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1.
Introduction

Striking a balance between labour market flexibilisation and security nowadays represents a key challenge to European and national policy-making. Enhanced flexibility is seen as a necessary condition for European economies to survive in a globalized, much more competitive and at the same time much more diverged economy, whereas security is considered indispensable for preserving social cohesion and human dignity in our society. Obviously, the question here is how we can deal with this double expectation, which has been referred to as the ‘flexibility-security nexus’ (Wilthagen and Rogowski, 2002, Wilthagen and Tros, 2004). How can we prevent the baby from being thrown out with the bathwater?

Traditionally the response towards unfavourable social effects of labour market flexibilisation, once perceived, has been that of - attempts to - compensation or counteraction. Trade unionists, political parties, labour lawyers and international bodies such as the Council of Europe, the International Labour Organisation and the European Parliament have taken the lead here. E.g. in a number of countries endeavours are currently being made to improve the situation of atypical workers such as on call workers, temporary agency workers and fixed term workers. Such a strategy of compensation not only presupposes a good deal of awareness and analysis of the problems at hand, but also faces its limits, as it appears ‘reactive’ rather than ‘proactive’. A second issue here is that negative consequences of labour market flexibilisation are often observed at the aggregated / macro level, whereas they emerge and are being shaped at the micro, i.e. firm level.

With its project “Forum 2005 – Reconciling labour flexibility with the need for job security” the Social Cohesion Development Division of the Council of Europe (CoE) addresses the challenge to initiate new policy frameworks in this field. Importantly, flexibility and social cohesion are not viewed as being fundamentally and permanently at odd with each other. As defined by the Council, social cohesion is “the ability of a society to ensure the welfare of all its members, minimising disparities and avoiding polarisation” (Council of Europe, 2004:3). This definition implies that social cohesion can not be attained and established once and for all, but has to be (re)produced continuously. Moreover, the definition presupposes social commitment to reduce disparities to a minimum and to avoid polarisation. Even countries that are well-advanced in this respect cannot lean back in self-satisfaction. New developments in society as a result of the challenges of globalisation can put its capacity to minimise inequalities to the test. Flexibilisation of the labour market (in its turn a response to increased competition) represents one such trend that has the potential to undermine social cohesion. A social cohesion perspective on flexibilisation of the labour market is therefore both innovative and necessary, as it complements to other perspectives such as a social-psychological perspective (see e.g. Sennet, 1998). 

To help and encourage policymakers and managers to consider the various aspects of social cohesion in their planned regulatory reform measures to make the labour market more flexible, it would be useful to provide them with ideas on how to achieve compatibility between both ends. In view of the foregoing, the starting point of this paper is that there is a need for a tool, a methodological tool, that 

a) Systematically raises the awareness of the possible impact of labour market flexibilisation on social cohesion 

b) can be used both ‘reactive’ and ‘proactive’, and for monitoring ex post and ex ante, i.e. previously to flexibility measures and reforms 

c) draws the attention to possible strategies that are able to enhance both flexibility and social cohesion (a fruitful combination or synchronization as suggested by the concept of flexicurity, see Wilthagen, 1998, Wilthagen and Tros, 2004) and

d) can be used at various levels and by various actors, among which legislators, policy makers and, last but not least, workers and employers and their representatives.

Thus, ideally, such a tool (a policy checklist) should encourage ‘active flexibilisation’, in which citizens and their preferences and interests play an active role, and discourage ‘passive flexibilisation’ which is simply imposed on people (employer-led flexibilisation). Active flexibilisation can contribute to people’s participation in the labour market (e.g. facilities for combining work and care, such as flexi-time, or work and education) and, in general, to people’s empowerment.

A first exploration of the possibilities of designing a policy checklist, focusing on the case of temporary agency work in the Netherlands, has been reported in Wilthagen and Houwerzijl, 2005. The aim of this paper, the second one in row, also written on behalf of the Council of Europe, is to propose a first sketch of a policy checklist that stimulates and enables relevant actors at relevant levels of society to take into account the social cohesion dimension of labour market flexibility. In order to do so, we build on extensive work that has already been undertaken by the CoE, notably the Council’s `Tree Model’ on social cohesion and the ‘Methodological Guide for the concerted development of social cohesion indicators’ (2005). In fact, the policy checklist could be seen as an application of the Methodological Guide. We were also inspired by the efforts of the ILO to operationalize their concept of ‘decent work’ (see for example “Measuring decent work” (special issue), International Labour Review, Vol 142 (2003), No.2) and tools such as the OECD reference check list for regulatory decision making and other CoE’s policy making guides. 

As a next step (section 2) we will now revisit the Council’s Tree Model on social cohesion to identify the key elements of the CoE’s concept of social cohesion. Subsequently we relate these to the area of labour market flexibility (section 3). Then, we will discuss the levels of analysis and the social cohesion indicators as developed by the CoE and consider the possibility of including a part of these indicators in our policy checklist (section 4). In the last section we will present a draft policy checklist.

2. Revisiting the Council’s Tree Model on social cohesion

In its Methodological Guide the CoE uses the image of a tree to show the multiple interaction of three key dimensions of social cohesion. The Tree Model was developed to come to a better understanding of social cohesion. Stating that social cohesion must be an objective is one thing, understanding the underlying conditions for this general objective is quite another. The model distinguishes three dimensions of ‘social reality’, explained and elaborated in the Methodological Guide (see Guide, part II, from p. 29 onwards):
· A) the quality of life (situations of individuals and groups when it comes to their well-being)

· B) the various areas of life (actors or stakeholders and their actions, whether of a public nature – i.e. activities of general interest – or of a private nature, such as the production of goods and services)

· C) the basic components of life (also called the “invisible components” of “the life world”
, made up of informal bonds, relations of trust, values, emotions, shared basic knowledge, et cetera.

As a normative concept, the Tree Model defines objectives for each of these dimensions, namely:

· A) with respect to the quality of life, the pursuit of well-being for each and every person, with due regard to four aspects of well-being: equity in access to and exercise of rights, dignity and recognition, or respect for each individual as human being, all the conditions for autonomy and personal, family and occupational fulfilment, and the possibility of participation and commitment, in the sense of individual or collective influence on societal choices;

· B) with respect to the areas of life, the method of shared responsibility of the players in society to ensure the welfare of all its members;

· C) with respect to the basic components of life, the ‘lifeworld’, ensuring its integrity, i.e. the preservation of the conditions that support it (values, confidence, solidarity, etc).
 

In terms of the Tree Model, dimension C (basic components/life world) corresponds to the roots of the tree. The roots of a tree are indispensable for its healthy growth. Dimension B (actors/methods) is represented by the trunk and branches of the tree. The trunk and breaches of a tree are an indication for the (healthy or unhealthy) growth process of the tree. This is the part where action takes place. Finally, dimension A (the quality of life/ well-being of its citizens) is caught by the image of the leaves (or blossoms) of the tree (see annex 1). On this level the quality of the tree is demonstrated. 

The image of the tree is well-chosen for such a complex phenomenon as social cohesion. Just like the roots, trunk, branches and leaves of a tree the three dimensions are interrelated. Like the leaves, dimension A is the most visible part of a socially cohesive society. On this level four major effects are displayed, the so-called four dimensions of well-being, i.e. equity, dignity, autonomy and participation. Thus distinct effects may be seen as the final results, which are achieved via certain methods, actions and actors (dimension B), which in turn are based on basic values (dimension C). But the perspective can also be turned around: In fact the three components can be seen as a virtuous circle, because the improvement at each level fosters the improvement at another level, as is shown in the table beneath. See figure 1 below.

