privatization of sports and cultural activities which were previous provided by the state 
and official youth organizations for the young and the enterprises for the employees. A different model 
has been established in the Netherlands where besides the market, it is the local authorities that bear the 
main responsibility for the leisure policies of the population. This makes them quite varied between the 
regions in the country. As a result of the growing number of dual-earner families, leisure time has been 
dwindling and time pressure is expected to increase for both men and women. Another trend is the 
increase in active leisure activities, probably leading to a feeling of even greater time pressure. A 
counteracting concept that has timidly started to gain ground among some social circles is that of ‘slowing 
down’ (Veldhoen et al, 2006).  In the UK the focus is set upon the objective of increasing the physical 
activity of the population, due to the growing public health concerns surrounding obesity, particularly 
among children. Public debates focus on the lack of enough training facilities for the 2012 Olympics 
which will be held in London, the lack of enough space for extra-curriculum activities due to inadequate 
national curriculum and the practice of selling off of school sports fields to raise funds for schools. By 
introducing free entry to all national museums and galleries in 2001 the government has also improved 
access to cultural events. On the other hand, the introduction of Las Vegas type casinos has been severely 
criticized. However, as the British report argues, leisure continues to be highly gendered, with women 
having less free time to pursue non family related activities. 
 

6.5. Conclusions  
The overview of the family policies in the Quality team countries showed a shared trend from considering 
the family as a private sphere in which the state interferes only when the family’s own resources are 
exhausted to a more comprehensive form of family support. Child care services and benefits, parental 
leaves of various measures used in all countries although to a differing extent and in a diverse funding mix. 
In the countries with a liberal regime such as the UK the major provider is the market while there are 
growing expectations from the employer to provide family/friendly policies and there is a higher degree of 
de-centralisation of services in comparison to the sub-protective regime where the family is the main and 



 

      

 

often the sole provider of childcare. In the corporatist regime the focus is mainly on the company based 
policies. In the Netherlands for example the tax system provides greater incentives to employers who 
provide childcare facilities. Flexibility of employment is the main strategy to achieve a better integration of 
work and family rather than to rely on extended statutory parental leaves. In the social-democratic 
countries child care is viewed as a shared responsibility between the state (and municipality) and the family 
and there is an extensive set of various public and private opportunities for childcare. In Finland recently a 
greater role has been attributed to the market in providing more flexible services. Tax reductions are either 
absent or insignificant in comparison with the role of child benefits and services. In the post-socialist 
countries of Hungary and Bulgaria there is a stronger centralisation of policies than in the Scandinavian 
countries and there are greater expectations from the state while in practice the role of the family is much 
greater. In the two countries the role of tax alleviation machanisms have been recently introduced and 
increasing. The sub-protective regime is often described as familialistic and Portugal is not an exception. 
The family is the main institution providing childcare and despite the recent developments of state policies 
related to the increase of parental leaves and greater time flexibility of work, the take up is not very great 
due to financial pressures on the households. Child support is based mainly on the tax credits of the 
families. 
 
We should be aware of the gap between written policies and their implementation. While nurseries are 
made available for parents, they are used on a limited bases – by fewer families or for fewer days a week, 
as in the UK and the Netherlands.  Mothers have to invent a complex and flexible set of using private 
childcare centres, municipal or company care centres, and home care by themselves, relatives and private 
minders. In Bulgaria and Hungary the models are much less diverse – it is mostly mother’s care in the 
home untill the child is 3 with the backing of the extended family and then mostly state care in public 
kindergartens with again the significant informal support of grandparents to cover for emergencies. In the 
Nordic countries there is a great variety of options but leaving much more freedom to parents in 
comparison with the pressure felt by British or Bulgarian parents. In Bulgaria and Portugal there is also 
the problem with paying insurance by small private companies and the share of young people and future 
parents working in the shadow economy. 
 
The egalitarian discourse is dominant in all countries but the role of fathers is stimulated significantly in 
Sweden and Finland only. Nevertheless their involvement in childcare is still complementary to the main 
role of the mother. In Bulgaria the role of grandparents has increased and this practice is also gendered 
with grandmothers much more involved than grandfathers. On the European level there is a greater 
emphasis on gender mainstreaming (EC, 2006c). However, the results of its implementation on the 
national level are rather patchy and controversial, as the EQUAPOL (2006) project found. While all 
countries felt the need to attend to the structural and cultural roots of gender inequalities, in many of them 
there was a significant gap between rhetoric and practice. The EQUAPOL project team argues that 
gender equality has to be presented as a productive factor in the same way as the role of social policy is 
presented in official EU documents if we are to see effective changes in this field. 



 

      

 

Conclusions 
The report examines the institutional context for the quality of life in eight European countries by 
following the commonalities and differences in their population developments and labour market trends, 
as well as the employment, family and social policies. The choice of the countries that have been included 
in the Quality project has been driven by the theory of welfare policy regimes and the categorization that it 
offers. While we received confirmation for the Esping-Anderson categorisation, we can also attest to the 
growing similarities between policy regimes in Europe. The convergence in the past ten years is 
exemplified by the common shift toward higher activity rates and flexibilisation of employment, greater 
gender equality in paid work, activation of the unemployed, and increasing provision of maternity and 
parental leaves and childcare services. At the same time within policy regimes there are marked trends 
toward a divergence as for example between Germany and the Netherlands that belong to the same 
corporatist regime or between Sweden and Finland within the social-democratic regime. Further 
diversification of policy types is under way influenced by the diversification of work and family lives. 
Besides, policies are not always implemented fully or taken into account properly. Often individuals and 
families devise their own strategies apart from the policy provisions. What is more, the countries are 
moving from one dominant model to the other or simply incorporate features from different models. For 
example Portugal seems to be moving from the subprotective regime typical for Italy, Spain and Greece to 
a weak corporatist regime. Path dependence has a significant impact but so have globalisation influences, 
people’s rising aspirations and elite visions for necessary reforms. Policy models are not static but are a 
moving target for social research.  
 
There are differing expectations for the effects of globalisation on the European welfare states - from the 
claim that the welfare states have to be reduced in search of greater efficiency to the opposite assumption 
that they have to grow in a compensation effort (See for a discussion and empirical testing Garrett and 
Mitchell, 2001). What we try to do in this report is to study the interplay of demographic and employment 
trends with the changes in the corresponding policies and on this basis to evaluate the role of the welfare 
regimes for promoting quality of life. In what follows we first synthesize the types of families according to 
the division among partners of the earning and caring roles as found in the eight countries and then 
consider the models of institutional support for the higher quality of life of European citizens.  
 
How partners combine the employment and caring roles depends not only on their individual preferences 
but also on the dominant trends in the labour market, economy and wider society, as well as on the 
institutional support for working parents available in each country. The discussions of gender regimes in 
Europe have stressed the importance of the overall social construction of the proper motherhood and 
fatherhood (Pfau-Effinger, 1999; Crompton, 1999). There are different models of integration of paid and 
unpaid work in each country which we extract from the works of Lewis (1992) and Wallace (2004). 
 

• traditional male breadwinner/female carer model. A characteristics of this pattern is the 
strict division between the male involvement in paid work and the female involvement in unpaid 
care. The family is seen as a private sphere where the state should not interfere. It was typical for 
most of the West European countries some twenty years or so ago. This model is still widespread 
in the UK, Portugal and to a large extent in Germany and the Netherlands, although women are 
now much more in the workforce in those countries.  

• modified breadwinner model/female career model. The modified breadwinner model is 
characterised with the preservation of the male role as the main breadwinner but women are 
more involved into paid work through part-time work as supplementary wage earners. Women 
still bear the main responsibility for caring for children and family wellbeing. State support for 
childcare is very limited as in the first model. This model is typical for the Netherlands and 
Germany but is also present in the UK and Finland. 

• egalitarian employment/modified caring model. It assumes that both men and women are 
working fulltime and are bringing significant income home. This model of distributing paid work 
among the partners is combined with unequal division of housework and childcare in the home. 
The woman takes the greatest responsibility of caring work in which men also participate but to a 



 

      

 

significantly smaller extent. This is the dominant model in the post-socialist states Hungary and 
Bulgaria and is still widespread in the Nordic countries. It is also the dominant model in 
Portugal.  

• egalitarian employment/egalitarian caring model. In this the model the equality in terms of 
fulltime paid work for both partners is combined with a more or less equal division of unpaid 
housework and care for dependents. The state has a significant role in supporting both 
employment and caring responsibilities of the partners and in fostering gender equality both 
ideologically and practically. This is the model to which the Nordic countries are aspiring but still 
has not been fully achieved both in Sweden and Finland as mothers are still bearing the main 
responsibilities for the childcare. 

• role reversal model. It is typical for families in which the woman is the main breadwinner while 
the man assumes the role of the main carer for dependants to home.  

 
The last model has several modifications. The woman may be the only partner in paid work while the man 
may have fully adopted the role of the carer, as for example, in the UK where men lost their industrial 
jobs due to de-industrialisation and are inactive in the labour market (Brannen et al, 2004). In Bulgaria we 
are witnessing another model in which again the woman is the sole breadwinner while the man stays at 
home in long term unemployment but it is again the woman who is the main carer in the home. Another 
model is that of the reversed modified care where the woman works full time taking the traditional role of 
the main breadwinner while the man brings home a supplementary income from casual jobs. 
 
In the next summary table (Table 7.1) we summarise the differences in the institutional context for the 
quality of life across Quality team countries from the perspective of the policy regime and attempt to 
hypothesize its effect on the quality of life of its population. 
 
