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Abstract

Tax and benefit systems play an important role in determining work incentives at both,
the extensive and the intensive margin of labour supply. The aim of this paper is to
provide a comprehensive comparative analysis of work incentives in the EU. Our analysis
makes use of microsimulation techniques and representative household surveys from all
28 EU countries to compare the distribution of short- and long-term participation tax rates
and marginal effective tax rates across population subgroups. We focus on people
currently in work and characterise the population facing low work incentives in each
country. Our results highlight the large variation in the distribution of work incentives
across EU countries, explained not only by differences in the design of tax-benefit
systems, but also by the characteristics of the labour force across countries.
Unemployment insurance benefits contribute substantially to short-term participation tax
rates and explain on average 20 percentage point difference between work incentives of
short- vs. long-term unemployment. Our analysis further highlights the need to use
microdata to study differences across countries in terms of the population subgroups
facing low incentives to work with the aim to inform the policy debate on potential
reforms to make work pay.
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1. Introduction

For more than a decade, “making work pay” (i.e. ensuring that work is financially more attractive
than relying solely on publicly provided social benefits) has come at the forefront of the policy
agenda in European countries (Figari and Matsaganis, 2016). The design of tax-benefit systems plays
in this sense an important role as it might influence the incentive to take up (or give up) a job and to
work or earn more (or less). Providing a description of work incentives embedded in tax-benefit
systems at the population level in Europe and identifying those groups with low work incentives is a
necessary first step in order to assess the effectiveness of potential reforms to make work pay.

The analysis of the role of tax-benefit systems on work incentives has focused on two different
margins: the extensive margin of labour supply (incentives to take up or give up work) and the
intensive margin (incentives to work or earn more or less). At the extensive margin, the generosity
and duration of unemployment insurance or social assistance benefits have often been associated
with disincentives to take up work for certain population subgroups. At the intensive margin, high
marginal tax rates have been discussed as factors reducing incentives to work or earn more.

Commonly used indicators of work incentives are usually based on synthetic (or hypothetical)
households (see OECD, 2016). Such indicators are particularly useful to analyse the presence of
unemployment or poverty traps among specific family types. However, they do not allow us to
provide a full representation of the distribution of work incentives in the population, or to identify
which subpopulation groups are more likely to be affected by low work incentives. The aim of this
paper is therefore to provide a comparative and comprehensive analysis of work incentives at the
extensive and intensive margin in all EU28 countries, based on representative household microdata.
In particular, we use EUROMOD, the EU-wide tax-benefit microsimulation model, to compare the
short- and long-term participation tax rates (PTRs) and marginal effective tax rates (METRs) in 2017
for individuals currently in work in the European Union. Further, our analysis provides a
characterization of individuals facing low work incentives, and assesses how labour market
incentives have changed over time across countries, in the last ten years. The focus on individuals
currently in work allows us to assess, on the one hand, the potential unemployment traps workers
might face in case they lose their jobs, and to consider, on the other hand, incentives at the intensive
margin, which are important to identify individuals facing poverty traps while in work.

Recent studies, making use of representative household microdata, have focused on the effect of
tax-benefit systems on work incentives in single countries. Pirttilla and Selin (2011) provide a
description of METRs and PTRs in Sweden over the period of 2006-2010. Decoster et al. (2015) study
the effect of changes in tax-benefit systems on work incentives at the extensive and intensive
margin in Belgium over the period of 1992-2012. Bartels and Pestel (2016) compute short- and long-
term PTRs in Germany over the period of 1993-2010 and assess the importance of work incentives in
the decision of individuals to take up work. Navické et al. (2016) study the effect of potential reforms
to unemployment and social assistance benefits on financial incentives to work at the extensive
margin in Lithuania. Recent cross country studies using microdata are, on the other hand, scarce.
Studies by Immervoll et al. (2007, 2011) and O’Donoghue (2011) have, for instance, looked at work
incentives across European countries but for tax-benefit rules in place in 1998. More recently, Jara
and Tumino (2013) present a comparison of work incentives for the EU27, but focusing only on the



intensive margin of labour supply. Finally, Collado et al. (2019) calculate the cost of reducing the
poverty gap while holding work incentives at the extensive margin constant but only in three
countries: Belgium, Denmark and the UK.

