FAOS

Flexicurity - State of the Art in European Research

SUMMARY OF PRESENTATIONS
June 9, 2006, University of Copenhagen

Professor Ton Wilthagen

Flexicurity: how can it be conceptualised and measured in a comparative

per spective? (Part 1)

Professor Ton Wilthagen emphasised in his presenttiat it is important to dis-
cuss how we define the concept of flexicurity, tyyge of indicators needed to meas-
ure flexicurity as well as the development of basiaciples that enable us to apply
the Danish flexicurity model to other European daes. Contemporary research on
flexicurity was also discussed in the presentat@mal areas where further research is
needed was emphasised. With respect to the defrifi flexicurity Professor
Wilthagen argued that flexicurity often is percelas a type of policy or a political
strategy. He also emphasised that it was impottadistinguish between flexicurity
as a normative and a research concept. Regardingettd to develop indicators to
measure flexicurity, it was argued that the wagéwelop various indicators for
flexicurity is first and foremost to define the e@pt and then identify the precondi-
tions for flexicurity. Trust was here identified as important precondition for
flexicurity. Professor Wilthagen then moved ondentify some of the problems
related to the measuring of flexicurity which astdd below.

« To concentrate on areas where flexicurity fails to deliver: particularly to focus
on those actors who are included or excluded fovrsystem such as
immigrants.

* Isit possible to transport the flexicurity systems: the European Commission
wants this, but it is, for instance, difficult to utch or Danish in Hungary due
to their different systems of regulation.

» Thedifferent roles of flexicurity: functional and internal flexicurity, where
should the focus be.

» How does flexicurity effect the economic situation: research is still relative
meagre in this area.

» Lack of comparative data: data is only available for a few countries and
primarily from Western countries; data on the ldagn effects are often
unavailable.

» Need to focus on a broader scope of actors beside social partners: social
partners are the key actors, but a need existotodt other actors who also coordi-
nate

and contribute to flexicurity.

* Need to focus on the informal economy: there is a lack of emphasis on the
flexicurity within the black market economy. Indeeésearch is biased towards
the formal economy.

« Lack of theoretical concepts: there is a need to develop the theoretical aspdct



the definition of flexicurity.

After highlighting the different problems Professtiiithagen discussed different
coordinations and inclusive as well as exclusivemaisms of flexicurity and ar-
gued that some mechanisms were more appropriatethars depending on the
topic. He then presented an overview of the rebeamdlexicurity and emphasised
the areas where further research was needed. Heileely to identify the critical
conditions of the Danish case as well as how tipdicgtion of the security aspect of
flexicurity could be applied to different companiasluding the development of a
guiding strategy for other companies and how irdiigl workers could enter new
jobs. Research is also needed in the logistic sesteere focus should be on how
flexicurity is applied in for instance the transpsector. Further research was also
needed with respect to analysing the legal aspegtsding flexicurity as well as the
gender dimension of flexicurity. Various principleseded to be made into a flexicu-
rity check list and the concept of flexicurity shegontinue to be developed in both
the political and academic sphere.

Professor Ruud Muffels

Flexicurity: how can it be conceptualised and measured in a comparative

per spective? (Part 2)

Professor Muffels discussed the definition of pcdit concepts, the way to measure
the outcome of flexicurity in terms of weightingetbalance between efficient labour
market flexibility and a certain level of employntemd security. He also talked
about the trade off and the double bind betweedbiigy and security. The basis for
his research is the ECHP data set where he hadamggtiidinal data from 14 old

EU member states. Sweden was excluded due todkefdongitudinal data.
Flexicurity was defined as a dynamic concept adabeur market is constantly
changing. A dynamic definition was also needed ¢éasure the long-term effects of
flexicurity. The dynamic definition includes legadpects, the effects of labour mar-
ket mobility and job mobility. With respect to thie course proofing of flexibility,

it is necessary to look at the long term effectfooinstance work/life balance where
career breaks and part-time work can have sigmificaplications on people’s lives
over time. Professor Muffels then presented a rafiglynamic indicators which
would be able to measure three long term effecttewibility. These included a fo-
cus on job-to-job mobility (internal and externabbur marked mobility), the profes-
sional status mobility, and the move from contiiaased work to a permanent job or
selfemployment. Afterwards a range of indicatotatesl to work security were pre-
sented; these included employment stability in seaffworkers staying in the labour
market, but not necessarily in the same job, thievexsus re-entry of the labour
market, income security and effects on well-belngome security and effects on
well-being were not included in the first part bétproject but added later. Political
indicators were also discussed in terms of thecetiEHRM policies, labour market
and social security policies. Indeed, the takeaip was perceived as crucial for the
outcome, as a policy hardly is worth anything ibpke do not use it. Professor Muf-
fels then moved on to discuss the trade off théfsalso mentioned the flexicurity
thesis and emphasised how flexibility and secumigye interdependent. The job se-
curity and flexibility in the labour market was thisted for a range of countries,
where Professor Muffels concluded that Denmarktolbnd had a high level of