We expect that the greater security of employment, the greater gender equality in both paid and unpaid 
work, the extensive state support for family care as typical for the social-democratic welfare states will 
serve to provide a better institutional context for the quality of life than the high material well being but 
lower protection and lower equality in the corporatist and the liberal regimes. The countries in the sub-
protective and post-socialist regimes tend to combine low living standards with low flexibility of work and 
low or declining state support. The strong support from the extended family acts to cushion the 
institutional deficiencies of state and businesses to provide a decent quality of life for their citizens. 
 

Table 7.1. Institutional context for integrating work and family life 
 
Welfare 
regime 

Countries Employment Unpaid caring work  Rank in 
material 
wellbeing 

Expected 
rank in  
quality of 
life 

Sweden  
  

high state support for 
equal full-time 
participation of both 
partners 

extensive state 
support for the 
involvement of both 
partners 

3 1 Social-
democratic  
 

Finland high social support for 
equal full-time 
participation of both 
partners 

variety of public and 
private support for 
childcare 

4 2 

Netherlands ‘flexicurity’ (support for 
both full-time and part-
time jobs) with women 
in part-time work 

medium public 
support, high role of 
the family 

1 3 Corporatist 

Germany high social support for 
full-time jobs, 
encouragement for 
flexibility 

medium public 
support, high role of 
the family 

5 4 

Liberal UK medium support for full low public support for 2 5 



 

      

 

time jobs, high 
employers’ led flexibility 

unpaid work, medium 
support from the 
employer 

Sub-
protective 

Portugal low state support, low 
work flexibility 

low state support, low 
employer support, 
high family support 

6 6 

Hungary medium state support, 
low employer support, 
low flexibility 

medium state support, 
low employer support, 
high family support 

7 7 Post-
socialist 

Bulgaria medium state support, 
low employer support, 
low flexibility 

medium state support, 
low employer support, 
high family support 

8 8 

 
 
Focusing to now on the differences in the various social contexts in the Quality team countries, we want 
to finish with stressing some of the commonalities between them: 
 

• The growth of women’s employment and the dual earner family model is an all-European trend 
(den Dulk et al, 2005). In the Quality team countries women have a higher educational attainment  
level than 15 years ago and this is a strong prerequisite of their better quality of work. While 
women gain in career opportunities they experience more time pressures and the need to find the 
right balance between work and family life. 

• At the same time there is an enduring gender asymmetry in family care involvement, even in the 
more egalitarian Nordic countries (Fagnani et al, 2004). The report of the European Observatory 
on the Social Situation (SSO, 2005c, Annex: 38) summarises the state with caring in Europe in the 
following way: low levels of formal care for all dependents are prevalent across the EU, informal 
care is the predominant form of care, better care is available for children, less developed are 
services for older persons, there are negative financial and emotional strains on carers. 

• There is a significant improvement of the employment rate of older workers although reaching 
the Lisbon target is still a challenge. Flexible working arrangements and better health services 
allow people to stay active on the labour market longer and leave later in their life course. In low-
income countries older people bear the burden of searching for additional paid work and/or 
informal provision of childcare for their grandchildren. 

• Young people below 29 have profited less from the employment growth in Europe than the other 
age groups and this was stressed in the Commission White paper on Youth (EC, 2001) and the 
reviewing publications of the Lisbon Strategy (EC, 2004). Young people continue to be at a 
disadvantage in the labour market due to structural reasons among which early school leaving and 
lack of integrated transitions policies play a major role (Walther and Pohl, 2005; Kovacheva, 
2005). Employment insecurity results in the delay of family formation and the transition to 
parenthood. 

• There is a growing diversification of the legal conditions of employment contracts, their duration 
and the amount and schedules of working hours. Flexible work brings more opportunities for 
achieving a work/life balance but may also be a trap of insecure jobs without career prospects. In 
the current situation of diversified labour markets, not only the quantity but also the quality of 
employment has to become a central issue for the European welfare states as Walker (2000) 
argues.  

• In a similar way, European societies experience a rise in the multiplicity of family forms and 
relationships between genders and generations. In the diversified family situations of people the 
quality of family life is strongly related to the quality of the family policies and their flexibility. 

• Diversified are becoming also the biographical trajectories of individuals and this raises the need 
of destandardisation and flexibilisation of social support. Transitions become more complex and 
reversible and the social security systems have to manage various transitions successfully – from 
school to work, between jobs, between work and training, between career breaks and care 
periods, between working life and retirement. 

 



 

      

 

The report of the High Level Group on the future of social policy in an enlarged European Union (EC, 
2004: 55-56) contends that the employment insurance systems and the social protection systems, as well as 
the personalised employment services should be designed to cover not only transitions from 
unemployment to employment but also the other transitions. The latest focus on ‘flexicurity’ in the EU 
policy debate (EC, 2006a; EC, 2006b) is an attempt to find a socially sustainable solution to the risk of 
labour market segmentation and job precariousness. The growth in flexible employment may create a two 
tier labour market in which the adjustment to global competition pressures is born by those in temporary 
contracts and reduced working time or it can be supported by equal protection for both ‘typical’ and 
‘atypical’ contracts, active labour market policies and life long learning measures to create an adaptable 
workforce in secure and high quality jobs.  
 
In order to resist the risk of precariarisation of work and family life, individuals and families have to be 
able to face and challenge the overall trend toward the ‘individualisation of the social’ (Ferge, 1997; Pascall 
and Lewis; 2004). Individual and family coping strategies should be supported by  state and company 
investment in citizenship rights if we are to achieve a good balance between work and care, between 
flexibility and security and to attain a high quality of life.  
 



 

      

 

References 
Abramson, P. 1999 ‘The Welfare Modelling Business’, Social Policy and Administration, Vol. 33, No. 4, pp. 

394-415. 
Amicus 2006 Good Work. Bromley: Amicus. 
Almquist, A.-L. 2007 ‘Expectations relating to childcare among French and Swedish families’, Community, 

Work and Family, Vol. 19, No. 1, pp.17-38. 
Andersen, J., A.-M. Guillemard, P. Jensen and B. Pfau-Effinger 2005 (eds.) The Changing Face of Welfare. 

Consequences and Outcomes from a Citizenship Perspective. Bristol: The Policy Press. 
Atkinson, A. 2003 ‘Social Europe and Social Science’, Social Policy and Society, 2:4, pp. 261-272. 
Bäck-Wiklund, M. 2002 ‘The Family and the Welfare State: a Route to De-familialization’, in Liljeström, R. 

& Özdalga, E. (eds.) Autonomy and Dependence in the Family. Istanbul: The Swedish Research Institute 
in Istanbul.  

Beham, B., S. Drobnic and R. Verwiebe 2006 ‘Germany. National report on socio-economic trends and 
welfare policies’, Kovacheva et al 2006 National report on socio-economic trends and welfare policies. 
Deliverable of EU-project Quality, Utrecht: Utrecht University. 

Beleva, I.; V. Tsanov; G. Tisheva 2006 Flexibility and Security of the Labour Market. The Example of Bulgaria. 
Budapest: International Labour Office.  

Bönker, F. and H. Wollmann. 2001. ‘Stumbling towards reform: The German Welfare State in the 1990s’, 
in P. Taylor-Gooby (ed.) Welfare states under pressure. London: Sage Publications, pp. 75-99. 

Brannen, J. P. Moss and A. Mooney 2004 Working and Caring over the Twentieth Century. Change and Continuity 
in Four-Generation Families. Basingstoke: Macmillan. 

Burchell, B. J., D. Ladipo, and F. Wilkinson (eds.) 2001 Job Insecurity and Work Intensification. London, 
Routledge. 

Coltrane, S. 2000 ‘Research on Household Labor: Modeling and Measuring the Social Embeddedness 

of Routine Family Work’, Journal of Marriage and the Family, Vol. 62, pp. 1208-1233. 
Crompton, R. (ed.) 1999 Restructuring Gender Relations and Employment. The Decline of the Male Breadwinner. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Deacon, B. and J. Szalai (eds.) 1990 Social Policy in the New Eastern Europe. What Future for Socialist Welfare. 

Avebery: Aldershot. 
Deacon, R. 1992 (ed.) Social Policy, Social Justice and Citizenship in Eastern Europe. Avebury: Aldershot. 
Diener, E., E. M. Suh, R.E. Lucas and H. I. Smith 1999 ‘Subjective well-being: three decades of progress’, 

Psychological Bulletin, 125 (2), pp. 276-302. 
Drobnič, S. and J. Treas, 2006 ‘Household Arrangements under Welfare State Regimes: Employment and 

the Division of Household Labour in USA, Germany and Finland’, paper presented at the 101st 
Annual Meeting of the American Sociological Association, Mntreal, Canada, 11-14 August. 

Dulk, L. den; B. Peper and A. van Doorne-Huiskes 2005 ‘Work and family life in Europe: employment 
patterns of working parents across welfare states’, in Peper, B.; A. van Doorne-Huiskes and L. Den 
Dulk (eds.) Flexible Working and Organisational Change. The Integration of Work and Personal Life. 
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 

European Commission (EC) 2006a Employment in Europe 2006. Luxemburg; Office for Official 
Publications of the European Communities. 

EC 2006b Modernising Labour Law to Meet the Challenges of the 21st Century. Green Paper, COM(2006) 708  final. 
EC 2006c Report on equality between women and men, 2006. Luxemburg: Office for Official Publications of the 

European Communities. 
EC 2005 Progress towards the Lisbon objectives in Education and Training. Commission staff working 

paper. Luxemburg: Office for Official Publications of the European Communities. 
EC 2004 Report of the High Level Group on the Future of Social Policy in an Enlarged European Union. 