In summary, our research contributes to the literature in four different ways. First, it provides an up-
to-date comparative analysis of work incentives at the extensive and intensive margin for all
European countries, based on representative household microdata which enables us to assess the
heterogeneity of work incentives across population subgroups. Second, we estimate both short- and
long-term (when entitlement to unemployment insurance benefits has been exhausted) PTRs in
order to highlight to which extent unemployment insurance and social assistance benefits affect
work incentives at the extensive margin across countries, vis-a-vis income taxes and social insurance
contributions. Third, we provide a portrait of the individuals facing low work incentives at the
extensive and intensive margin across countries. Fourth, we assess how labour market incentives
have evolved across countries during the last decade.

Our results highlight a number of interesting findings. First, there is a large variation in the
distribution of work incentives, at the population level, across EU countries, highlighting the
importance of using representative microdata in the analysis. Cross country differences in the
distribution of work incentives reflect, on the one hand, differences in the design of tax-benefit
systems and, on the other hand, differences in the composition of the labour market across
countries. Second, our assessment of short- and long-term PTRs highlights the importance of
unemployment insurance benefits on work incentives at the extensive margin. Long-term PTRs are
on average 20 ppts. lower than short-term PTRs. Third, in general, employees and workers at the
bottom of the earnings distribution face the highest short- and long-term PTRs, which might be
related to the existence of lower limits for unemployment insurance benefits (short-term) or social
assistance (long-term). At the intensive margin, the highest METRs are observed for high earners,
which is most likely related to the progressivity of direct taxes in most countries. A comparison over
time furthermore shows that these results have been quite stable over the last 10 years in most
countries which can be attributed to a certain path-dependency of social policy.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 discusses the methodology followed
to calculate indicators of work incentives at the extensive and intensive margin using the
microsimulation model EUROMOD, based on representative household microdata. Section 3
presents the results focusing on the distribution of work incentives across EU countries, the
composition of work incentives by income source, the variation of work incentives across different
population subgroups, a description of the characteristics of individuals facing low work incentives in
each country, and an analysis of the evolution of labour market incentives over time. Finally, section
4 concludes by summarising the main findings and discussing their main policy implications.



2. Methodology

2.1. EUROMOD and the data

Our analysis makes use of EUROMOD (version H1.0), the tax-benefit microsimulation model for the
European Union. EUROMOD simulates direct taxes and social insurance contributions liabilities, as
well as cash benefit entitlements for the household population of all 28 EU Member States.! The
underlying microdata used for our simulations in EUROMOD comes from the 2015 European Union
Statistics on Income and Living Condition (EU-SILC) for all countries except the UK, where the
2014/2015 Family Resources Survey (FRS) is used. In this study, the tax and benefit rules used are
those in place on the 30th of June 2017, which we refer to as 2017 policy systems. Market income
and non-simulated income components in the data have been updated to 2017 according to actual
changes in prices and incomes over the relevant period. No adjustment is made for changes in
population composition between 2015 and 2017.

The tax-benefit microsimulation model EUROMOD is a unique tool to carry out distributional analysis
and measure labour market incentives implied by tax/benefits systems for all European countries.
The EU is also a perfect laboratory to study these issues, since countries vary widely in the
generosity of unemployment and social assistance benefits, which will affect incentives at the
extensive margin, but also in the progressivity of income taxes and the design of social insurance
contributions, which will be reflected in differences in work incentives at the intensive margin.
Belgium, Germany, Finland, Austria and Bulgaria, for instance, are characterised by generous
unemployment insurance with a payment of around 60% of previous earnings and duration of 12
months or more. In Hungary, unemployment insurance also represents 60% of previous earnings but
is paid only up to three months. The payment is lower in Lithuania, which is made of a fixed basic
part plus a variable part starting at 40% of previous earnings and going down to 20% after three
months. Unemployment insurance is the least generous in the UK with a flat payment between £58
and £73 per week for a duration of six months. Unemployment assistance is also available in
Germany, Hungary, Austria and Finland, among others, which can act as a top-up or complement
unemployment insurance when this is exhausted, or be available for individuals who are not eligible
for unemployment insurance. Furthermore, many EU countries provide national social assistance
benefits in order to guarantee a minimum level of income to low-income households (Guaranteed
Minimum Income benefits, or GMI). The exception is Italy which introduced a national-level GMI in
January 2018, which is not modelled in the current 2017 tax-benefit system. The generosity of social
assistance varies widely across EU member states. In terms of income tax, the degree of
progressivity varies across countries, with several cases of flat-tax systems, such as Bulgaria,
Hungary, Lithuania, Estonia. Other characteristics of the tax-benefit system will also reflect
differences in work incentives across countries, such as the existence of in-work benefits
(particularly important in the UK and Hungary). Finally, EU countries also vary substantially in terms
of labour market characteristics (e.g. the share of self-employed or part-time workers), the
distribution of earnings and household composition (e.g. presence of secondary earners or children),
which together with the design of tax-benefit systems will affect the distribution of work incentives
at the extensive and intensive margin.