Summarising diagram: The “virtuous circle” of the core constituents of social cohesion (Methodological Guide page 45)

	

	Quality of life

(citizen well-being)
	

	Citizen participation and commitment will ensure the quality and impact of action taken
	Citizen well-being is ensured by fulfilling the 3 conditions in the areas of life


	

	
	Areas of life

(1- shared objective of well-being;

2-methods: associative approach and democratic skills,

 3-resources: economy geared to well-being)
	Citizen well-being, (especially equity, dignity and recognition) is a precondition for the assertion of civic values (solidarity, outreach, feeling of belonging to the same community

	Solidarity, tolerance and community awareness are the foundations for an associative approach and the development of democratic skills
	The way in which action is undertaken establishes bonds and instils confidence, values and awareness 

	

	
	Basic components

(transverse links, confidence, collective civic awareness, civic values, satisfaction)
	


In this sense, very important to our theme, social cohesion is not only a state but also a process. Accordingly, to achieve the objective of social cohesion the quality of the process is crucial. Society’s ability to ensure the well-being of all through the shared responsibility of the various players involved presupposes a democratic expression of Citizenship in what can be called “ associative approach”, where each individual assumes his or her role as a full member of society and accepts responsibility as such vis-à-vis others.

3.
The compatibility of labour market flexibilisation measures with social cohesion

Using the CoE’s Tree Model, as summarized above, may provide an innovation in the analysis of the flexibility-security nexus by modelling the multi-layered impact labour market flexibility has on society and in this way giving a complete and inclusive picture of the issues at stake. Thus, a dynamic model may be elaborated that could firstly be used as a descriptive model to analyse (and compare) policies. If, for instance, new or recent legislation is considered or has been enacted, a first step could be to identify the main goals and values underlying the legislation as expressed by the legislator in various legal memorandums. A next step would be to examine the main procedures and methods included in designing as well as implementing these measures. Thirdly, the (likely) effects of the new measure can be studied. Evidently, supranational legislation and policies as well as collective labour agreements, both at the sector and company level, and HRM policies could be analysed and “tested” too. In this way various roads and effects regarding flexibilisation could adequately be mapped out and evaluated (see e.g. Jager et al, 2004 reporting on the various modalities in different countries). A more normative position would be to use the model in suggesting that certain values should be taken into consideration and certain methods should be used so that certain effects are obtained that do justice to social cohesion and to society’s capacity in this area.

It is important that we realise that the concern for social cohesion is driven by value-oriented rationality, in the words of the famous sociologist Max Weber. However, flexibilisation processes are predominantly initiated from economic motives or interest, i.e. goal-oriented rationality (quite clearly, flexibilisation is not a value as such, but rather, in the eyes of many commentators, something that is inevitable). Therefore the main operation and goal of a policy checklist is to stimulate the insertion of value rationality into (economic) goal rationality. Another way of putting this is to say that certain methods need to be used to synchronize value rationality and goal rationality so that favourable effects, i.e. from a social cohesion perspective, will be obtained, warranted or enhanced. This line of argument matches the CoE’s position on ‘integrating the social dimension into economic life’ (European Strategy for Social Cohesion). Yet, the difference between value and goal rationality should not be exaggerated as values can and are also pursed with rational means.

Generally a ‘compatibility/reconciliation’ checklist should raise three main questions in the minds of its users, which reflect more or less the three dimensions of the Tree Model. We will now formulate and discuss these three questions, starting with the top of the tree - the leaves -, than going right down to the bottom, i.e. the roots of the tree, after which we climb up again via the trunk and the branches of the tree. Thus, we descend from dimension A (quality of life), directly to C (basic fundaments of life), and than back again to B (areas of life). This sequence correlates to the idea of the virtuous circle, in which citizens’ well-being, (especially equity, dignity and recognition) is a precondition for the assertion of civic values (solidarity, outreach, feeling of belonging to the same community). Moreover, both citizen participation and commitment (dimension A) as well as solidarity, tolerance and community awareness (dimension C) are important for the approach, the quality and the impact of the action (dimension B) taken.

1. Does the process of flexibilisation result in effects that contribute to or at least do not harm social justice and cohesion?

From a social justice and social cohesion perspective four types of effects on citizen well-being - as included in dimension A of the Tree Model - are relevant as a result of processes of labour market flexibilisation. These effects can be used to benchmark labour market and employment reform. Below we (re)define the effects on behalf of their application in the areas of labour market flexibility/flexibilisation:

a) Equity: workers affected by labour market flexibilisation should have/keep or at least get the perspective of similar income, working/health conditions (in terms of the ILO: acces to decent work) and access to social security compared to standard/core workers. Labour market flexibility can help to ensure this access by creating employment but it can also endanger this access when some (vulnerable) groups of workers have to bear all the negative aspects of flexibility. Labour market flexibility should thus strengthen the permeability and transitional nature of the labour market, but be accompanied with measures to guarantee decent work.

b) Dignity: workers affected by labour market flexibilisation should not be positioned and treated as a specific, less-worthy segment in the labour force and labour market. Job or employment insecurity can be identified as affecting someone’s dignity. Depending on other conditions, it brings along feelings of stress that, especially on the long run, can affect the quality of life of individuals and their families. 

c) Participation: all (affected) workers (or their representatives) should be able to participate, to be involved and/or be represented (either directly or indirectly) in the flexibilisation process and its outcomes, and to be provided with the necessary information and facilities to adequately do so. This is easier said than done because insecurity about their chances to stay employed may make workers less eager to use their legal possibilities to participate in for instance work councils. 

d) Autonomy: workers affected by labour market flexibilisation should be provided with opportunities to further training, education and career- and personal development, also to possibly make transitions to more permanent jobs (if they wish so). So, flexibility should not limit career opportunities but broaden them. An example of a negative effect of flexibility on the labour market on autonomy is the ‘budget restriction’ used by banks, due to the fact that a flexible worker cannot prove evidence that he will be employed in the future (which can create housing problems).

In measuring effects we should be aware of the fact that the starting point (t1) of various countries, sectors or companies can differ significantly. Therefore measurements and comparisons in relative terms should be preferred over absolute terms. In an ideal situation a measure of a subsequent situation/moment (t2) would be available, in particular to monitor progress.

Method of assessment/sources: Apart from using a policy checklist, legislation, legislative memorandums, policy documents, collective labour agreements, company or workplace regulations, minutes of debates and discussions can be considered to ex post map effects, but first and foremost there is a need for evaluation studies and statistics that provide information on the rights of those affected by labour market and employment flexibilisation, the actual use of these rights and the empirical effects that have occurred in practice (or are likely to occur). 

2. Are values of social justice and cohesion preserved or contributed to in the process of labour market flexibilisation?

Following the CoE’s tree model, at the level of the fundaments – dimension C -, we look at the quality of interpersonal relations. In the negative sense, Richard Sennett’s thesis that flexibility changes people’s character would be a good example of the impact of flexibility on the foundations, the basic components of social cohesion. If reciprocity suffers, if mutual trust and confidence are in question, if community is outdated in a flexible world, then social cohesion would be faced with a problem at its value level. In a positive sense, good quality in the sense of social cohesion would materialise in the ability to develop bonds that cut across traditional bonds, to develop “bridges” between the groups that co-exist separately from one another. These cross-sectoral bonds have a vital role to play in democratic skills, especially with regard to intercultural dialogue. It would furthermore materialise in all forms of confidence. Next to this, shared knowledge could make a contribution to a sense of belonging based on rights and to some sort of “post-traditional identity”, capable of linking a sensitivity for differences with feelings of responsible interdependence as opposed to feelings of frustration, resentment, hatred etc. The dissemination of civic values would be furthered, which guide social behaviour and its development, such as a sense of justice and of the public good, solidarity and social responsibility, tolerance and respect for difference, et cetera; feelings of satisfaction would result from leading an autonomous, decent life that is actively connected with public issues. 