(http://europa.eu.int/growthandjobs/group/index_en.htm). 
EC 2001 A New Impetus for European Youth. A commission White paper.  
 (http://europa.eu.int/comm/youth/whitepaper/index_en.html). 
Esping-Andersen, G. 1990 The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism. Cambridge: Polity Press. 
EQUAPOL 2006 Gender –sensitive and women friendly public policies: a comparative analysis of their progress and 

impact. Final report. Project HPSE – CT-2002-00136. 
Fagnani, J. 2007 ‘Family policies in France and Germany: Sisters or distant cousins?’, Community, Work and 



 

      

 

Family, Vol. 19, No. 1, pp. 39-56. 
Fagnani, J. 2004 Context Mapping. Report for the Transitions project. Manchester: Manchester 

Metropolitan University. 
Fagnani, J. 2002 ‘Why do French women have more children than German women? Family policies and 

attitudes towards childcare outside home’, Community, Work and Family, vol. 5 (1), pp. 103-119. 
Ferge, Z. 1997 ‘The Changed Welfare Paradigm: The Individualiszation of The Social’, Social Policy and 

Administration, Vol. 31, No. 1, pp. 20-44. 
Ferge, Z. 2001 ‘European Integration and the Reform of Social Security in the Accession Countries’, The 

European Journal of Social Quality, Vol. 3, No. 1-2, pp. 9-25. 
Ferge, Z. and K. Tausz 2002 ‘Social Security in Hungary: A Balance Sheet after Twelve Years’, Social policy 

and Administration. Vol. 36, No. 2, pp. 176-199. 
Ferrarini, T. and Forssén, K. 2005 ‘Family Policy and Cross-National Patterns of Poverty’, in Kangas, O. 

& Palme, J. (eds.) Social Policy and economic development in the Nordic countries. London: Palgrave.  
Ferrera, M. 1996 ‘The “southern” model of welfare in social Europe’, Journal of European Social Policy, Vol. 

6, pp. 17-37. 
Forssén, K. and Ritakallio, V.-M. (2006) ‘First births. A comparative study on the transition to parenthood 

in Europe’, In J. Bradshaw and A. Hatland (eds.) Social policy, Employment, and Family Change in 
Comparative Perpective. Cheltenham & Northampton: Edward Elgar.  

Fodor, E. 2002 ‘Gender and the experience of poverty in Eastern Europe and Russia after 1989’, 
Communist and Post-Communist Studies, Vol. 35, pp. 369-382. 

Fodor, E, C. Glass, J. Kawachi and L. Popescu 2002 ‘Family policies and gender in Hungary, Poland and 
Romania’, Communist and Post-Communist Studies, Vol. 35, pp. 475-490. 

Fodor, E. and D. Rendai 2006 ‘Hungary. National report on socio-economic trends and welfare policies’, 
in S. Kovacheva et al 2006 National report on socio-economic trends and welfare policies. Deliverable of EU-
project Quality, Utrecht: Utrecht University. 

Gallie, D. and S. Paugnam (Eds.) 2000 Welfare Regimes and the Experience of Unemployment in Europe. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press. 

Garrett, G. and D. Mitchell 2001 ‘Globalisation, government spending and taxation in the OECD’, 
European Journal of Political Research, 39: 145-177. 

Gershuny, J. 2000 Changing Times: work and Leisure in Postindustrial Society. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Gershuny, J., M. Bittman and J. Brice 2005 ‘Exit, Voice and Suffering: Do Couples Adapt to Changing 

Employment Patterns?’, Journal of Marriage and the Family, Vol. 67, pp. 656-665. 
Guerriro, M. das Dores and E. Rodriges 2006 ‘Portugal. National report on socio-economic trends and 

welfare policies’, Kovacheva et al 2006 National report on socio-economic trends and welfare policies. 
Deliverable of EU-project Quality, Utrecht: Utrecht University. 

Habermas, J. 1981 Theorie des kommunikativen Hendels. Frankfurt am Main: Surkamp Verlag. 
Hall, P. 1993 ‘Policy Paradigms, Social Learning, and the State: The Case of Economic Policymaking in 

Britain’, Comparative Politics, Vol. 25, No. 3, pp. 275-296. 
Handler, J. 2003 ‘Social citizenship and workfare in the US and Western Europe: from status to contract’, 

Journal of European Social Policy, Vol. 13, o. 3, pp. 229-243. 
Hantrais, L. 1999 ‘Contextualization in cross-national comparative research’, International Journal of Social 

Research Methodology, Vol. 2, No. 2, pp. 93-108. 
Hochschield, A. 1989. The Second Shift. New York, NY: Avon. 
Joint Assessment of Employment Priorities in Bulgaria (JAP) 2002 

(http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/employment_social/employment_analysis/japs_en.htm). 
Julkunen, Raija & Nätti, Jouko (1999) The modernisation of working times. Jyväskylä: SoPhi. 
Inglehart, R. 1997 Modernization and Postmodernization: Cultural, Economic, and Political Change in 43 Societies. 

Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
Knijn, T. and M. Kremer 1997 ‘Gender and the Caring Dimension of Welfare States: Toward Inclusive 

Citizenship’, Social Policies, Fall, pp. 328-361. 
Kovacheva, S. 2000 Sinking or Swimming in the Waves of Transformation? Young People and Social Protection in 

Central and Eastern Europe. Brussels: European Youth Forum. 
Kovacheva, S. 2006 ‘Social report: Constellations of Disadvantage and Policy Dilemmas in Youth 

transitions from School to Work in Bulgaria’, In: Social Work and Society, Vol. 4, Issue 2, 
(http://www.socwork.net/2006/2/socialreports/kovacheva). 



 

      

 

Kovacheva, S. and T. Pancheva 2005 ‘Some Dimensions of Working Time Flexibility in Bulgaria’ in S. 
Vasilev (ed.) Proceedings of the Union of Bulgarian Scientists, Plovdiv, 2005, Vol. V, pp. 205-212. 

Kovacheva, S. and A. Matev 2005 Transitions. Bulgarian National Report. Plovdiv: Plovdiv University. 
Kovacheva, S., R. Peeva and T. Andreev 2006 ‘Bulgaria. National report on socio-economic trends and 

welfare policies’, Kovacheva et al 2006 National report on socio-economic trends and welfare policies. 
Deliverable of EU-project Quality, Utrecht: Utrecht University. 

Lane, L., M. Back-Wiklund and S. Szucs 2006 ‘Sweden. National report on socio-economic trends and 
welfare policies’, in S. Kovacheva et al 2006 National report on socio-economic trends and welfare policies. 
Deliverable of EU-project Quality, Utrecht: Utrecht University. 

Leira, A. and C. Saraceno 2002 ‘Care: actors, relationships and contexts’, in B. Hobson, J. Lewis and B. 
Siim (eds.) Contested Concepts in Gender and Social Politics. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 

Lewis, J. 1992 ‘Gender and the Development of Welfare Regimes’, Journal of European Social Policy, Vol. 2, 
pp. 159-173. 

Lewis, S. and C. Purcell 2006 ‘The UK. National report on socio-economic trends and welfare policies’, in 
S. Kovacheva et al 2006 National report on socio-economic trends and welfare policies. Deliverable of EU-
project Quality, Utrecht: Utrecht University. 

Lippe, T. van der and E. Fodor 1998 ’Changes in Gender Inequality in Six Eastern European Countries’, 
ACTA SOCIOLOGICA, Vol 41, pp. 131-149. 

Lundberg, J. (2005) ‘Work-related disorders in Sweden’, European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and 
Working Conditions. (www.eurofound.eu.int), pp. 1-8. 

McDowell, L. 2005 ‘Love, Money and Gender Divisions of Labour: some critical reflections on the 
welfare-to-work policies in the UK’, Journal of Economic Geography, Vol. 5, Issue 3. 

Mills, M.; G. van de Bunt and J. de Bruijn 2006 ‘Comparative Research: Persistent Problems and 
Promising Solutions’, International Sociology, Vol. 21, No. 5, pp. 619-632. 

Mozni, I. 1994 ‘The Czech Family in the Transition from Social to Economic Capital’, in S. Ringen and C. 
Wallace (eds.) Social Reform in the Czech Republic. Prague Papers on Social Responses to Transformation. Vol. 
II, Prague: CEU, pp. 59-68. 

OECD 2002 Babies and Bosses – Reconciling Work and Family Life. Vol. 1. Paris: OECD. 
Pascall, G. and A. Kwak 2005 Gender Regimes in Transitions in Central and Eastern Europe. Bristol: Policy 

Press. 
Pascal, G. and J. Lewis 2004 ‘Emerging Gender Regimes and Policies for Gender Equality in a Wider 

Europe’, Journal of Social Policy, Vol. 33, No. 3, pp. 373-394. 
Pascal, G. and N. Manning 2000 ‘Gender and social policy: comparing welfare states in Central and 

Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union’, Journal of European Social Policy, Vol. 10 (3), pp. 240-
266. 

Peper, B.; A. van Doorne-Huiskes and L. Den Dulk (eds.) 2005 Flexible Working and Organisational Change. 
The Integration of Work and Personal Life. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 

Pfau-Effinger, B. 2005 ‘Culture and Welfare State Policies: Reflections on a Complex Interrelation’, Journal 
of Social Policy, Vol. 34. No. 1, pp. 3-20. 

Potuchek, M. 2004 ‘Accession and social policy: the case of the Czech Republic’, Journal of European Social 
Policy, Vol. 14(3): pp.253-266. 

Ragin, C. C. 1987 The Comparative Method: Moving Beyond Qualitative and Quantitative Strategies. Berkeley, CA: 
University of California Press. 