1 see Sutherland and Figari (2013) for further information.



The tax-benefit model EUROMOD is used to calculate work incentives at the extensive and intensive
margin for individuals currently in work. As previously mentioned, the focus on individuals currently
in work allows us to consider incentives at the intensive margin and to provide insights into potential
unemployment traps they might face in case they lose their jobs. At the extensive margin,
Participation Tax Rates (PTRs) are calculated by means of simulating transitions from work into
unemployment. Our analysis considers PTRs rather than net replacement rates because net
replacement rates can be significantly influenced by market income of other individuals in the
household, whereas PTRs allow us to abstract from such effects (O’Donoghue 2011). Thus, PTRs are
a useful indicator of incentives to work at the extensive margin in order to highlight the role played
by the tax-benefit system in the formation of incentives to work. Moreover, our analysis provides a
description of both short- and long-term PTRs in order to highlight the role played by unemployment
insurance (and social assistance) schemes in different countries. In our analysis, long-term PTRs are
defined based on disposable income out of work when entitlement to unemployment insurance
benefits has been exhausted. At the intensive margin, Marginal Effective Tax Rates (METRs) are
computed assuming a marginal increase in earnings. For both PTR and METR, it is assumed that
behaviour of other household members does not change when a person becomes unemployed or
when her earnings increase.

We restrict our sample of analysis to individuals with positive earnings, aged 18 to 65, excluding
those in full-time education or retirement. For the purpose of our analysis, we further assume full
compliance in the sense that adjustments for tax evasion and benefit non take-up are not taken into
account for the calculation of work incentives. As such, the results should be interpreted as the
“intended effect” of the tax and benefit system on labour market incentives. Table Al in the
appendix presents the characteristics of the samples in each country.

2.2. Calculation of Participation Tax Rates (PTRs)

The participation tax rate (PTR) is an indicator of the financial incentives to start or to take-up work,
implied by the tax-benefit system. As such, PTRs are an indicator of incentives at the extensive
margin of labour supply. In particular, PTR can be defined as the proportion of earnings taken away
by increased taxes and social insurance contributions or by reduced benefits when transitions from
unemployment to work are simulated. Alternatively, PTR can also be interpreted as the proportion
of earnings kept in the form of increased benefits or reduced taxes and social insurance
contributions when transitions from work into unemployment are considered.

The approach used in this paper to calculate PTRs consists in moving people currently in work
(employment or self-employment) in the data into unemployment and re-calculating their new
disposable income by means of the microsimulation model EUROMOD, hence capturing the
implications of tax and benefit systems under their new labour market status. As such, we interpret
PTRs as the proportion of earnings kept in the form of benefits or reduced taxes and social insurance
contributions. The rationale for our focus on transitions from work into unemployment is twofold.
First, simulating transitions from unemployment or inactivity into work would require imposing
number of important assumptions in order to simulate disposable income in work. For instance,
wages as well as hours of work would need to be imputed for non-workers, and in some cases
industry or occupation if tax-benefit rules depend on such characteristics. Second, focusing on those
currently in work allows us to consider also incentives to work at the intensive margin for the same



sample of individuals, which are discussed in the next section. The approach used to simulate
transitions from work to unemployment in EUROMOD is described in detail in Appendix A.