employment security, while employment security pa® and Portugal was low.
Furthermore, the flexibility of jobs was high irettUK, Belgium, Spain and to some
extent in Denmark and Holland. There were, howes@me methodological prob-
lems with the data but the main conclusion wasltbatal and social democratic
countries do not vary significantly when it comegab flexibility.

Associate Professor Sgren Kaj Andersen

Flexicurity and collective bargaining - some comparative remarks

Sgren Kaj Andersen departed from the Danish casg@réksented four forms of
flexibility external numerical flexibility (hiring and firing),the internal flexibility
(flexible working hours, overtime, part-time woskkhere local partners have increas-
ingly been delegated competencies to regulate floeses of work at local level in
recent years¥unctional flexibility (e.g. flexible organisations) and lastlisage flexi-
bility. Different forms of security was also discussed iacluded;job security (to
retain a specific job)ymployment security (remaining in paid work), income security
(including pensions beyond working life), and condtion security (the ability to
combine leaves with security). He then moved odisouss how the scope of collec-
tive bargaining has expanded in the Danish incalstiation system. This has hap-
pened simultaneously with the increased decerdtadis of the collective bargaining
process. The decentralisation of bargaininggease paved the way for a more
flexible regulation at company level. The increasedpe of the bargaining agenda
has introduced new security elements on the bargpagenda. Together these two
developmental trends have facilitated what canhaeacterised as flexicurity. How-
ever, the development emphasises the need fordinadion. First a vertical coordi-
nation within the bargaining system where espgctadide unions and shop stewards
are faced with the need to match management regeatses in company level bar-
gaining in order to secure balanced trade-offs betwflexibility and security. Sec-
ond, the horizontal coordination between sociatras and the political system has
become still more important as welfare issues, pesion, training, maternity leave,
etc. are now on the social partners’ bargainingndgeSgren Kaj Andersen argued
that the obvious conclusion is that it takes streogjal partner organisations to se-
cure well functioning coordination — vertically agll as horizontally. Still, looking

at industrial relation system where the socialnErbrganisations do not play as
dominant a role as in the Danish case it will &dlrelevant to analyse these proc-
esses of coordination. Concerning the vertical dioation we might look for how
e.g. legislation facilitates worker representaabicompany level, which in interplay
with national level regulation can secure balartcade-offs. Further, it might be the
case that the political system plays the more dantirole in the horizontal coordi-
nation of labour market/welfare state policies. di#veless, to analyse vertical and
horizontal processes of coordination and therebyrterplay between the political
system and social partner organisations is neededier to understand precondi-
tions for and the specific content of flexicurity.

Professor Hartmut Seifert

Flexicurity: A German Perspective

Professor Seifert started his presentation by aggthiat the concept of flexicurity is
primarily an academic concept in Germany. Policykens do not use the concepts.
An important reason for this is that the majorifyGerman economists and policy



makers are orientated towards the neo-classic jganagvhich argues that recent
labour market problems are due to the rigiditiethinithe labour market. He then
went on to argue that also the unions ignore tha @f flexicurity. This is partly be-
cause the unions fear that they loose power if e concessions without receiv-
ing security. The unions in Germany are deeply scwed that macroeconomics is
needed to boost economic growth and employmenty Tda that if they give in to
increased flexibility at microlevel they might laosight of the macro-economic ap-
proach. Accordingly, Professor Seifert argued thahe analytical perspective it is
crucial to link the macro and micro levels. ProtesSeifert also talked about how to
define the concept of flexicurity and argued ti&tré is a need to combine flexibility
with the interest of workers for security and in@rifferent forms of flexibility

was then listed and Professor Seifert also idextidlifferent criteria for social secu-
rity such as a decent income, entitlements to keeurity benefits, stable employ-
ment and access to further training activitiesth:n moved on to present different
components of flexicurity where emphasis was oengfihening the internal rather
than the external flexibility because it will limstructural change. He also mentioned
that functional flexibility such as life long leang should be strengthened in collec-
tive agreements. Reforms of provisions for old @gesic provision) and increased
focus on TLM are also needed. The conclusion waisttiere is a need to success-
fully link macro and micro levels and empiricallgrdonstrate that flexicurity can
create win-win situations.