Sainsbury, D. 1994 Gendering Welfare States. London: Sage. 
Scheepers, P.’ M. Grotenhuis and J. Gelissen 2002 ‘Welfare states and dimensions of social capital. Cross-

national comparisons of social contacts in European countries’, European Societies, Vol. 4, No. 2, pp. 
185-208. 

Serrano Pascual, A. (ed.) 2004 Are Activation Policies converging in Europe? Brussels: ETUI. 
Smithson, J., Lewis, S. and Purcell, C. (2005), National Report on Interview Study, for for the EU Framework 5 

funded study, “Gender, parenthood and the changing European Workplace”, Manchester 
Metropolitan University: Research Institute for Health and Social Change.  

Social Situation Observatory (SSO) 2005a Network on Social Inclusion and Income Distribution Final Report. 
Brussels: Applica. 

SSO 2005b Demographic Monitor 2005. The Hague. 
SSO 2005c Health Status and Living Conditions in an Enlarged Europe. Final report. London. 



 

      

 

Taipale, S. and H. Hirvonen 2006 ‘Finland. National report on socio-economic trends and welfare 
policies’, in S. Kovacheva et al 2006 National report on socio-economic trends and welfare policies. 
Deliverable of EU-project Quality, Utrecht: Utrecht University. 

Tang, N. and C. Cousins 2005 ‘Working Time, Gender and Family: An East West European Comparison’, 
Gender, Work and Organization, Vol. 12, No. 6, pp. 527-550. 

UNDP 1999 Human Development Report for Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS. New York: UNDP. 
Veldhoen, M.; A. van Doorne-Huiskes, J. Schippers, L. Den Dulk and T. Van der Lippe 2006 The 

Netherlands. National report on socio-economic trends and welfare policies’, in S. Kovacheva et al 
2006 National report on socio-economic trends and welfare policies. Deliverable of EU-project Quality, 
Utrecht: Utrecht University. 

Wall, K. 2007 ‘Leave policy Models and the Articulation of Work and Family in Europe: a comparative 
perspective’, paper presented at the CWF conference in Lisbon, 12-14 April, to be published in P. 
Moss and K. Wall (eds) International Review of Leave Policies and Related Research 2007, London: 
Department of Trade and Industry. 

Walker, A. 2000 ‘The Social Quality of Employment: Europe Needs a Social Policy for Work’, European 
Journal of Social Quality, Vol.2, No. 2, pp. 3-12. 

Wallace, C. (ed.) 2004  Households, Work and Flexibility Comparative Contextual Report. Demographic trends, labour 
market and social policies. Research Report #5, Vienna: Institute for Advanced Studies. 

Walther, A. and W. Plug 2006 ‘’Transitions from School to Work in Europe: Destandardisation and Policy 
Trends’, In: M. du Bois-Reymond and L. Chisholm (Eds.) The Modernisation of Youth Transitions in 
Europe. Wiley Periodicals, Number 113, Fall 2006, pp. 77-90. 

Walther, A. and A. Pohl 2005 Thematic Study on Policy Measures Concerning Disadvantaged Youth. Final Report 
for the DG Employment and Social Affairs in the framework of the Community Action 
Programme to Combat Social Exclusions 2002-2006. Tuebingen: IRIS. 

 



 

      

 

Appendix 
Table A.1.  

GDP per capita in purchasing power standards 
 
 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 

EU27       96 95.9 95.8 95.6 95.4 95.3 95.2 95.2       

EU25 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

EU15 107.2 107.4 108 108.2 108.6 108.9 109.3 109.6 109.7 109.9 110 110.1 110.4 110.7 

Euro Area 104.7 104.9 105.7 106 106.4 107.2 107.7 108.5 110.1 110.5 110.7 110.8 111.5 112.2 

Euro Ar 13 104.7 104.9 105.6 105.8 106.2 107 107.5 108.3 108.6 108.9 109.1 109.1 109.8 110.5 

Euro Ar 12 104.8 105 105.7 106 106.4 107.2 107.7 108.5 108.8 109.1 109.3 109.4 110.1 110.7 

Belgium 117.6 117.8 118.1 118.1 119.4 119 117.6 117.2 116.5 115.3 116.4 117.6 118.8 121.3 

Bulgaria 37 35.5 34.2 32.9 31.8 31 28.3 28 26.5 26 26 25.6 27.6 30.8 

Czech Rep 80 78.1 76.1 73.7 72.1 70.7 67.7 65.8 64.7 65.9 66.8 69.2 71.5 68.8 

Denmark 122.3 122.3 122.4 121.9 119.4 119.3 121.4 124.9 126 126 123.7 124.9 124.6 123.8 

Germany 108.6 108.8 110.2 110 111.1 112.5 108.5 109.9 111.7 113.4 114.7 116.4 118.9 120.3 

Estonia 74.3 69.8 65 59.8 53.4 51.2 46.8 43.7 42.1 38.7 39.3 38.4 35 33.6 

Ireland 140.7 140.1 139.2 138.9 135.7 134.4 132.3 128.5 126.1 121.8 116.8 112.3 103 98.5 

Greece 86.8 85.7 84.9 84.1 81.4 80.2 77.2 73.2 72.7 70.7 70.6 70.9 70.3 70.8 

Spain 98.6 98.1 98 98 96.6 96.7 95.2 93.2 92.1 92.1 89 87.5 87.6 87.4 

France 105.9 106.6 107.3 108.2 107.7 107.7 112 113.8 113.3 113.4 114.4 114.2 113.6 114.4 

Italy 97.4 98.2 99.4 100.4 103 106 110 111.9 113.1 113.7 115.1 114.6 116.4 117.2 

Cyprus 87.7 87.9 88.3 88.9 87.7 85.3 82.6 84.4 82.2 81.4 80.7 79.6 81.3 82.1 

Latvia 59.4 55.9 52.3 48 43.6 41.2 38.7 37.1 35.3 34 33.9 33 30.9 29.9 

Lithuania 60.1 57.7 55 52.1 49 47.1 41.9 40.1 37.9 37.4 38.8 37.2 35.4 34.2 

Luxembourg 264.5 260.9 257.1 251.1 240.8 236.7 220.7 214.6 222 217.6 194.3 192.3 198 200.7 

Hungary 64.2 63.7 63.6 62.5 61.3 60.8 59.1 56.9 53.9 51.7 50.9 49.8 48.8 48.9 

Malta 68.3 68.9 69.7 70.4 71.3 74.3 74.9 73.8 78 77.1 77.8       

Netherlands 127.5 126.9 126.1 125.6 124.7 123.8 125.3 127 124 122.6 122 122 120 119.3 

Austria 122.4 123 123.2 123.1 123.4 123.4 120 122 125.5 124.9 123.5 124.5 127.3 126.8 

Poland 53.8 52.4 51.1 49.7 48.7 46.9 46.3 46.1 46.7 45.8 45.1 44.2 42.4 40.7 

Portugal 68.1 68.8 69.8 71.1 71.8 73 79.5 79.8 80.3 80.3 78.2 76.6 75.4 75.6 

Romania 38.4 37 35.8 34.1 32.6 29.9 28.1 26.2 24.9 25.3         

Slovenia 86.7 85 83.6 81.9 79.9 77.4 74.5 73.9 72.7 73.6 71.9 71 69.5 68.2 

Slovakia 64.3 62.2 59.4 57.1 54.4 52.8 51 48.7 47.4 46.9 47.6 47.4 47 44.7 

Finland 113.9 113.5 112.9 110.5 111.1 108.7 114.7 115.5 114 112.4 112.6 109.5 104.6 104.6 

Sweden 117.4 116.7 116 114.8 115.4 115.4 113.7 115.2 118.8 117.7 114.1 115.3 116.5 117.3 

UK 116.9 117.1 117.3 117.5 118 116.1 116.1 113.1 111.8 111.4 111.8 112 109.8 108.5 

Croatia 51.2 50.1 49 48 46.5 45.6 43.6 41.4 40.8 39.6 41.7 40.9 39.4 36.6 

Macedonia 27.6 26.7 26.2 25.9 24.9 24.5 23.9 24 25.6 25.5 25.3 25.3     

Turkey 29.9 29 28.2 27.6 26.8 26.2 26.1 25.6 29.8 29.2 31.9 32.3 30.8 29.8 

Iceland   127.8 130.4 129.4 123.6 119.5 121.6 126.4 126.9 129.8 130 127.6 126.3 123.3 

Norway 166.8 167.7 168.6 168.8 155.5 148.7 146.6 155.1 158.5 139.4 131.5 139.5 137.6 130.2 

Switzerland 127.4 128.3 129.1 129 129.1 129.8 130 128.3 132.7 133.7 138.5 139.4 137.6 143.6 

USA 148.1 148.6 150.1 150.1 148 146.4 145.4 148.4 151.9 154.1 153.3 152.8 151.9 150.6 

Japan 110.5 110.4 110.4 110 108.9 107.9 107.5 109.5 111.8 112.6 115.7 121.5 122.6 121.4 

Canada 116.8 123.4 124.4 125.3 126.9 127.4 127.4 125.5 126.8 126.1 122.9 122.1 121.3 122.5 

• Expressed as percentage relative to EU25 
Source: Eurostat Main economic indicators (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 



 

      

 

Table A.2..  
Standard deviation in GDP per capita in PPS, European countries 

 
2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 

48.643 46.412 46.625 46.505 45.287 44.91 44.103 44.689 45.850 44.887 41.627 42.585 42.375 42.897 
Source: Derived from Eurostat Main economic indicators time series (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Table A.3. 
Total household consumption - standard deviation and average 