More formally, the Participation Tax Rate for individual i in household h can be expressed as:
Y, ' =Y,
PTR;=1--2 01 | (1)
E;
where E; represents gross earnings of individual i when she is in work, Y}Yvi represents household

disposable income when individual i is in work (W;), and Y}?i represent household disposable
income when individual i is in unemployment (U;). In case of households with multiple earners, PTRs
are calculated for each earner in the household separately, assuming that behaviour of other
earners and household members does not change when a person becomes unemployed.

The role of different income sources on work incentives at the extensive margin can be described by
decomposing household disposable income as the arithmetical sum of original incomes (O) (incomes
before any tax and transfer), benefits and pensions (B), minus taxes (T) and social insurance
contributions (S). Equation (1) can hence be rewritten as:
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where ABy, represents, for instance, the difference between household benefits and pensions when
individual iis in work and when individualiis in unemployment. Moreover, since the change in
original incomes is equal to the change in earnings, the expression can be further rewritten as:
ABy, — AT}, — ASy,
E;
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where the first component represents the change in benefits and pensions at the household level
when individual i enters unemployment, as a percentage of individual i's earnings; and the last two
components report, respectively, the change in taxes and in social insurance contributions at the
household level when individual i enters unemployment, as a percentage of earnings. In our analysis
of PTRs, we further decompose benefits into three components: (i) unemployment benefits,
including both unemployment insurance and unemployment assistance schemes; (ii) social
assistance benefits, including minimum income schemes, housing benefits, etc.; and (iii) other
benefits and pensions, which include family benefits, in-work benefits (such as the Working Tax
Credit in the UK), disability benefits (such as health, disability and invalidity benefits) and public
pensions. Decomposing benefits into unemployment, social assistance and other benefits is
particularly important in the analysis of short- and long-term PTRs. The role of unemployment
insurance benefits would be particularly important for short-term PTRs, while social assistance
benefits would play a larger role in long-term PTRs, which are defined here based on disposable
income out of work when entitlement to unemployment insurance benefits has been exhausted.

In principle, one would expect PTRs to range between 0 and 100 percent. While a PTR of 100
indicates a low work incentive as the income would remain the same, a PTR of 0 indicates a high
work incentive. However, specific features of tax and benefit systems could result in PTRs taking
values above 100 percent. For instance, the presence of lower limits of unemployment insurance
schemes (minimum payment amounts for those satisfying the minimum required eligibility
conditions) could result in disposable income in unemployment being higher than disposable income
in work for low earners. Negative PTRs could be, for instance, the result of losing some type of tax



credits when entering unemployment. Although PTRs outside the range of 0 to 100 percent are
plausible, in our analysis we exclude the top percentile of the distribution of PTRs if the PTR is above
150 percent and the lowest percentile if the PTR is negative. This restriction is chosen in order to
reduce the risk of our calculations being biased by “outliers”, especially when we consider PTRs by
earning quintiles and for different population subgroups.?

2.3. Calculation of Marginal Effective Tax Rates (METRs)

The marginal effective tax rate (METR) is an indicator of the financial incentives to work more (at a
given wage rate) or earn more (i.e. increase effort at a given number of hours of work). As such,
METRs are a popular indicator of the incentives faced by workers on the intensive margin of labour
supply. In particular, the METR measures the proportion of a marginal increase in earnings that
would be taxed away due to social insurance contributions, taxes and loss of benefit entitlement.

The calculations of METRs in EUROMOD are described in detail by Jara and Tumino (2013) and use
the following steps. First, household disposable income is calculated. Then, for each earner in the
household, in turn, individual earnings are increased by 3% and the corresponding household
disposable incomes are computed.> METRs are therefore specific to each earner in the household.
More formally, the marginal effective tax rate of individual i in household h is given by:

Yo — Yo

METR; =1 —————,
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(4

where the numerator measures the change in household disposable income before (Y}?) and after
(Yﬁ) the increase in individual earnings (E;) and the denominator is equal to the increase in earnings
itself.