In the case of labour market flexibility this would mean that it would need to be designed to actually include people, to foster a sense of social justice, a sense of belonging and perceived solidarity and a possibility to construct one’s identity. Labour flexibility could e.g. contribute to a sense of citizenship if also non-market work and particularly citizen work would be accepted as valuable and if – as the Danish case illustrates – no general sense of exclusion and insecurity is evoked. ‘Active’ labour flexibility could be the result of a process that is based on a commonly gained knowledge and mutual trust and would lead to an overall felt satisfaction with the process and outcome.

Thus, although it is not easy to specify how a particular policy exactly affects and expresses values on a given issue, basic values of social cohesion and social justice need to be taken into account in the design and implementation of processes of labour market flexibilisation. This is not to ignore the economic/goal rationality that often forms the basis of these processes, but to prevent negative effects on social cohesion. A fair balance between economic and social dimensions also has an advantage in creating support for labour market and employment reform and restructuring. According to Van der Heijden en Noordam (2001)
, within the framework of reforms and policy change variable levels can be strived for regarding:

a) the level of risks

b) the level of protection

c) the scope of protection (which categories of persons) and 
d)

d) the level of reciprocity
(what can e.g. workers and employers expect from each other)

The general principle to be put forward here is to extend levels and scopes of protection and reciprocity as much as possible and to reduce risks levels a much as possible. Put differently, users of the policy checklist should be called upon and stimulated to affect levels and scopes of protection as little as possible in the negative sense and not to further extend levels of risks. The most optimal scenario for this can be designed if flexibilisation is not considered equal to permanent segmentation and exclusion.

Method of assessment/Sources: In the case of measures and reforms that are already in place or in the process of implementation one can study, apart from using a policy check list, legislative memorandums, policy documents, minutes of debates and discussions collective labour agreements, company or workplace regulations et cetera in order to assess the values that underlie these measures or reforms.

3. Are the methods and actions of the flexibilisation process contributing to or at least not harming social cohesion?

In obtaining certain goals it is important to consider whether the methods and actions used are adequate. From a social justice and social cohesion perspective it is clear that certain methods do contribute more to certain effects/values than others, depending on the situation or issue at stake. Evidently, in order to reach social cohesion shared responsibility of all stakeholders is necessary.

What maybe termed “associative approaches” is the very embodiment of the idea of shared responsibility accepted at individual level. In general terms, a number of players pursue an associative approach if they get together to define a knowledge and action framework that can be shared, specifying everyone’s roles and responsibility and taking fair account of their interests, and to monitor and assess their actions and ascertain whether the commitments undertaken have actually been honoured. The associative approach means that the players’ roles and responsibilities are defined through the development of interpersonal or inter-institutional relations based on “free and open communication”. It thus aims to create shared knowledge with a common goal and enables individuals and groups to get to know and respond to other people’s needs while deriving a benefit that is more lasting and better distributed than that obtained using a more individual approach.

Indeed, research has shown that modes of “negotiated flexibility”, using social dialogue and platforms for consultation (in which also the weak interests are heard) and interaction generally prove more favourable in attaining well- balanced outcomes than unilateral decisions and actions (Wilthagen and Tros, 2004, ILO). 

This is also in line with the four major criteria that have been put forward in the theory of transitional labour markets (Schmid and Gazier, 2002) that conceptualizes people’s and labour markets’ positive and proactive adjustment to critical life events. These criteria are:

a) Empowerment: empower individuals to cope with the (new) risks of social life

b) Sustainable employment and income: make transitions pay!

c) Flexible coordination: establish a new balance between centralised regulation and self-organisation, more decision power to local levels

d) Co-operation: stimulate local networks and public-private partnerships; the linking of resources

However to which degree the method should rely on self regulation is less obvious and depends on the context. Public action generally takes the form of law, public regulation, central norms and/or fundamental rights. Private regulation can be laid down in various types of agreements, notably collective (labour) agreements and individual (employment) contracts. Finally, public-private regulation is often produced by tripartite or quarto partite bodies, issuing or concluding semi-mandatory laws/regulations, covenants, open norms, framework agreements, social pacts or declaring certain agreements generally binding. 

According to dimension B of the Tree Model, public action, where needed, can take (and has in the past taken)
 a number of modes (explained in annex 2). We are of the opinion that these modes are also relevant to the other two coordination mechanisms (private and public-private regulation): 

a) originating actions (actions fondatrices)

b) regulatory actions (actions regulatrices)
c) remedial actions (actions reparatrices) 
d) facilitating actions (actions facilitatrices).
It is not easy to argue up front which type of method is to be used: public, private or public-private. In our opinion the degree of self-regulation and the degree of risks for (potential) outsiders should determine whether public or private methods and actors, or a combination of both should be given priority to. It can also be indicated which specific type of action as distinguished above is needed and expected. Thus the adequacy of methods generally depends on certain conditions, notably on the magnitude of risks for (potential) outsiders (cp. the CoE’s typology of risk groups) and the degree of self-regulation in the area or policy domain that is at stake.
 If we combine both variables we can construct a matrix (figure 2) that provides general clues on the use of different methods:

Figure 2 Methods, actions, risks for outsiders and degree of self-regulation in area

	Risks →

Self-regulation ↓
	High


	Low

	High
	Public (facilitating, remedial) & Private (originating, regulatory)
	Private (originating, regulatory, facilitating, remedial)

	Low
	Public (originating, regulatory, facilitating, remedial)
	Private (originating, regulatory, facilitating) / Public (remedial)




Method of assessment/sources: legislative memorandums, policy documents, collective labour agreements, company or workplace regulations, minutes of debates and discussions, evaluation studies et cetera in combination with a (ex ante or ex post) assessment of the degree of self-regulation and the risks for (potential) outsiders in the area.

4.
Revisiting the CoE’s Indicators on social cohesion

In section 3 we have shown which questions are relevant to assess whether labour market flexibility is compatible with social cohesion as defined in terms of the Tree Model. Obviously, the measure should be favourable to or at least not harm the well-being in its four dimensions (dimension A), it should foster those values, links and feelings of confidence that are favourable to social cohesion in the “life world” (dimension C) and the method chosen to decide on and implement the measure should respect the principle of shared responsibility (dimension B).

However, the CoE’s Methodological Guide not only aims to serve as a reference framework for social cohesion as a qualitative concept, it also tries to facilitate the implementation, monitoring and assessment of social cohesion action plans by giving more detailed policy tools. In part III of the Guide so-called social indicators are developed in order to “measure” and “visualise” the impact of policy decisions on social cohesion. What indicators precisely should be used when confronted with a particular policy measure in the field of labour market flexibility can only be decided case-by-case. Still, these indicators may be helpful to answer the question of how the compatibility of labour market flexibility with social cohesion is finally determined. 

In the Methodological Guide (from p. 90 onwards) detailed question schedules with accompanying social indicators are laid down to provide data to measure social cohesion in four levels of analysis. Level 1 is about assessing general trends in society. Only when indicators to be used at this level reveal a negative general trend on social cohesion further action in the short-term is necessary. Level 2 gives an assessment schedule of social cohesion by analysing the four types of public action (e.g. dimension B of the Tree Model: methods), in relation to the key dimensions of well-being (dimension A). Here, the objective is to gain a fuller understanding and to determine the relevance and sustainability of a certain measure taken and to pinpoint areas in which new action is needed. Subsequently, level 3 provides detailed data sheets to analyse and measure social cohesion in such areas, the so-called eight areas of life, namely (Guide p. 63) employment, income, housing, health, diet and consumption, education and culture. Finally, level 4 makes it possible to refine the assessment even further by introducing specific questions and social indicators for six so-called vulnerable groups, namely: minorities, migrants, children, elderly people, people with disabilities and women. In the Guide the interaction between the levels of analysis is explained (notably p. 68-71). 