 
 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 

Std. dev 4840.96 4508.96 4215.36 4189.52 4105.16 4221.23 4257.17 3838.33 3722.61 3583.45 3487.40 3750.47 
Average 12341.67 11725 11473.53 11411.43 11091.43 10578.38 10126.32 9821.622 9380.556 8913.889 8422.222 8329.63 

• including country data from Belgium to Switzerland 
Source: Derived from Eurostat Main economic indicators time series 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 



 

      

 

Table A.4. 
GDP per capita in purchasing power standards 

 
 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 

EU27       96 95.9 95.8 95.6 95.4 95.3 95.2 95.2       

EU25 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

EU15 107.2 107.4 108 108.2 108.6 108.9 109.3 109.6 109.7 109.9 110 110.1 110.4 110.7 

Euro Area 104.7 104.9 105.7 106 106.4 107.2 107.7 108.5 110.1 110.5 110.7 110.8 111.5 112.2 

Euro Ar 13 104.7 104.9 105.6 105.8 106.2 107 107.5 108.3 108.6 108.9 109.1 109.1 109.8 110.5 

Euro Ar 12 104.8 105 105.7 106 106.4 107.2 107.7 108.5 108.8 109.1 109.3 109.4 110.1 110.7 

Belgium 117.6 117.8 118.1 118.1 119.4 119 117.6 117.2 116.5 115.3 116.4 117.6 118.8 121.3 

Bulgaria 37 35.5 34.2 32.9 31.8 31 28.3 28 26.5 26 26 25.6 27.6 30.8 

Czech Rep 80 78.1 76.1 73.7 72.1 70.7 67.7 65.8 64.7 65.9 66.8 69.2 71.5 68.8 

Denmark 122.3 122.3 122.4 121.9 119.4 119.3 121.4 124.9 126 126 123.7 124.9 124.6 123.8 

Germany 108.6 108.8 110.2 110 111.1 112.5 108.5 109.9 111.7 113.4 114.7 116.4 118.9 120.3 

Estonia 74.3 69.8 65 59.8 53.4 51.2 46.8 43.7 42.1 38.7 39.3 38.4 35 33.6 

Ireland 140.7 140.1 139.2 138.9 135.7 134.4 132.3 128.5 126.1 121.8 116.8 112.3 103 98.5 

Greece 86.8 85.7 84.9 84.1 81.4 80.2 77.2 73.2 72.7 70.7 70.6 70.9 70.3 70.8 

Spain 98.6 98.1 98 98 96.6 96.7 95.2 93.2 92.1 92.1 89 87.5 87.6 87.4 

France 105.9 106.6 107.3 108.2 107.7 107.7 112 113.8 113.3 113.4 114.4 114.2 113.6 114.4 

Italy 97.4 98.2 99.4 100.4 103 106 110 111.9 113.1 113.7 115.1 114.6 116.4 117.2 

Cyprus 87.7 87.9 88.3 88.9 87.7 85.3 82.6 84.4 82.2 81.4 80.7 79.6 81.3 82.1 

Latvia 59.4 55.9 52.3 48 43.6 41.2 38.7 37.1 35.3 34 33.9 33 30.9 29.9 

Lithuania 60.1 57.7 55 52.1 49 47.1 41.9 40.1 37.9 37.4 38.8 37.2 35.4 34.2 

Luxembourg 264.5 260.9 257.1 251.1 240.8 236.7 220.7 214.6 222 217.6 194.3 192.3 198 200.7 

Hungary 64.2 63.7 63.6 62.5 61.3 60.8 59.1 56.9 53.9 51.7 50.9 49.8 48.8 48.9 

Malta 68.3 68.9 69.7 70.4 71.3 74.3 74.9 73.8 78 77.1 77.8       

Netherlands 127.5 126.9 126.1 125.6 124.7 123.8 125.3 127 124 122.6 122 122 120 119.3 

Austria 122.4 123 123.2 123.1 123.4 123.4 120 122 125.5 124.9 123.5 124.5 127.3 126.8 

Poland 53.8 52.4 51.1 49.7 48.7 46.9 46.3 46.1 46.7 45.8 45.1 44.2 42.4 40.7 

Portugal 68.1 68.8 69.8 71.1 71.8 73 79.5 79.8 80.3 80.3 78.2 76.6 75.4 75.6 

Romania 38.4 37 35.8 34.1 32.6 29.9 28.1 26.2 24.9 25.3         

Slovenia 86.7 85 83.6 81.9 79.9 77.4 74.5 73.9 72.7 73.6 71.9 71 69.5 68.2 

Slovakia 64.3 62.2 59.4 57.1 54.4 52.8 51 48.7 47.4 46.9 47.6 47.4 47 44.7 

Finland 113.9 113.5 112.9 110.5 111.1 108.7 114.7 115.5 114 112.4 112.6 109.5 104.6 104.6 

Sweden 117.4 116.7 116 114.8 115.4 115.4 113.7 115.2 118.8 117.7 114.1 115.3 116.5 117.3 

UK 116.9 117.1 117.3 117.5 118 116.1 116.1 113.1 111.8 111.4 111.8 112 109.8 108.5 

Croatia 51.2 50.1 49 48 46.5 45.6 43.6 41.4 40.8 39.6 41.7 40.9 39.4 36.6 

Macedonia 27.6 26.7 26.2 25.9 24.9 24.5 23.9 24 25.6 25.5 25.3 25.3     

Turkey 29.9 29 28.2 27.6 26.8 26.2 26.1 25.6 29.8 29.2 31.9 32.3 30.8 29.8 

Iceland   127.8 130.4 129.4 123.6 119.5 121.6 126.4 126.9 129.8 130 127.6 126.3 123.3 

Norway 166.8 167.7 168.6 168.8 155.5 148.7 146.6 155.1 158.5 139.4 131.5 139.5 137.6 130.2 

Switzerland 127.4 128.3 129.1 129 129.1 129.8 130 128.3 132.7 133.7 138.5 139.4 137.6 143.6 

USA 148.1 148.6 150.1 150.1 148 146.4 145.4 148.4 151.9 154.1 153.3 152.8 151.9 150.6 

Japan 110.5 110.4 110.4 110 108.9 107.9 107.5 109.5 111.8 112.6 115.7 121.5 122.6 121.4 

Canada 116.8 123.4 124.4 125.3 126.9 127.4 127.4 125.5 126.8 126.1 122.9 122.1 121.3 122.5 

• Expressed as percentage relative to EU25 
Source: Eurostat Main economic indicators (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 



 

      

 

Table A.5. 
Total household consumption expenditure per capita 

 
 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 

EU27           11100 10400           

EU25 13400 12900 12400 12300 12000 11600 10800 10200 9800 9300 8800   

EU15     13600 13500 13200 12700 11900 11300 10900 10400 9900   

Euro Area     13300 13200 12900 12600 11800 11200 10800 10300 9900   

Euro Ar 13     13200 13100 12900 12500 11700 11100 10700 10200 9800   

Euro Ar 12     13300 13200 12900 12500 11700 11200 10700 10300 9800   

Belgium 14200 13800 13300 13100 12800 12200 11100 10800 10500 10200 9800   

Bulgaria           3900 3600 3300 3300 3500 3400 3500 

Czech Rep 8900 8500 8100 7600 7400 7100 6800 6600 6600 6200 5500 5000 

Denmark   12900 12300 12200 12200 11900 11500 11100 10700 10200 9700 9900 

Germany 14500 14100 13700 13100 13000 12500 11800 11300 11100 10700 10200 10500 

Estonia 7600 7000 6500 6000 5400 5000 4600 4500 4300 3800 3100 3000 

Ireland 13700 13200 12600 12300 12000 11600 10600 10000 9500 8700 8000 8000 

Greece   13000 12400 11900 10900 10500 9900 9700 9300 8800 8400 8800 

Spain   13200 12600 12500 12100 11700 10900 10000 9400 8900 8500   

France 14300 13600 13100 13400 13200 12600 11700 11300 10800 10400 9900 10200 

Italy 14000 13900 13800 14100 14000 13900 13000 12400 11700 11200 10800 10900 

Cyprus 15900 15000 14400 14300 14600 13800 12400 11700 11200 10800 10500   

Latvia   6100 5500 5100 4700 4300 3900 3800 3600 3300 2900 2500 

Lithuania 8100 7400 6700 5900 5500 5000 4700 4400 4000 3800 3500 3600 

Luxembourg 26400 25300 23600 22300 20900 20800 19200 17200 16100 15300 14800 15000 

Hungary 8000 7600 7400 7100 6700 6000 5400 5000 4700 4400 4300 4400 

Malta 12500 12300 12000 11900 11700 11900 11400 10900       

Netherlands 14100 13600 13100 13200 12900 12300 11400 10800 10200 9600 9000 8900 

Austria 16500 16000 15300 14700 14600 14400 13200 12600 12300 12000 11300 11700 

Poland 7200 7000 6600 6600 6100 5900 5400 5000 4700 4200 3800   

Portugal     10300 10900 10700 10400 9700 9000 8500 8000 7700 7400 

Romania 5400 4900 4200 4100 3800 3500 3500           

Slovenia 10900 10300 9600 9200 9000 8600 8200 7700 7400 7000 6500 6200 

Slovakia 7700 6900 6400 6400 6000 5400 5000 4700 4400 4200 3700 3700 

Finland 12900 12400 11700 11900 11400 10900 10100 9700 9300 8600 8100 8400 

Sweden 12500 12200 11900 11600 11400 11300 10600 9800 9500 9200 8800 9100 

UK 16800 16400 15600 15600 14700 14000 13000 12400 11800 11000 10300 10400 

Croatia 4400 4000 3800 3700 3900 4300 4000 4000 3800 3400 3200 3200 

Macedonia 16300 14800 13900 13600 13900 14300 13600 12600 11800 11300 10400 10600 