As in the case of PTR, the role of different income components on METR can be calculated by
decomposing household disposable income as the sum of original incomes (0), benefits and
pensions (B), minus taxes (T) and social insurance contributions (S). Equation (4) can be then
rewritten as:

AY, AOy, + ABy, — ATy, — AS
METR1=1——h=1—( h™—h 7h h),
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Q)

where now ABjy, represents, the difference between household benefits and pensions before and

after the increase in individual i's earnings. Since the change in original incomes is equal to the

change in earnings, we obtain:

ABy, — ATy, — ASp,
AE;

METR; = _< ) = METR? + METRT + METR; , (6)

where the first component represents the change in benefits and pensions at the household level as
a percentage of the earnings increase and the last two components represent the change in taxes
and social insurance contributions as a percentage of the earnings increase.

2 A similar procedure is suggested by Jara and Tumino (2013) in their analysis of marginal effective tax rates.

3 As such, we calculate the incentives to earn more rather than to work more, as we do not increase hours of
work. The marginal increase of 3% in earnings roughly corresponds to an extra hour of work for a person
working 40 hours per week (Jara and Tumino, 2013).



METRs would also be expected to take values between 0 and 100 percent. A value of 0 means that
individuals keep all of the earnings increase, while 100 means that the total increase is taken away
due to higher taxation, additional social insurance contributions or the loss of benefit entitlements.
However, certain aspects of tax and benefit rules could result in METRs outside this range. METRs
above 100 could, for instance, be related to the loss of some benefit entitlement, which would
overcome the marginal increase in earnings. Negative values of METRs could, on the other hand,
arise from tax allowances or benefit entitlements paid to people with income above a given
threshold. Individuals crossing the threshold after an increase in earnings would experience a larger
increase in household disposable income, resulting in negative METR (Immervoll, 2004). In our
calculations, we exclude the top percentile of the METR distribution if the METR is above 150% and
the lowest percentile if the METR is negative, in order to reduce the risk of our results being biased
by “outliers”.

3. Results

This section presents results focusing on five aspects drawing from the use of microdata for the
analysis of work incentives. First, the distribution of PTRs and METRs across the population of
analysis is discussed in a cross country perspective. Then, work incentives are decomposed by three
main income sources: taxes, social insurance contributions and benefits. Third, the use of microdata
is exploited to present work incentive indicators for different population subgroups and to discuss
their variation across countries. Fourth, a portrait of people facing low work incentives at the
extensive and extensive margin in each country is provided. The fifth part of the analysis presents an
overview of the main evolution of work incentives in the EU over the last decade.

3.1. Comparing PTRs and METRs across countries

This section discusses the general level and distribution of short-term PTRs, long-term PTRs and
METRs with a focus on mean and median work incentives as well as the inter-quartile range between
the 75™ and 25" percentile of each indicator. The analysis reveals the advantage of using household
representative data to calculate work incentives, and the results illustrate the significant variation in
the distributions of short- and long-term PTRs and METRs across countries.

The first part of this section focuses on short-term PTRs, namely the rates during the first year of
unemployment, presented in the first set of columns in Table 1. Results show the high variation of
work incentives across countries: the highest average short-term PTRs can be found in Luxembourg,
followed by France, Denmark, Belgium, Portugal, Finland and Germany. In general, these countries
are characterised by quite generous unemployment insurance schemes with a strong contributory
component, which can explain high PTRs in the short-term. The lowest average long-term PTRs are
observed on the other hand in the UK, Romania, Cyprus, Lithuania and Malta. In the latter countries,
the proportion of earnings that is kept in the form of increased benefits or lower taxes when an
individual becomes unemployed is less than 50%. Thus, individuals have on average a higher
incentive to be employed. On the other hand, rewards to work are relatively small in countries with
high PTRs which in turn means that these countries provide quite a generous safety net in case of
unemployment and/or that a substantial amount of gross wages are taxed away. In Luxembourg for



example, reduced taxes and increased benefit entitlements would mean that an employee would
receive more than 80% of her earnings in case of unemployment, on average.

Table 1 also illustrates the importance of considering the distribution of PTRs rather than focusing on
the average or median values only. The inter-quartiles presented in the table for each country
highlight that, overall, national tax and benefit systems contribute to quite different distributions of
PTRs across countries. Results show that countries with relatively similar mean PTRs might exhibit
different distributions, as in the case of Denmark and Portugal, for instance. Further, the table shows
that substantial dispersion of PTRs can occur at high (Denmark and Portugal), intermediate (Sweden,
Netherlands, Greece, Bulgaria and Italy) or low (Ireland, Poland, the UK and Malta) average levels of
PTRs.