For the purpose of this paper, we were immediately drawn to the third level of the guide and concentrated on the areas ‘employment’ and ‘income’, being the most relevant areas for the labour market and the workforce, although we are well aware of the links between these areas and other domains of life (cp. the model of transitional labour markets, Schmid and Gazier, 2002). Spill-over effects in the context of labour market flexibility may especially be found in the sheets on housing, education and health. 

The tables on employment and income propose a rather exhaustive list of indicators that could be used for the reconciliation of flexibility on the labour market with social cohesion in society. All three dimensions of the Tree Model are worked through. Starting at the level of dimension A (the leaves of the tree), the effects, questions and social indicators are enumerated about equity in the enjoyment of rights/non-discrimination, dignity and recognition, autonomy and personal development, participation and commitment. Then the focus shifts to dimension C (the roots of the tree), where questions about the basic components of life (values) are laid down and social indicators are given. Lastly, but not least important for policy purposes, a schedule is given on the level of dimension B: actions and actors (method). This contains an overview of the possible originating, regulatory, remedial and facilitating actions that may be initiated in the field of employment and income policies by actors such as the central government, the local authorities, and other ‘market’ or ‘non market’ actors’.

Although these schedules provide a clear and handy overview of relevant effects, values and methods to be keen on and/or to be used in specific circumstances by specific actors, no normative criteria are given to judge eventual incompatibilities of flexibility measures with social cohesion. How must priorities be set? Can dignity be traded off for equity? Can a method that is not based on shared responsibility (and thus less recommendable from a social cohesion perspective) be traded off for better outcomes on economic growth (and more employment)? Or on the contrary, is it worthwhile to stick to a more just process if this would mean accepting less performance on the well-being scale? It is important that a policy checklist points to these problems as well. Identifying priority lines of action is one of the things needed. 

In this respect the first level of analysis from the Methodological Guide might be helpful. As stated on page 60 of the Guide, the aim of this first level is to identify the priority lines of action, by looking at general trends in society. The idea is to find an answer to the ‘question of whether, and if so to what extent, the trend towards consolidated social cohesion is stronger than the trend towards a deterioration in social cohesion, or whether the opposite is true’. For social cohesion in relation to the labour market key indicators for a positive or negative trend are (in)equality in income distribution, the spread of perceived job insecurity, long-term unemployment rate and social mobility. Other possible indicators involve the amount of involuntary part-time work, the proportion of fixed term versus permanent employment and the percentage of the population who receive the minimum guaranteed income (see p. 94 and 95 of the Guide). 
 

5. The proposal for a Policy Checklist

To assess the compatibility of labour market flexibilisation with social cohesion and to help and stimulate target groups to consider the various aspects of social cohesion in their planned or already implemented flexibility measures or processes, we have made a first draft of a policy checklist that could serve as an application of the CoE’s Tree Model as explained in the Methodological Guide.

This tool is designed first of all as a means of analysing the situation of social cohesion in order to draw up concerted strategies and action plans. One of its key functions is to create a process of consultation and dialogue between the players. 

After considering a number of alternative proposals, our proposal takes as its basis the questions laid down in the CoE’s Methodological Guide on the ‘life areas’ employment and income, as introduced above in section 4. These ‘life area’ questions lead the users of the checklist to the social indicators that were developed in these fields by the CoE. The advantage of relying strongly on the existing set of questions in the Methodogical Guide lies, in our opinion, in the consistency with the larger policy analysis framework of the CoE: the current questionnaire can be seen as a specific module in the realm of employment and income. Yet, we have added another set of questions (part I), dealing particularly with flexibilisation, drawing from our research programme on flexicurity.
 Thus the draft checklist consists of three parts: flexibilisation, employment and income. No priority of (sub)themes, indicators or process/outcomes has been set yet. 

The limited size of the policy checklist and the concrete indicators included hopefully fosters its use by a variety of users. Evidently, the checklist could be complemented with a number of good practices (to be put in another annex), e.g. illustrating the Danish model, or the regulation of the Dutch temporary agency work sector. Examples of such practices are included in annex 3 of this paper. One may also consider producing an electronic version of the checklist (cd rom or web application of CoE) that enables users to fill out the questionnaire, responding to the indicators included in the list. A very ambitious plan would be to evaluate (i.e. to attribute scores to) the answers provided and thus measure the social cohesion-friendliness, the social cohesion awareness or, even better, the flexiconcilliation degree of the flexibilisation measure or process.

Draft Policy Checklist

On the reconciliation of labour market flexibility with social cohesion

Goal: (Ex ante or ex post) Monitoring/assessment of the contribution of a (regulatory) measure or process to the compatibility or reconciliation of flexibility in the labour market with social cohesion in the area of employment and income 

Target groups: policy makers, governments, legislators, employers and their associations, trade unions, NGO’s, supranational bodies, courts, works councils, individual workers
The process of the policy check, as represented in figure 3 below, will consist in determining shortcomings and imbalances between the measures in place (or planned in an ex ante analysis) and the actual (foreseeable) situation with regard to well-being. The indicators will help in a first step to identify the needs and (potential) problems of the stakeholders, notably the employees and the companies. It is by building up common knowledge for the purposes of action and in relation to the agreed objective of social cohesion that compatibilities between the positions can be identified. With the same process the requirements for knowledge become clear and these requirements will guide the search for new data and information adequate for the precise situation. In a second step the indicators can help monitor impact of the joint action undertaken.

In figure 3 we refer to the numbers of the blocks of questions and indicators on flexibilisation, employment and income that are listed further on in this paper.
General framework for a concerted conceptualising and monitoring tool to reconcile the needs for labour flexibility and social cohesion
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	1- Well-being in its four dimensions

II.2.2.1

III.3.2.1
	

	
	
	
	
	9—Well-being in its four dimensions

I.4

	3- - originating

- regulatory

- remedial

-facilitating

action

 II.2.1.3

 III.3.2.3
	
	4- identify inadequacies:

- in terms of the situations

- in terms of the method
	
	
	
	11- - originating

- regulatory

- remedial

-facilitating

action

	2- Basic components :

- values

- bond

- trust

· etc.

II.2.1.2

III.3.2.2
	
	
	
	8- ensuring that the objectives and constraints are compatible and definition of a joint action plan
	
	10- Basic components :

- values

- bond

- trust

- etc.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5- Economic situation

(of the company)
	
	
6-Goals/needs for flexibility

I.1
	7-Methods /actors of flexibility

I.2

1.3
	
	
	


t=0
















t=1
















Part I
Flexibilisation

	Questions 
	Indicators 

	Goals/economic values

1. Goals and possible alternatives considered for flexibilisation measure of process
	[image: image1.png]


Goals pursued by flexibilisation measure or process
[image: image2.png]


Evidence on which efficacy and efficiency of flexibilisation measure or process is based

[image: image3.png]


Alternative strategies considered to reach same goals

 

	Methods

2. What is the nature of the flexibilisation measure or process?
	[image: image4.png]


External numerical flexibilisation (relaxing dismissal protection/hiring and firing, promoting temporary work/agency work)

[image: image5.png]


Internal numerical flexibilisation (promoting part-time work, shift work, over-time, flexi-time)

[image: image6.png]


 Functional flexibilisation (promoting job rotation, job shifts, multi-tasking, geographical mobility)

[image: image7.png]


Variable pay (flexible pay systems, performance pay, bonus systems, profit sharing)

	Actors

3. Actors involved in design and implementation of flexibilisation measure or process
	[image: image8.png]


Legislator/parliament

[image: image9.png]


Government
[image: image10.png]


Employers association (at what level?)