Professor Andranik Tangian

Monitoring flexicurity policiesin Europe from three different viewpoints

In his presentation Professor Andranik Tangiangal&bout the tradeoffs between
flexibility and security, how to trace the tradd-c&n be seen from three different
viewpoints: the neo-liberal, the trade union arelilelfare state viewpoints. He
started the presentation by defining the conceflegicurity and moved then on to
talk about the different ways of defining flexilyliin terms of external and internal
flexibility, functional flexibility, wage flexibilty and externalisation flexibility. He
then listed a range of security definitions sucfoassecurity, employment security,
income security and combination security. To makeantitative analysis of
flexicurity a set of indicators are needed bothflexibility and security. A matrix
with nine indicators, which intended to monitorxileurity, was then presented and
discussed before Professor Tangian moved on taidesbe main characteristics of
the three different viewpoints. It was emphasised €ach country has its own tra-
jectory, but that there is a quite uniform move aoss flexibility without security no
matter what viewpoint is taken. Professor Tangian argued that firm-level
flexicurity is indirectly funded by the taxpayeso€ial security). A range of figures
was presented to show this, and the main conclugasthat the gains of flexicurity
were smaller than the losses and the winners féveerthe losers. In addition, Pro-
fessor Tangian also argued that a trend is oc@uimiturope where all countries had
a decline in social security except from PolandaAssult, one could argue that
there exists a race to the bottom in Europe dustdutional developments. The
main conclusion was that the different indexesqmesd allowed us to monitor
flexicurity and that flexicurity did and does nailtl up to its political promise.

Professor Per Kongshgj Madsen



Learning flexicurity - Towards a set of "common principles’?

Per Kongshgj Madsen started his presentation hyrayghat flexicurity is an impor-
tant issue. He then gave some general advicesdiagdtexibility and security,
where his main points were that flexibility and ety are not contradictory con-
cepts. He also argued that it is more importapradect mobility rather than jobs
and that there is a need to link flexicurity witlaonoeconomics in order to under-
stand how flexicurity can be linked to economic petitiveness. Here it is also, ac-
cording to Professor Kongshgj Madsen, importamiatie that one model does not fit
all. Some preliminary thoughts about the flexiqustrategy for policymaking were
then presented. Here it was argued that suchtegyrahould include specific traits
of flexicurity policies and that it is possible have common principles for the policy
processes. The main conclusion was that it is itapoto show that you might have
win-loser situations in the short term, but in kieg term a win-win situation should
appear (the temporal dimension). In addition, Pyede Kongshgj Madsen also ar-
gued that it is important to think about what ggadicies are in abstract terms and
what the specific policy processes are like. Psiie&ongshgj Madsen then pre-
sented some common principles, which consistetirebtelements: design of policy,
the process and the outcome. It was argued tlsathie interplay between these three
elements that determine the possible trade-offsd#fetent win-win situations with
respect to flexicurity. The process refers to @levant actors and whether the losers
will be compensated in the short term perspectnteipating they will become win-
ners in the long run (as it is a challenge thatilbiéity and security can be different

in timing). The outcome aims at improving employimas well as improving the
quality of life for the weakest groups on the labmarket. A hierarchy was then
presented with first the three main elements, thedelines, and finally a toolbox of
best practices.

Discussion

During the discussion different questions were dskehow to solve the problem of
small companies with no union representatives aagkased decentralisation. Here
it was argued that it represented an importantlproland that it was one of the dan-
gers regarding increased decentralisation. Disonsslso took place with respect to
how people, who move from one job to another codldo and at the same time
maintain their current wage levels. This problensakso addressed regarding young
adults. It was though argued that this is not aafrtbe main problems, if one looks
at the long terms effects. Young people often cokxperience in different jobs and
this contributes to their employability and empl@mhsecurity in the long run. Fi-
nally the challenges by increasing internal flelipat company level were dis-
cussed. Retraining and restructuring (i.e. increafiinctional flexibility) could raise
problems for employers who might be met with higthemands on wages if the em-
ployees increase their competencies. Increasingitumal flexibility could also raise
problems for the employees in the long run, sieteming at company level often
focus on firm specific skills which may not contite sufficiently to the employabil-
ity and employment security.
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