Results also show to which extent the median of the PTRs distribution differs from the mean. We
observe a higher concentration of people with higher-than-average work disincentives in countries
where the median is higher than the mean. Generally, this is the case in countries with relatively
high average short-term PTRs, and in particular in the Netherlands, Bulgaria and Italy. On the other
hand, countries with relatively low average PTRs, show also greater concentration towards the
bottom of the distribution (the median is lower than the mean), as in the case of Malta and Spain.

Table 1:  Distribution of short/long-term PTRs and METRs in 2017

A. Short-term PTR B. Long-term PTR C. METR

Mean Median p25 p75 Mean Median p25 p75 Mean Median p25 p75
BE 74.3 77.8 70.9 83.9 48.1 47.6 40.6 55.2 54.2 55.3 53.5 59.7
BG 61.8 67.0 50.0 77.0 25.3 22.0 22.0 27.8 21.9 22.0 22.0 22.0
cz 49.4 48.2 41.2 56.6 34.8 31.1 25.2 40.3 28.5 31.1 311 311
DK 75.2 74.9 66.8 84.3 56.8 49.8 41.6 66.0 46.0 42.8 40.4 55.8
DE 70.8 74.8 69.9 78.7 435 42.4 33.3 53.4 453 44.5 40.8 49.2
EE 51.4 55.5 44.9 57.1 34.5 30.7 26.4 38.0 23.1 22.9 213 229
IE 47.5 45.0 36.6 53.0 44.2 43.8 31.3 52.9 41.2 50.0 29.0 53.0
EL 61.7 55.7 49.7 66.8 45.8 42.8 33.5 54.2 32.6 36.0 16.5 40.8
ES 49.8 44.0 37.5 55.7 32.1 28.6 16.1 38.6 23.5 28.8 6.3 34.8
FR 77.3 79.6 75.9 82.6 39.9 38.7 30.1 49.1 39.5 37.1 22.3 435
HR 53.9 56.0 46.7 63.8 28.7 26.9 21.6 32.7 28.1 20.0 20.0 415
IT 56.6 64.8 42.0 70.7 24.1 25.0 15.6 34.1 40.2 43.4 356 49.1
cYy 434 39.3 36.8 46.6 30.7 20.6 9.1 45.7 23.4 13.2 7.8 30.9
Lv 53.2 58.1 50.4 62.3 30.2 28.5 25.0 30.4 31.1 31.1 31.1 329
LT 433 41.6 34.8 49.5 24.8 22.4 15.8 29.5 26.6 315 240 315
LU 82.8 87.8 82.7 90.0 43.6 42.2 28.2 56.1 43.7 435 289 50.0
HU 51.1 47.1 41.9 51.0 415 34.5 33.9 44.0 29.1 34.5 345 345
MT 38.8 30.5 26.2 48.5 34.9 25.4 20.3 47.8 25.8 25.0 232 311
NL 64.0 71.4 57.2 78.4 32.7 29.1 18.3 39.4 413 49.2 348 49.2
AT 68.3 68.6 64.9 71.4 47.8 45.0 33.9 57.0 42.3 43.3 36.8 48.2
PL 46.4 42.5 36.8 52.4 33.9 29.7 27.4 38.6 29.5 30.3 29.2 303
PT 74.0 79.2 72.8 86.9 42.3 36.7 21.6 56.7 31.0 35.8 11.0 395
RO 44.4 49.3 41.5 54.8 29.1 29.0 25.6 34.5 33.0 29.9 299 331
Sl 59.0 58.1 49.7 67.8 39.6 36.3 30.5 46.0 39.7 38.6 30.6 422
SK 48.6 49.3 46.0 50.1 37.8 30.8 28.2 45.3 32.8 29.9 299 34.0
FI 70.6 70.8 68.9 74.2 56.0 51.6 48.4 60.0 45.6 46.9 39.5 50.5
SE 66.9 64.6 59.3 73.4 30.7 26.0 233 34.4 38.7 323 288 523
UK 45.0 40.7 35.1 53.4 35.7 32.8 22.3 47.1 38.9 34.4 320 425

Note: countries in alphabetical order (based on their national language). See also Figure A1-A3 for a graphical
representation of the table.
Source: own calculations using EUROMOD version H1.0.