Turkey     13900 13400 13100 12800 11700 10900 10700 10300 9400 9500 

Iceland       16400 15700 15600 14900 14600 14100 13200 12900 13300 

Norway             19700 18400 17500 16700 15800 16100 

Switzerland               12200 12000 11500 10800 11100 

USA             12200 11600 10900 10400 10800 

Japan               12200 12000 11500 10800 11100 

Canada              12200 11600 10900 10400 10800 

• The figures are expressed per capita and in Purchasing Power Standards (PPS), i.e. a common currency 
that eliminates the differences in price levels between countries allowing meaningful volume 
comparisons of household consumption between countries. 
Source: Eurostat Main economic indicators (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 



 

      

 

Table A.6. 
Human development composite index 

 
Relative rank HDR2006 Country Composite index value 

1 Norway 0.965 
5 Sweden 0.951 
6 Canada 0.950 
7 Japan 0.949 
8 USA 0.948 
10 Netherlands 0.947 
11 Finland 0.947 
18 UK 0.940 
21 Germany 0.932 
28 Portugal 0.904 
35 Hungary 0.869 
54 Bulgaria 0.816 
60 Romania 0.805 

Source: Human Development Report 2006 (http://hdr.undp.org/hdr2006/) 
 
 

Table A.7. 
Employment rates according to gender and country 

 
 

Total Men Women 15-64 
years 

2006q2 
(1000)* 

Confidenc
e limit 2006q2 

2006q
1 

2005q
2 

2006q
2 

2006q
1 

2005q
2 

2006q
2 

2006q
1 

2005q
2 

EU-27  210,038 ± 457 64.3 ± 
0.1 

63.4 63.4 71.5 70.5 70.7 57.1 56.4 56.0 

Bulgaria  3,101 ± 75 59.1 ± 
1.4 

55.5 56.2 63.3 59.6 60.2 55.0 51.5 52.3 

Germany  36,587 ± 215 67.0 ± 
0.4 

66.1 65.3 72.5 71.4 71.1 61.4 60.7 59.3 

Hungary  3,910 ± 64 57.3 ± 
0.9 

56.7 56.8 63.9 62.7 63.0 51.1 51.0 50.9 

Netherlan
ds  

8,136 ± 80 74.2 
± 
0.7 

73.5 73.2 80.8 79.9 79.9 67.5 67.0 66.3 

Portugal  4,847 ± 50 68.1 ± 
0.7 

67.6 67.6 74.0 73.8 73.4 62.4 61.5 61.9 

Finland  2,435 ± 17 69.9 ± 
0.5 

67.7 69.2 71.7 69.2 71.0 68.1 66.1 67.4 

Sweden  4,349 ± 19 73.1 ± 
0.3 

71.5 72.6 75.5 73.8 74.6 70.6 69.2 70.5 

UK  27,630 ± 130 71.3 
± 
0.3 

71.4 71.5 77.0 77.0 77.3 65.8 65.9 65.8 

* Number of persons aged 15-64 in employment 
Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LSF main indicators 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 



 

      

 

 
Table A.8. 

Employment rates by level of educational attainment, age group and sex, 2nd quarter 2006, % 

 
EA-12 EU-25 

15-64 15-24 25-54 55-64 15-64 15-24 25-54 55-64 
Men and women  64.5  36.8  78.1  41.7  64.6  36.9  78.2  43.5 
 Less than upper 
secondary  

49.9  27.4  67.4  32.9  48.3  25.0  66.3  34.5 

 Upper secondary level  70.1  48.2  80.5  44.7  69.6  49.2  79.7  46.5 
 Tertiary level  81.9  55.4  87.4  61.9  83.2  61.5  88.2  64.5  
Men  72.6  40.3  87.0  50.9  71.9  39.8  86.3  52.8 
 Less than upper 
secondary  

61.4  32.2  82.3  43.8  58.3  29.2  80.1  44.1 

 Upper secondary level  76.8  52.7  87.6  50.7  76.1  53.2  86.6  53.1 
 Tertiary level  85.8  54.6  91.8  66.4  86.6  60.8  92.3  68.1  
Women  56.5  33.1  69.1  32.9  57.3  33.9  70.1  34.8 
 Less than upper 
secondary  

38.6  21.9  52.5  24.5  38.8  20.2  53.0  27.3 

 Upper secondary level  63.4  43.9  73.2  38.3  62.9  45.3  72.4  39.1 
 Tertiary level  77.9  55.9  83.0  55.0  79.8  62.0  84.3  59.3  

Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LSF main indicators 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 

Table A.9. Employment per sector: 
Agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing (1000) 

 

 
2006
q03 

2006
q02 

2006
q01 

2005
q04 

2005
q03 

2005
q02 

2005
q01 

2004
q04 

2004
q03 2004q02 

2004q0
1 

EU 25  9470 9312   9541    9652  
New 
Member 
States  3376 3249 3116         

Bulgaria 294.8 266.8 204.5 259 313 280 214 251 331 319 228 

Germany 830.8 810 865.9 861 864 845 882   835  

Hungary 195.3 186.4 180.1 189 199 187 184 196 200 205 198 

Portugal 615.1 615 596.4 604 614 605 602 615 620 619 618 

Finland 122.6 118.4 109.5 113 120 119 110 111 125 119 109 

Sweden 100.1 100.8 95.7 101 104 98 99 106 110 107 105 

UK 389.2 364.9 381.4 393 390 381 387 374 378 356 366 

• New member states include CZ, EE, CY, LV, LT, HU, MT, PL, SI, SK 
Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LSF main indicators 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
Table A.10. Employment per sector: 

Industry (1000) 
 

 
2006
q03 

2006
q02 

2006
q01 

2005
q04 

2005
q03 

2005
q02 

2005
q01 

2004
q04 

2004
q03 

2004q
02 

2004q
01 

EU 25  
5495

7 
5394

3 : : 
5384

7 : : : 53831 : 
New 
Member 
States 

1007
1 9830 9553 : : : : : : : : 



 

      

 

Bulgaria 1094 1055 1025 1025 1050 1027 980 980 988 976 927 

Germany 
1102

3 
1105

9 
1078

4 
###
# 

###
# 

1081
8 

###
# : : 11083 : 

Hungary 1282 1271 1238 1269 1270 1261 1269 1285 ### 1283 1281 
Portugal 1588 1574 1561 1565 1571 1566 1565 1595 ### 1601 1596 

Finland 
651.

8 
631.

2 
604.

4 627 633 626 586 599 627 619 581 

Sweden 
995.

1 
969.

6 
933.

3 952 972 951 938 957 987 963 938 
UK 6256 6207 6151 6185 6251 6193 6263 6333 ### 6201 6281 

• New member states include CZ, EE, CY, LV, LT, HU, MT, PL, SI, SK 
Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LSF main indicators 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 

Table A.11. Employment per sector: 
Services (excluding public administration) (1000) 

 

 
2006 
q03 

2006 
q02 

2006 
q01 

2005 
q04 

2005 
q03 

2005 
q02 

2005 
q01 

2004 
q04 

2004 
q03 

2004 
q02 

2004 
q01 

EU 25  75246 74306   73361    71749  
New 
Member 
States 9828 9696 9584         

Bulgaria 1070 1087 1004 987 1028 1005 948 947 976 967 930 

Germany 13902 13668 13433 13502 13334 13347 13084   12652  

Hungary 1411 1406 1407 1408 1403 1392 1367 1371 1357 1341 1344 

Portugal 1683 1664 1626 1644 1652 1661 1638 1641 1656 1648 1657 

Finland 918.7 900.7 863.8 861 902 874 849 856 871 855 835 

Sweden 1704 1659 1597 1624 1639 1612 1567 1571 1609 1591 1556 

UK 11827 11703 11721 11821 11866 11782 11805 11773 11734 11763 11823 

• New member states include CZ, EE, CY, LV, LT, HU, MT, PL, SI, SK 
Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LSF main indicators 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 



 

      

 

Figure A.1. 
 

Employment by education, 2nd quarter 2006
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Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LFS – main indicators 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
 
 

Figure A.2. 
 

Employment rates (men)
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Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LFS series – quarterly data 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 



 

      

 

Figure A.3. 
 

Employment rates (women)
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Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LFS series – quarterly data 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 

Figure A.4. 
 

Average unemployment rate 1995-2005
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Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LFS – main indicators 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 



 

      

 

Figure A.5. 
 

Speed of decrease in unemployment
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Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LFS – main indicators 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 

Figure A.6. 
 

Long term unemployment 2005 (%)
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Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LFS series – yearly data 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 



 

      

 

Figure A.7. 
 

Unemployment rates EU 25 (%)
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Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LFS series – yearly data 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure A.8. 
 

Unemployment rates EU 25 (%)
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Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LFS – main indicators 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 



 

      

 

Figure A.9. 
 

Long term unemployment by age 2005 (%)
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Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LFS – main indicators 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table A.12. 
Dynamics of unemployment by gender and age (%) 

 
 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 

Male 8 7.8 7.4 7.3 7.8 8.1 8.1 7.9 
Female 11.2 10.8 10.2 9.8 10 10.2 10.3 9.8 
< 25 
years 19.3 18.5 17.4 17.7 18.3 18.8 18.9 18.5 
> 25 
years 7.8 7.6 7.3 7 7.4 7.6 7.7 7.4 

Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LSF main indicators 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 
 



 

      

 

Figure A.10. 