[image: image11.png]


Trade unions (at what level?)

[image: image12.png]


NGO’s

[image: image13.png]


Supranational bodies

[image: image14.png]


Courts

[image: image15.png]


Works councils

[image: image16.png]


Individual employer

[image: image17.png]


Individual employee

[image: image18.png]


Families/households

	Effects

4. What is or will be the effect of the flexibilisation measure or process on segmentation and social exclusion in the labour market or in individual companies?


	[image: image19.png]


Characteristics, rights and position of workers affected by the measure or process

[image: image20.png]


Characteristics, rights and position of workers not affected by the measure or process (core workers)

[image: image21.png]


 Voluntary/involuntary nature of involvement of workers in flexibilisation measure or process

[image: image22.png]


Contribution of flexibilisation measure or process to workers’ preferences and needs in working life and family life

[image: image23.png]


 Temporary or permanent nature of involvement of workers in flexibilisation measure or process

[image: image24.png]


 Transfer period and/or compensation for workers affected by the measure or process

[image: image25.png]


Facilities and support offered to workers affected by the measure or process
[image: image26.png]


Opportunities and chances of workers affected to make transition (back or forward) to segments that are not affected (core workers)


Part II
Employment

2.1.1. Situations

a. Equity in the enjoyment of rights/non-discrimination

	Questions 
	Indicators 

	1. Are the conditions in place for equity in access to employment?
	[image: image27.png]


Labour force participation rate
[image: image28.png]


In-service vocational training
Unemployment: 
[image: image29.png]


Long-term unemployment rate
[image: image30.png]


Unemployment rate
[image: image31.png]


Households whose members are without work
[image: image32.png]


Recurrent unemployment
Job insecurity: 
[image: image33.png]


Use of outsourcing
[image: image34.png]


Fixed-term/Permanent employment
[image: image35.png]


Temporary workers
[image: image36.png]


Jobs provided via temporary employment agencies
[image: image37.png]


Persons contributing alone to the social security scheme 

[image: image38.png]


Workers laid off
[image: image39.png]


Involuntary part-time work
[image: image40.png]


Workers without social security cover
[image: image41.png]


Size of the informal sector
[image: image42.png]


Temporary staff in the public sector
[image: image43.png]


Job rotation
Self-employment
[image: image44.png]


Self-employed workers as a proportion of the employed population
[image: image45.png]


Increase in the number of self-employed persons

	2. Are decent working conditions ensured?
	[image: image46.png]


Incidence of serious accidents at work
[image: image47.png]


Occupational diseases
[image: image48.png]


Ratio between the guaranteed minimum wage and the poverty threshold
[image: image49.png]


Employees' interest in their job
[image: image50.png]


Variety in tasks to be carried out
[image: image51.png]


Workload
[image: image52.png]


Disillusionment and the problem of over-qualification
[image: image53.png]


Social dumping

	3. What is the situation of the groups with most difficulty finding or maintaining work?
	[image: image54.png]


Comparative youth unemployment rate
[image: image55.png]


Comparative unemployment rate of single women with children
[image: image56.png]


Comparative unemployment rate of migrants
[image: image57.png]


Comparative unemployment rate of persons without any training or skills
[image: image58.png]


Comparative unemployment rate of persons over 50
[image: image59.png]


Comparative unemployment rate of people with disabilities
Disruptions in living conditions/ comparison of job insecurity: 
Break down question 1 indicators for each of the target populations previously listed 

[image: image60.png]


Job insecurity affecting unskilled workers
[image: image61.png]


Assistance for parental leave and child-care services
[image: image62.png]


Parental impact of employment

	4. What are the risks of a fall in employment or of an imbalance between job supply and demand?
	Jobs disappearance through
[image: image63.png]


Redundancies due to mergers

[image: image64.png]


Redundancies caused by business relocation
[image: image65.png]


Redundancies caused by changes in the manufacturing process
[image: image66.png]


Redundancies caused by outsourcing
[image: image67.png]


Redundancies caused by privatisation
[image: image68.png]


GDP growth rate
[image: image69.png]


Relationship between GDP and employment trends
[image: image70.png]


Changes in the proportion of self-employed persons
[image: image71.png]


Relationship between the share price and redundancies
[image: image72.png]


Shortage of manpower


b. Dignity/recognition

	Questions 
	Indicators 

	1. How is individual dignity protected at work?
	[image: image73.png]


Psychological and sexual harassment
[image: image74.png]


Sick leave due to stress

[image: image75.png]


Legal actions

	2. Are individuals' personal contributions to work and skills recognised
	[image: image76.png]


Persons given compulsory early retirement
[image: image77.png]


Proportion of atypical jobs
[image: image78.png]


Remuneration due but not paid
[image: image79.png]


Working poor
[image: image80.png]


Wage growth and dividend increases
[image: image81.png]


Low-paid work
[image: image82.png]


Hiring of young people after they have completed in-company training
[image: image83.png]


Mobbing

	3. Is unemployed status recognised?
	[image: image84.png]


Level of unemployment benefit 
[image: image85.png]


Duration of unemployment benefit
[image: image86.png]


Number of training sessions for unemployed people provided by the employment services
[image: image87.png]


Actual level of social security cover for job-seekers
[image: image88.png]


Relationship between the poverty threshold and unemployment benefit

	4. What is the danger of a loss of dignity in the workplace being overlooked?
	[image: image89.png]


Monitoring of compliance with statutory provisions
[image: image90.png]


Unreported cases of harassment or mobbing


c. Personal development/autonomy

	Questions 
	Indicators 

	1. Are the conditions in place to ensure that labour is a factor of autonomy and personal, occupational and family development for everyone?
	Conditions for training in work
[image: image91.png]


Freedom of initiative at the workplace
[image: image92.png]


Participation in decision-making at the workplace
[image: image93.png]


Time devoted to team meetings
[image: image94.png]


Work assessment criteria
[image: image95.png]


Internal staff mobility
[image: image96.png]


Workers' geographical mobility
Reconciling private and working life
[image: image97.png]


Working hours
[image: image98.png]


Obligation to be available outside working hours
[image: image99.png]


Voluntary part-time work
[image: image100.png]


Paid parental leave
[image: image101.png]


Journey time to get to work

	2. Are autonomy and personal, occupational and family development ensured in practice for working people?
	Access to vocational training
[image: image102.png]


Annual time spent undergoing training
[image: image103.png]


Continuing education and training
[image: image104.png]


Initial and continuing education and training
[image: image105.png]


Young people's choice between work and training or higher education
[image: image106.png]


Training of people over 50
[image: image107.png]


Access to return-to-work training for women who have had children
Career development
[image: image108.png]


Lifelong career development
[image: image109.png]


Lifelong salary increases
[image: image110.png]


Assumption of senior responsibilities by women with several children
Financial autonomy
[image: image111.png]


Wage dependency rate
[image: image112.png]


Two-person households
[image: image113.png]


Adaptation of the social security system to the growing flexibility of the labour market

	3. Is occupational training guaranteed for unemployed people or prisoners?
	[image: image114.png]


Unemployed people eligible for training courses
[image: image115.png]


Unemployed people who have undergone training and found a job
[image: image116.png]


Unemployed people over 50 undergoing training
[image: image117.png]


Vocational training in prisons
[image: image118.png]


Methods of ensuring prisoners' vocational reintegration into society

	4. What are the risks of a loss of autonomy and threats to personal development at work?
	[image: image119.png]


“Workfare”
[image: image120.png]


Forms of forced labour
[image: image121.png]


Existence of compulsory work to repay debts


d. Participation/commitment

	Questions 
	Indicators 

	1. What opportunity do workers have to defend their interests in their workplaces?
	[image: image122.png]


Trade union membership

[image: image123.png]