Employment in European countries
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Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LFS – employment 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
 
 

Table A.13 
Employment rates according to gender – year 2005 

 

 
Males 
2005 

Females 
2005 

Males 
1995 

Females 
1995 

EU 
(general) 71.3 56.3 70.5 49.7 
EU15 72.9 57.4 70.5 49.7 
Bulgaria 60 51.7   
Germany 71.3 59.6 73.7 55.3 
Hungary 63.1 51   
Netherlands 79.9 66.4 75.3 53.8 
Portugal 73.4 61.7 73.5 54.4 
Finland 70.3 66.5 64.2 59 
Sweden 74.4 70.4 73.1 68.8 
UK 77.6 65.9 75.1 61.7 

• EU (general) stands for (EC6-1972, EC9-1980, EC10-1985, EC12-1994, EU15-2004, EU25-2006, 
EU27 
Source: Eurostat Labor market / Employment and unemployment / LFS - employment 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 
 
 
 



 

      

 

Figure A.11. 
 

Employment according to gender 1995
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Source: Eurostat Labor market / Employment and unemployment / LFS - employment 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
 

Table A.14. Employment rates according to age group in 2005 
(8 countries and the EU) 

 
 15 to 64 15 to 24 25 to 54 55 to 64 
EU (general) 63.8 36.8 77.2 42.5 
Bulgaria 55.8 21.6 73 34.7 
Germany 65.4 42 77.4 45.4 
Hungary 56.9 21.8 73.7 33 
Netherlands 73.2 65.2 82.9 46.1 
Portugal 67.5 36.1 80.8 50.5 
Finland 68.4 40.5 81.7 52.7 
Sweden 72.5 38.7 83.9 69.4 
UK 71.7 54 81.2 56.9 

• EU (general) stands for (EC6-1972, EC9-1980, EC10-1985, EC12-1994, EU15-2004, EU25-2006, 
EU27 
Source: Eurostat Labor market / Employment and unemployment / LFS - employment 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 



 

      

 

Table A.15. 
Sectoral employment (agriculture, industry, services) in 1995 and in 2005. 

 
Services in % of total 

employment 
Industry in % of total 

employment 
Agriculture in % of total 

employment 
 

2005 1995 2005 1995 2005 1995 
EU 
(general) 70.4 67.8 24.7 27.3 4.9 4.9 
EU15 72.6 67.8 23.7 27.3 3.7 4.9 
Bulgaria  : : : : : 
Germany 71.9 64.6 25.9 32.6 2.2 2.9 
Hungary 62.7 58.7 32.4 33.1 4.9 8.2 
Netherlands 79.4 75.2 17.4 21.6 3.2 3.2 
Portugal  : : : : : 
Finland 69.1 65 25.9 27.2 5 7.9 
Sweden 75.4 72.4 22.4 24.4 2.2 3.2 
UK     : : 

• EU (general) stands for (EC6-1972, EC9-1980, EC10-1985, EC12-1994, EU15-2004, EU25-2006, 
EU27 
Source: Eurostat Labor market / Employment and unemployment / LSF series – employment 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
 
 

Table A.16. Trends in atypical employment 
(self-employment and fixed-term contracts in the 8 countries and the EU  

in 1995 and in 2005). 
 

Part-time workers in % 
of total employment 

Percentage of 
employees with 

temporary contracts 
 2005 1995 2005 1995 
EU 
(general) 18.4 15.8 14.5 12 
EU15 20.3 15.8 14.3 12 
Bulgaria 2.1  6.4  
Germany 24 16.3 14.2 10.5 
Hungary 4.1  7  
Portugal 11.2 7.9 19.5 11.6 
Finland 13.7 11.6 16.5  
Sweden 24.7 20.5 16 14.7 
UK 25.4 24.1 5.7 7.2 

Source: Eurostat Labour market / Employment and unemployment / LSF adjusted series 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 



 

      

 

Table A.17.  
Population dynamics – average population 

 

 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 

EU25 462501.1 460225.9 457878.4 455754.6 453912.2 452581.6 451484.6 450509.7 448095.3 447263.8 446344.6 445366.6 444237.4 442726.3 

Bulgaria 7739.9 7781.161 7823.6 7868.9 7910.5 8059.9 8210.7 8256.8 8312.1 8362.8 8406.1 8443.6 8472.4 8540.2 

Germany 82469.42 82516.26 82534.2 82488.5 82349.9 82211.5 82100.3 82047.2 82034.8 81914.9 81678.1 81438.4 81156.4 80624.6 

Hungary 10087.07 10107.15 10129.6 10158.7 10187.6 10211 10237.5 10266.6 10290.5 10311.2 10329 10343.4 10357.5 10369.3 

Portugal 10549.42 10501.97 10441.1 10368.4 10293 10225.9 10172 10129.3 10091.1 10057.9 10030.4 10004.1 9982.6 9970 

Finland 5246.096 5228.172 5213 5200.6 5188 5176.2 5165.5 5153.5 5139.8 5124.6 5107.8 5088.4 5066.5 5042 

Sweden 9029.572 8993.531 8958.3 8925 8896 8872.1 8857.9 8851 8846.1 8841 8827 8780.8 8718.6 8668.1 

UK 60226.5 59879.86 59568.8 59327.7 59108.7 58892.5 58682.5 58487.1 58317 58166.9 58019 57865.7 57718.6 57580.4 

Source: Eurostat Population / Demography / Demography – National data (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
 
 

Table A.18.  
Population dynamics –crude rate of increase 

 
 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 
EU25 4.421 5.444 4.784 4.514 3.585 2.285 2.571 1.75 5.367 1.998 2.117 2.271 2.805 4.012 
Bulgaria -5.465 -5.169 -5.7 -5.9 -4.7 -32.5 -4.8 -6.4 -6.9 -5.2 -5.1 -3.8 -3 -13 
Germany -0.762 -0.374 -0.1 1.2 2.2 1.2 1.5 -0.2 0.6 2.4 3.4 2.5 4.5 8.7 
Hungary -2.079 -1.899 -2.5 -3.2 -2.5 -2.1 -3.1 -2.6 -2.1 -1.9 -1.5 -1.3 -1.4 -0.8 
Portugal 3.824 5.196 6.4 7.5 7.1 6 4.5 3.9 3.7 2.9 2.6 2.7 1.6 0.9 
Finland 3.616 3.228 2.6 2.2 2.7 1.9 2.3 2.4 2.9 3 3.5 4.1 4.5 5.2 
Sweden 4.027 3.972 3.9 3.6 3 2.4 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.8 2.4 8.1 6.1 5.5 
UK 5.532 6.013 4.4 3.7 3.7 3.6 3.5 3.2 2.7 2.5 2.6 2.7 2.4 2.4 

Source: Eurostat Population / Demography / Demography – National data (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
 

Table A.19.  
Population as a percentage of EU population 

 
 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 

EU25 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Bulgaria : : : : : : : : : : : : : : 

Germany 17.877 17.982 18.069 18.13 18.155 18.175 18.194 18.23 18.3 18.3 18.3 18.3 18.3 18.2 

Hungary 2.188 2.204 2.22 2.238 2.251 2.261 2.274 2.284 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 

Portugal 2.282 2.282 2.278 2.272 2.264 2.255 2.251 2.246 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.3 

Finland 1.135 1.137 1.14 1.142 1.143 1.144 1.144 1.144 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 

Sweden 1.953 1.956 1.957 1.959 1.96 1.96 1.964 1.966 2 2 2 2 2 2 

UK 13.015 13.007 13.012 13.023 13.021 13.004 12.992 12.973 13 13 13 13 13 13 

Source: Eurostat Population / Demography / Demography – National data (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
 
 
 



 

      

 

Table A.20 
Mean age of women at childbirth 

 
 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 
EU25               
Bulgaria   25.5 25.3 25.1 24.9 24.68 24.53 24.47 24.34 24.14 23.99 23.81 23.68 
Germany   29.1 29 28.8 28.7 28.7 28.58 28.52 28.37 28.31 28.19 28.07 27.93 
Hungary   28 27.8 27.6 27.3 27.07 26.86 26.69 26.51 26.35 26.22 26 25.8 
Portugal   29 28.9 28.7 28.6 28.5 28.4 28.3 28.1 28 27.8 27.7 27.6 
Finland   29.8 29.7 29.7 29.6 29.58 29.55 29.45 29.35 29.3 29.13 29.02 28.95 
Sweden   30.3 30.1 30 29.9 29.81 29.73 29.48 29.38 29.24 29.15 28.99 28.87 
UK   28.8 28.7 28.6 28.5 28.4 28.32 28.26 28.17 28.16 28.11 27.94 27.84 

Source: Eurostat Population / Demography / Marriage and divorce (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
 

Table A.21. 
Infant mortality rate 

 

 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 
EU25 4.5 4.6  4.8 5.1 5.2   5.9 6.4 6.7 7.3 7.7 8.5 
Bulgaria 10.4 11.6 12.3 13.3 14.4 13.3 14.6 14.4 17.5 15.6 14.8 16.3 15.5 15.9 
Germany 3.9 4.1 4.2 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.7 4.9 5 5.3 5.6 5.8 6.2 
Hungary 6.2 6.6 7.3 7.2 8.1 9.2 8.4 9.7 9.9 10.9 10.7 11.5 12.5 14.1 
Portugal 3.5 3.8 4.1 5 5 5.5 5.8 6 6.4 6.9 7.5 8.1 8.7 9.3 
Finland 3 3.3 3.1 3 3.2 3.8 3.6 4.2 3.9 4 3.9 4.7 4.4 5.2 
Sweden 2.4 3.1 3.1 3.3 3.7 3.4 3.4 3.6 3.6 4 4.1 4.4 4.8 5.4 
UK 5.1 5 5.3 5.2 5.5 5.6 5.8 5.7 5.9 6.1 6.2 6.2 6.3 6.6 