Existence of specialised courts for industrial disputes
[image: image124.png]


Frequency of strikes
[image: image125.png]


Duration of strikes
[image: image126.png]


Participation in strikes
[image: image127.png]


Work stoppages

	2. What are the forms of participation/commitment at work?
	[image: image128.png]


Voluntary work
[image: image129.png]


Paid work for NGOs and civil organisations
[image: image130.png]


Participation in the works council

	3. What are the forms of participation for the unemployed?
	[image: image131.png]


Existence of associations of unemployed people

	4. What are the dangers to work participation and organisation and what opportunities are there for improvement?
	[image: image132.png]


Prevalence of short-term contracts


2.1.2. Basic components of life

	Questions 
	Indicators 

	1. What are the expectations and level of satisfaction with work?
	[image: image133.png]


Job satisfaction

[image: image134.png]


People discouraged in the search for a job
[image: image135.png]


Satisfaction as regards training opportunities
[image: image136.png]


Fear of losing one's job

	2. What are the perceptions of work?
	[image: image137.png]


Perception of career opportunities
[image: image138.png]


Perception of the ability to become occupationally integrated
[image: image139.png]


Perception of the degree of physical security at the workplace
[image: image140.png]


Perception of equal opportunities
[image: image141.png]


Perception of the level of job security

[image: image142.png]


Perception of adaptability
[image: image143.png]


Views on job sharing
[image: image144.png]


Perception of the emphasis placed on experience

	3. What are the values held in relation to work?
	[image: image145.png]


Spirit of enterprise
[image: image146.png]


Identification with one's work
[image: image147.png]


Identification with one's company

	4. What is the level of confidence between employees and employers?
	[image: image148.png]


Employees' confidence in the management 

	5. What forms of solidarity exist and what are lacking? 
	[image: image149.png]


Team spirit
[image: image150.png]


Spirit of competition

[image: image151.png]


Individualism


2.1.3. Action

	
	Originating action
	Regulatory action
	Remedial action
	Facilitating action

	Central government
	[image: image152.png]


Job protection legislation
[image: image153.png]


Right to organise
[image: image154.png]


Legislation on the guaranteed minimum wage
[image: image155.png]


Framework agreement on seasonal work[image: image156.png]


Legislation concerning on-the-job training[image: image157.png]


Legislation on voluntary work[image: image158.png]


Legislation on harassment at the workplace
	[image: image159.png]


Regulation of social security contributions
[image: image160.png]


Regulation of the guaranteed minimum income
[image: image161.png]


Tax incentives for job creation
[image: image162.png]


Grants given to companies for the creation of jobs
[image: image163.png]


Negotiation of collective agreements in the public sector
[image: image164.png]


Public sector pay increases

[image: image165.png]


Arrangements for raising the guaranteed minimum wage
	[image: image166.png]


Programmes for the occupational integration of target populations
[image: image167.png]


Support for the non profit sector with regard to job creation 
	[image: image168.png]


Public expenditure on an active employment policy
[image: image169.png]


Public expenditure on a vocational training policy
[image: image170.png]


Existence of initiatives to promote the employment of young people
[image: image171.png]


Public information campaigns on employment policies
[image: image172.png]


Participation of social partners and civil society in the development of the labour market

	Local authorities
	 
	[image: image173.png]


Decentralisation of institutional responsibilities for supporting job creation
	 
	 

	Firms/ market/trade unions
	 
	[image: image174.png]


Collective bargaining between companies and trade unions
[image: image175.png]


Arrangements for pay rises in the private sector
[image: image176.png]


Career organisation policy
[image: image177.png]


Flexibility in the arrangement of working hours
	[image: image178.png]


Employment for people with disabilities
[image: image179.png]


Existence of stress management programmes
	[image: image180.png]


Contribution of companies to the financing of training
[image: image181.png]


Increase in the use of continuing training services by SMEs
[image: image182.png]


Provision of coaching
[image: image183.png]


Payment of workers' wages in the event of strikes
[image: image184.png]


Active participation in the activities of works councils

	NGOs
	 
	[image: image185.png]


Expansion of voluntary work
	 
	


Part III Income/purchasing power


3.2.1. Situations

a. Equity in the enjoyment of rights /non-discrimination

	Questions 
	Indicators 

	1. Are the conditions in place to ensure a decent income for everyone?
	[image: image186.png]


Income distribution

[image: image187.png]


Major budget headings

[image: image188.png]


Geographical distribution of income
[image: image189.png]


Poverty rate after social benefits
[image: image190.png]


Poverty rate before social benefits
Work income
[image: image191.png]


Ratio between the minimum wage and the average rent
[image: image192.png]


Ratio between the minimum wage and the consumer price index
[image: image193.png]


Income tax

Self-employed work income
[image: image194.png]


Household income from self-employment
[image: image195.png]


Households whose main income comes from self-employment
Capital income 
[image: image196.png]


Population with capital income 
Public benefits income 
[image: image197.png]


Public allowances in household income

	2. What are the forms of discrimination in access to income? 
	[image: image198.png]


Inequality of income distribution (1)
[image: image199.png]


Inequality of income distribution (2)
[image: image200.png]


Men-women wage gap
[image: image201.png]


Gap between the wages of national and immigrant workers

[image: image202.png]


Relationship between pay and level of education
[image: image203.png]


Ratio between the pay of insecure jobs and long-term employment in equivalent positions
[image: image204.png]


Minimum age for obtaining the minimum guaranteed income 

	3. What is the situation of the most vulnerable population groups in terms of access to a decent income?
	[image: image205.png]


Persistence of poverty

[image: image206.png]


Poor workers

[image: image207.png]


Intensity of poverty
[image: image208.png]


Purchasing power of low-income households
[image: image209.png]


Proportion of households below the poverty threshold in spite of both parents working
[image: image210.png]


Ratio between the minimum wage and the poverty threshold
[image: image211.png]


Size of population on low incomes
[image: image212.png]


Level of unemployment benefit

	4. What are the risks of increased poverty and a wider income gap?
	[image: image213.png]


Change in the size of the population on low incomes
[image: image214.png]


Size of the unofficial sector


b. Dignity/recognition

	Questions 
	Indicators 

	1. Are the conditions in place to guarantee an income that ensures personal dignity? 
	[image: image215.png]


Minimum guaranteed income
[image: image216.png]


Ratio between a rise in the minimum income and inflation
[image: image217.png]


Proportion of households equipped with basic appliances
[image: image218.png]


Minimum guaranteed retirement pension

	2. To what extent are effort and experience reflected in income?
	[image: image219.png]


Relationship between pay and length of service/experience
[image: image220.png]


Pay differential of persons above and below 50 years of age

	3. What is the situation of the least well-off in terms of income? 
	[image: image221.png]


Ratio between the average retirement pension and average pay
[image: image222.png]


Ratio between the minimum old-age income and the poverty threshold
[image: image223.png]


Situation of unemployed people who have exhausted their claim to benefit
[image: image224.png]


Rate of economic dependence among elderly people
[image: image225.png]


Economic dependence of single-parent families on social assistance

[image: image226.png]


Immigrants' dependence on social assistance
[image: image227.png]


Proportion of persons over 50 living below the poverty threshold

	4. What is the danger of hardship and loss of dignity caused by poverty being overlooked?
	[image: image228.png]


Existence of a system for monitoring the homeless
[image: image229.png]


Rate of dependency


c. Personal development/autonomy

	Questions 
	Indicators 

	1. What is the level of households’ financial autonomy? 
	[image: image230.png]


Short-term household debt (consumer loans)
[image: image231.png]


Long-term household debt (investment or property loans)
[image: image232.png]


Household expenditure rate (short-term debt)
[image: image233.png]


Household expenditure rate (long-term debt)
[image: image234.png]


Insolvent households

[image: image235.png]


Indebtedness in low-income population segments

[image: image236.png]


Over-indebted households

[image: image237.png]


Recipients of the guaranteed minimum income

	2. What facilities are there for access to banks and credit?
	[image: image238.png]


Households without a bank or savings institution account
[image: image239.png]


Households that have been refused credit by banks

[image: image240.png]


Households that have been victims of usury

	3. Are there any forms of support (such as housing subsidies, social assistance, savings co-operatives or mutual associations) for persons without access to banks or bank credit?
	[image: image241.png]


Size of mutual credit systems, banking co-operatives, etc.
[image: image242.png]


Housing subsidies for young couples or elderly persons

Proportion of benefits/allowances in the lowest income brackets (first 3 deciles)

[image: image243.png]


Housing benefit
[image: image244.png]


Family allowance
[image: image245.png]


Education allowance

Amount of benefit/allowances for those on the lowest income (first 3 deciles)

[image: image246.png]


Housing benefit
[image: image247.png]


Family allowance
[image: image248.png]


Education allowance

[image: image249.png]


Access to micro credit or solidarity loans for households without financial resources or in difficulty

	4. What are the risks of new forms of discrimination in access to financial services?
	[image: image250.png]


Bank criteria for opening accounts or granting loans


d. Participation/commitment

	Questions 
	Indicators 

	1. What are the mechanisms for protecting purchasing power and income?
	[image: image251.png]


Consumer protection associations
[image: image252.png]


Consumer co-operatives
[image: image253.png]


Trade union membership

	2. What are the possibilities for the population to become involved in an income-related solidarity action?
	[image: image254.png]


Number of ethical and solidarity-based banks
[image: image255.png]


Private savings in ethical and solidarity-based funds as a proportion of total savings
[image: image256.png]


Voluntary workers at solidarity-based financial institutions
[image: image257.png]


Loans granted by solidarity-based banks

	3. What possibilities are available to the least well-off to provide themselves with an income and to protect their purchasing power?
	[image: image258.png]


Changes in unemployment benefit to offset inflation
[image: image259.png]


Forms of income guarantee for small-scale farmers and craft workers

	4. What are the risks of a rapid fall in income?
	[image: image260.png]


Rate of inflation
[image: image261.png]


Variations in interest rates


3.2.2. Basic components of life 

	Questions 
	Indicators 

	1. What is the satisfaction of citizens with their own incomes and their purchasing power?
	[image: image262.png]


Satisfaction with regard to the financial situation
[image: image263.png]


Satisfaction with regard to purchasing power
[image: image264.png]


Satisfaction with regard to pay

	2. How do citizens perceive social differences in terms of income?
	[image: image265.png]


Perception of tax pressure on income
[image: image266.png]


Public opinion on income distribution
 

	3. What is the value attached to fairness and solidarity in income distribution?
	[image: image267.png]


Public opinion on the minimum income the state must guarantee to vulnerable people
[image: image268.png]


Public opinion on income from capital and assets

	4. What is the level of citizen confidence in financial institutions?
	[image: image269.png]


Level of confidence in financial institutions
[image: image270.png]


Confidence in recourse to credit
[image: image271.png]


Opinion on possible legal action against banks and insurance companies within the statutory framework
[image: image272.png]


Disputes with financial institutions 

	5. What is the level of confidence in the future in terms of financial security?
	[image: image273.png]


Fear of seeing one's purchasing power drop
[image: image274.png]


Recourse to savings
[image: image275.png]


Perception of the balance between material well-being and the number of children per family

	6. What is the level of financial solidarity between individuals and families?
	[image: image276.png]


Role of various players providing assistance for poor or socially excluded people as perceived and desired


3.2.3. Action

	
	Originating action
	Regulatory action
	Remedial actions
	Facilitating action

	Central government
	[image: image277.png]


Legislation on self-employment
[image: image278.png]


Consumer protection legislation
[image: image279.png]


Constitutional and legal provisions on a guaranteed minimum income
	[image: image280.png]


Definition of a minimum guaranteed wage
[image: image281.png]


Price control
[image: image282.png]


Credit support policies
[image: image283.png]


Difference in income before and after tax and tax concessions 
	[image: image284.png]


Non-contributory benefits 
	[image: image285.png]


Incentives for self-employment

	Local authorities
	 
	[image: image286.png]


Amount of transport allowances
	 
	[image: image287.png]


Support for ethical and solidarity-based finance

	Firms/market /Trade unions
	 
	 [image: image288.png]


Collective agreements
[image: image289.png]


Payroll savings in ethical funds
	 
	 

	NGOs
	 
	[image: image290.png]


Development of microcredit
	[image: image291.png]


Support for victims of exclusion
[image: image292.png]


Unemployed associations
	[image: image293.png]


Risk capital associations or guarantee co-operatives

[image: image294.png]


Mediating bodies for project fulfilment and access to solidarity credit


Appendix 1 : (p. 31 and 44 of the Methodological Guide)

Diagram 2: Tree of the key dimensions of social cohesion
















The various core constituents identified and analysed above can be summarised in the following table. The components and respective objectives of social cohesion appear in the left-hand side of the table and the corresponding core constituents in the right-hand side.

Table summarising the core constituents of social cohesion

	COMPONENTS (and objectives) 

OF SOCIAL COHESION 
	CORE CONSTITUENTS

	QUALITY OF LIFE

(well-being of all)


	In the community
	Non- violent solutions to conflicts, peace



	
	At individual and inter-personal level
	Citizen well-being:

- equity in the exercise of rights/ non-discrimination

- dignity / recognition

- autonomy / personal development 

- participation/civic commitment 

	AREAS OF LIFE (shared responsibility of all stakeholders )
	General conditions for the shared responsibility of stakeholders for the well being of everyone 
	Sharing of the “well-being” objective: the universal and indivisible nature of human rights and sustainable development
Methods of shared responsibility: citizenship, associative approach and democratic skills

Economy geared to the well-being of each individual and the community
(ensuring that the objectives and constraints of the economy are compatible with those of citizen well-being and social cohesion

	BASIC COMPONENTS

(integrity)
	Bonds 
	Bonds that cut across the bonds rooted in tradition and/or economic and institutional systems

	
	Confidence
	Triple dimension of confidence

- confidence in oneself and one’s personal relationships

- confidence in institutions, NGOs, companies

- confidence in the future 

	
	Collective knowledge and sense of belonging
	Shared knowledge (of situations, everyone’s roles, etc.) and collective civic awareness, especially a sense of multiple belonging based on rights to a “post-traditional identity” linking difference, interdependence and mutual responsibilities

	
	Values
	Civic values:

- sense of justice and the common good

- sense of solidarity and social responsibility 

- tolerance/interest in those who are different/outreach

	
	Feelings
	Individual satisfaction at leading an autonomous, dignified life and being actively involved in public activities 


Appendix 2

Facilitating action (proactive)

This kind of action is a relatively new phenomenon. From the 1970’s on governments have taken some steps to facilitate (individual and collective) commitment and risk-taking. 

Examples from the past (see Guide p. 52):

- Encouragement to take risks, to set up businesses

- Corporate social responsibility and

institutionalisation of social citizenship.