Source: Eurostat Population / Demography / Demography / Fertility (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
 

Table A.22. 
Shares of live births outside marriage 

 

 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 

Bulgaria 0.49 0.487 0.461 0.428 0.420 0.383 0.350 0.314 0.300 0.280 0.257 0.245 0.221 0.184 

Germany 0.291 0.279 0.269 0.261 0.250 0.234 0.221 0.200 0.179 0.170 0.160 0.153 0.148 0.148 

Hungary 0.349 0.340 0.322 0.313 0.303 0.290 0.279 0.266 0.249 0.226 0.206 0.194 0.176 0.155 

Portugal 0.307 0.290 0.268 0.254 0.237 0.222 0.208 0.201 0.195 0.186 0.186 0.178 0.170 0.160 

Finland 0.403 0.407 0.399 0.398 0.395 0.392 0.386 0.371 0.365 0.353 0.331 0.313 0.303 0.288 

Sweden 0.554 0.554 0.560 0.560 0.554 0.553 0.552 0.546 0.540 0.538 0.529 0.516 0.504 0.494 

UK 0.429 0.422 0.414 0.406 0.400 0.394 0.387 0.376 0.367 0.355 0.335 0.319 0.317 0.308 

• Results are obtained by dividing total live births to live births outside marriage. 
Source: Eurostat Population / Demography / Fertility (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 
 
 
 



 

      

 

Table A.23. 
Total public expenditure on education  

as % of GDP, for all levels of education combined 
 

 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 

Bulgaria 4,24 4,04 3,78 4,19 4,46 4,28 2,65 2,6 3,39 4,2 

Germany 4,71 4,7 4,49 4,45 4,5  4,55  4,62  

Hungary 5,85 5,36 5 4,5 4,66 4,59 4,64 4,51 5,39 6,1 

Portugal 5,61 5,54 5,61 5,42 5,42 5,36 5,36 5,32 5,37  

Finland 6,41 6,21 6,04 6,08 6,24 6,26 6,51 6,99 6,85 6,7 

Sweden 7,47 7,59 7,24 7,31 7,39 7,69 7,6 7,36 7,22 7,1 

UK 5,38 5,23 4,68 4,64 4,57 4,77 4,97 5,1 5,02 5,4 

Source: Eurostat Education / Education indicators finance (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
 
 

Figure A.12. 
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Source: Derived from Eurostat Living conditions and welfare / Social protection – yearly data series 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

      

 

Figure A.13. 
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Source: Derived from Eurostat Living conditions and welfare / Social protection – yearly data series 

(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 
 
 
 
 

Table A.22. 
Taxes on production and imports less subsidies (% of GDP) 

 
 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 
EU25  12.3 12.1 12 12 12 12.3 12.5 12.2 11.7 11.4 11.2  
EU15  12.3 12.1 12 12 12 12.3 12.5 12.2 11.7 11.3 11.2  
Bulgaria          11.4 11.6 12.6 11.5 12.6 
Germany 11 10.7 10.5 10.5 10.3 10.4 10.5 10.5 9.9 9.8 9.6 9.6 10.1 
Hungary  13.8 14.3 14.1 13.3 13.6 14.5 15 14.2 14.2 15.2 15.8 14.5 
Portugal    13.2 12.6 12.2 12.5 12.4 12.4 12 11.9 11.9  
Finland  12.3 12.1 12.3 11.7 11.4 11.8 12.4 12.3 12.5 11.7 10.9 11.6 
Sweden  15.3 15.4 15.6 15.3 15 14.8 16.3 15 13.7 13 12.1 12.1 
UK  12.5 12.7 12.7 12.9 13.1 13.5 13.4 13 12.9 12.7 13 12.7 

Source: Eurostat Main economic indicators / Long-term indicators / Income 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

      

 

Table A.23. 
Average annual gross earnings (purchasing parity) – Full time 

 
 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 
EU25            
EU15            
Bulgaria  4326.4 5247 4043 3938.4 4468.1 4387.6 4261.2 3202.1   
Hungary  11921.5 12781.3 11458 10212 9146.1 8103.5 8044 7699.5 7401.4 7661.2 
Portugal  17744.5 15827.8 18114 17992 17388      
Finland  25278.4 26819.4 24503 23997 22982 21047 20786.5 20126.3 20351 20313.4 
Sweden  27592.5 27194.5 24787 24965 24728  :    
UK  37726 36902.6 34069 32991 31099 28352 27044.5 :   

• Figures do not include agriculture, fishing and private households with employed persons 
Source: Eurostat Labor markets / Earnings (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
Table A.24. 

Average annual gross earnings (purchasing parity) – Part-time 
 

 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 
EU25            
EU15            
Bulgaria            
Hungary  4686.2 4920.6         
Portugal  8716.9 8171.5 6816 6890.6 6658.8      
Finland            
Sweden  22739 22481.8 20405 20562 20166      
UK  11712.4 11445.2 10939 9803 9305.4 8790.5 8432.4    

• Figures do not include agriculture, fishing and private households with employed persons 
Source: Eurostat Labor markets / Earnings (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 

 
Table A.25. 

Transfers to labor market service providers (% of GDP) 
 

 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 
EU15 0.205 0.2 0.206 0.2    
Bulgaria 0.025       
Germany 0.388 0.44 0.493 0.51 0.566 0.651 0.579 
Hungary        
Portugal 0.141 0.1 0.044 0.04 0.031 0.007  
Finland 0.163 0.13 0.119 0.15 0.173 0.208 0.202 
Sweden 0.093 0.11 0.256 0.3 0.334 0.422 0.421 
UK 0.107 0.1 0.119 0.1 0.116 0.118 0.101 

Source: Eurostat Labor markets / Public expenditures on labor market policies 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 



 

      

 

Table A.26. 
Transfers to individuals (% of GDP) 

 
 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 
EU15 0.154 0.18 0.187 0.21    
Bulgaria 0.01       
Germany 0.308 0.3 0.316 0.31 0.303 0.308 0.295 
Hungary 0.042       
Portugal 0.246 0.18 0.101 0.16 0.188 0.117  
Finland 0.384 0.38 0.357 0.31 0.315 0.385 0.427 
Sweden 0.389 0.4 0.58 0.61 0.666 0.971 0.783 
United Kingdom 0 0 0.008 0.01 0.007 0.009 0.001 

Source: Eurostat Labor markets / Public expenditures on labor market policies 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 
 
 

Table A.27. 
Transfers to employers (% of GDP) 

 
 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 
EU15 0.254 0.3 0.316 0.31    
Bulgaria 0.429       
Germany 0.071 0.11 0.113 0.1 0.091 0.084 0.066 
Hungary 0.165       
Portugal 0.165 0.19 0.198 0.18 0.043 0.052  
Finland 0.233 0.25 0.243 0.25 0.275 0.344 0.378 
Sweden 0.52 0.52 0.543 0.54 0.541 0.604 0.647 
UK 0.012 0.01 0.014 0.02 0.029 0.027 0.018 

Source: Eurostat Labor markets / Public expenditures on labor market policies 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 

Table A.28. 
Social security paid by employer (% of labor cost) 

 
 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 
Bulgaria 24.34 25.6 26.05 26.01 : : : : : : 
Germany : : : : : : : : : : 
Hungary 24.4 27.9 27.3 : : : : : : : 
Portugal 19.2 19.2 : : : : : : : : 
Finland 20.47 20.8 : : : : : : : : 
Sweden : : : : : : : : : : 
UK 19.22 : : 15 15 15 15 14.9 14.91 17 

• Figures do not include agriculture, fishing and private households with employed persons 
Source: Eurostat Labor markets / Public expenditures on labor market policies 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 



 

      

 

Table A.36. 
Inequality of income distribution Gini coefficient 

 

 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 
EU25 31 30 29  29 29 29 29    
Bulgaria 25.4* 26 24 26 26 25      
Germany 28    25 25 25 25 25 27 29 
Hungary 28  27 24 25 26      
Netherlands 27  27 27 27 29 26 25 26 29 29 
Portugal 41 38   37 36 36 37 36 36 37 
Finland 26 25 26 26 27 24 24 22 22 22  
Sweden 23 23  23 24  22  21   
UK   34 35 35 32 32 32 30 32 32 

• Gini coefficient for Bulgaria for 2005 is extrapolation of historical data 
Source: Eurostat Living conditions and welfare / Income and living conditions / Main indicators 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 
 
 
 

Table A.37.  
Inequality of income distribution s80/s20 income quintile share ratio 

 

 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 
EU25 4.9 4.8 4.6  4.5 4.5 4.6 4.6    
Bulgaria  4 3.6 3.8 3.8 3.7      
Germany 4.1    3.6 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.7 4 4.6 
Hungary 4  3.3 3 3.1 3.3      
Netherlands 4  4 4 4 4.1 3.7 3.6 3.6 4.4 4.2 
Portugal 8.2 7.2 7.4 7.3 6.5 6.4 6.4 6.8 6.7 6.7 7.4 
Finland 3.6 3.5 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.3 3.4 3.1 3 3  
Sweden 3.3 3.3  3.3 3.4  3.1  3   
UK 5.6  5.3 5.5 5.4 5.2 5.2 5.2 4.7 5 5.2 

Source: Eurostat Living conditions and welfare / Income and living conditions / Main indicators 
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) 

 