Support for new collective agreements

Examples for the present and the future:
(see 3.1.3 Guide, p. 107/108) Possible facilitating actions for the area of employment:

· Public expenditure on an active employment policy (central government)

· Public expenditure on a vocational training policy (central government)

· Existence of initiatives to promote the employment of young people (central government)

· Public information campaigns on employment policies (central government)

· Participation of social partners and civil society in the development of the labour market (central government)

· Contribution of companies to the financing of training (firms/market/trade unions) 

· Increase in the use of continuing training services by SMEs (firms/market/trade unions)

· Provision of coaching (firms/market/trade unions)

· Payment of workers’ wages in the event of strikes (firms/market/trade unions)

· Active participation in the activities of works councils (firms/market/trade unions)

(see 3.2.3 Guide, p. 110/111) Possible facilitating actions for the area of income:

· Incentives for self-employment (central government)

· Support for ethical and solidarity-based finance (local authorities)

· Risk capital associations or guarantee cooperatives (NGO’s)

· Mediating bodies for project fulfilment and access to solidarity credit (NGO’s)

Remedial action (reactive)

This kind of action is about fighting negative tendencies on social cohesion in society. Governments started with these actions from the early 20th century on. In this category we can put all the core employment protection legislation (Ongelijkheidscompensatie).

Examples from the past (see Guide p. 52):

- Fighting economic and social instability (especially in the 1930s)

- Fighting social exclusion (1970-80s)

- Fighting collective insecurity (1980-90s)

- Fighting environmental and social irresponsibility

Examples for the present and the future: 

(see 3.1.3 Guide, p. 107/108) Possible remedial actions for the area of employment:

· Programmes for the occupational integration of target populations (central government)

· Support for the non profit sector with regard to job creation (central government)
· Employment for people with disabilities (firms/market/trade unions)
· Existence of stress management programmes (firms/market/trade unions)
(see 3.2.3 Guide, p. 110/111) Possible remedial actions for the area of income:

· non-contributory benefits (central government)

· Support for victims of exclusion (NGO’s)

· Unemployed associations (NGO’s)

Regulatory action (reactive or proactive)
This kind of action is about ensuring redistribution and social justice in society. All the social security legislation can be put in this category. It started (on average) in the middle of the 20th century, whilst redistributive fiscal policies (in the 19th century) and measures to guarantee education for all in the early 20th century paved the way for these social security initiatives.

Examples from the past (see Guide p. 52):

- Family allowances and Social housing (1930s)

- Social security (welfare system) (from 1946-1980)

- Unemployment benefit and support for job market integration/ employment

- Guaranteed minimum income (where?? / early 21th century)

Examples for the present and the future:
Possible regulatory actions for the area of employment:
(see Guide, 3.1.3, p. 107/108):

· Regulation of social security contributions (central government)

· Regulation of the guaranteed minimum income (central government)

· Tax incentives for job creation (central government)

· Grants given to companies for the creation of jobs (central government)

· Negotiation of collective agreements in the public sector (central government)

· Public sector pay increases (central government)

· Arrangements for raising the guaranteed minimum wage (central government)

· Decentralisation of institutional responsibilities for supporting job creation (local authorities)

· Collective bargaining between companies and trade unions (firms/market/trade unions)

· Arrangements for pay rises in the private sector (firms/market/trade unions)

· Career organisation policy (firms/market/trade unions)

· Flexibility in the arrangement of working hours (firms/market/trade unions)

· Expansion of voluntary work (NGOs)

(see 3.2.3 Guide, p. 110/111) Possible regulatory actions for the area of income:

· Definition of a minimum guaranteed wage (central government)

· Price control (central government)

· Credit support policies (central government)

· Difference in income before and after tax and tax concessions (central government)

· Amount of transport allowances (local authorities)

· Collective agreements (firms/market/trade unions)

· Payroll savings in ethical funds (firms/market/trade unions)

· Development of microcredit (NGOs)

Originating action

Here, the objective of measures to foster a socially cohesive society is the guaranteeing of basic rights. 

Examples from the past (see Guide p. 52):
- Right to organise and right to work (1930s)

- Extension of human rights with social and economic rights (1970-80)

- Industrial relations and partnerships (1980-1990)

- Protection of the environment and sustainable development (early 21th century)
Examples for the present and the future:
Possible originating actions for the area of employment:

(see Guide, 3.1.3, p. 10/108)

· Job protection legislation (central government)

· Right to organise (central government)

· Legislation on the guaranteed minimum wage (central government)

· Framework agreement on seasonal work (central government)

· Legislation concerning on-the-job training (central government)

· Legislation on harassment at the workplace (central government)

(see 3.2.3 Guide, p. 110/111) Possible originating actions for the area of income:
· Legislation on self-employment (central government)

· Consumer protection legislation (central government)

· Constitutional and legal provisions on a guaranteed minimum income (central government)

	Appendix 3 Overview of flexicurity practices

	Country
	Level
	Actors
	Codification
	Characteristics
	Trade-off
	(Expected) Outcome/Effects/Responses

	Austria
	National
	Government
	Law
	“Altersteilzeit”: introduction of “part-time retirement schemes” in 2000: female workers aged 50 and up and male workers of age 55 and older are allowed to cut back working hours by 40 to 60 percent without loosing a proportional amount of income.
	internal numerical flexibility/wage flexibility – 

job security/

income security
	Estimated 37,000 people in part-time retirement scheme. Government plans to cut back use of these schemes.

	Finland
	National
	Several unions and employers’ associations
	Recommendation to modify Working Hours Act of 1996
	“Working-Time Banks”: extra hours worked and holiday entitlements can be stored and ‘withdrawn’ by the worker as free time or additional income.
	internal numerical flexibility – combination security
	Opposition by the confederation of blue-collar unions, which considers the recommendation to mainly benefit employer flexibility.

	Germany
	Company
	Social partners
	Collective agreement
	Unions reached an agreement with carmaker DaimlerChrysler and with technology firm Siemens to suspend layoffs in exchange for longer working hours. The union at DaimlerChrysler also agreed to forego a pay increase.
	wage flexibility/internal numerical flexibility – job security
	An estimated 6,000 (DaimlerChrysler) and 2,000 (Siemens) jobs in Germany are saved until the end of 2006.

	Italy
	Industry
	Social partners in the call-centre industry
	Collective agreement
	Employers and unions representing workers at 32 call centre firms reached an agreement to provide so-called ‘co-ordinated freelance workers’ (a hybrid of self-employment and permanent employment) with increased security and entitlements to training. The agreement has led to further regulation of this a-typical employment relationship, discouraging the use of freelance workers as cheap alternatives to permanent employees.
	functional flexibility – employment security
	N/A

	Latvia
	National
	Government
	Amendment to Labour Code of June 2001
	Prior to termination of employment, employers are obliged to assess whether such employees are able to work in another job in the same enterprise
	functional flexibility - employment security
	N/A


N/A= not available
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� This concept reminds us of the concept of life world (versus ‘system world’) as used by Habermas.


� Although ‘dimension C’ undeniably plays an important role in society, it is not easy to make this dimension explicit. Moreover, values in general may differ in each country. They are at least partly culture specific, as was recently shown in a project of Tilburg University, called ‘The European Values Study’. See Halman, Luykx, van Zundert, Atlas of European Values, Brill, 2005. 


� These authors identified five basic values to be considered from a labour law and social justice and cohesion perspective: a. responsibility, b. social security, c. solidarity, d. non-discrimination, e. participation. From a ‘Tree Model’ perspective, they have used another definition of values, in which they grouped several ‘effects’ and ‘values’ (dimension A and C) together. 





� See the illuminating overview of the historical development of public actions for social cohesion in Western Europe, p. 52 of the Methodological Guide. 


� Of course, in reality, other very diverging factors play a role as well, such as the actual economic, social, political and cultural circumstances and environments in which a specific method for a specific goal has to be chosen. 


� Note that the indicators used by the European Commission within the framework of the European Employment Strategy and its guidelines also include fixed term and part-time work (and its involuntary/voluntary aspects) but consider these contract forms as positive indicators of flexibility and security in terms of ‘contractual diversity’.


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.tilburguniversity.nl/flexicurity" ��www.tilburguniversity.nl/flexicurity� 
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