The PTRs presented so far show the financial incentive for working versus not working during the
first year of unemployment. However, individuals may base their labour supply decision not only on
the short-term change in income but may also take a longer time horizon into account (Bartels and
Pestel, 2016). Once unemployed, individuals might also be faced with long-term unemployment and
need to rely on the safety-net provided after receipt of unemployment insurance is exhausted. We
present long-term PTRs and discuss their difference to short-term PTRs in the following paragraphs.
In our analysis, long-term PTRs are defined based on disposable income out of work when
entitlement to unemployment insurance benefits has been exhausted.

The second set of columns in Table 1 shows that long-term PTRs are substantially lower than short-
term PTRs across countries. The difference between short- and long-term PTRs is driven by the effect
of unemployment insurance schemes (see section 3.2), which provide a large degree of income
protection in the short-run but have in general a limited duration. The finding is particularly
important as, with a few exceptions, most studies based on microdata have overlooked the
relevance of unemployment insurance benefits in affecting work incentives at the extensive margin.
The ranking of countries, however, is almost preserved. The highest average long-term PTRs are
registered in Denmark and Finland (both 56%), followed by Belgium, Greece, Ireland, Luxembourg
and Germany. The lowest values of long-term PTRs instead are observed in Bulgaria, Italy and
Lithuania. While short-term PTRs range between 83% and 38%, long-term PTRs range between 56%
and 20%. Thus, work incentives increase with the duration in unemployment. This can be explained
by the nature of unemployment benefits. The newly unemployed are mostly eligible for
unemployment insurance which is however limited to a certain period. Once unemployment
insurance is exhausted, the unemployed may be eligible for unemployment assistance in a limited
number of countries (for instance in Germany, Hungary, Finland, the United Kingdom and Austria).
Unemployment assistance is still very often earnings-related but the replacement rate (less
generous) and eligibility criteria differ from unemployment insurance. Once the unemployed person
has exhausted all kinds of unemployment benefits she would need to rely on the social net of last
resort, such as social assistance benefits. Typically, social assistance benefits target low income
individuals and households to guarantee a minimum level of income. As such, the level of the benefit
is independent of previous earnings but often based on the household structure, the household’s
means and other income sources. The different nature, purpose and target groups of these benefits
lead to differences in short- vs. long-term PTRs. The average difference across EU-28 countries is 21
percentage points. The largest differences are observed in Belgium (over 44 ppts.), followed by
Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Germany, Estonia, and Ireland. One the other hand, the smallest
differences are registered in Ireland and Malta and in the UK. These low values suggest that work
incentives in the latter countries are very similar for the short-term and the long-term unemployed.

Long-term PTRs are not only lower than short-term PTRs but also show a greater dispersion. This
might result from high heterogeneity in targeting systems for social assistance benefits, as well as
from differential effects of the tax-system on the lowest incomes. Further, we notice that in general,
the median long-term PTR is below the national mean, for almost all countries, suggesting higher
concentration of individuals at lower long-term PTR levels.

The third set of columns in Table 1 presents results on METRs. While the discussed PTRs focus on the
incentive to actually participate in the labour market, the following sections focus on the incentives
faced by workers on the intensive margin of labour supply. METRs measure the strength of the
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incentive for individuals to slightly increase their earnings either through working more hours or
bonus payments and promotion from the current employer or by getting a better paid job.

Countries with higher mean METRs are typically characterized by highly progressive tax systems,
such as Belgium, where on average 54% of the gross wage increase is lost as a result of higher
income taxes, SICs, and lower benefits. The other countries registering high disincentives at the
intensive margin are Denmark, Finland, Germany, Luxembourg, Austria, Netherlands, and Ireland,
where over 40% of the wage increase would be taxed away. Bulgaria (followed by Malta, Estonia,
Cyprus and Spain) is the country providing the highest incentive to earn more: an increase in gross
wage would be taxed away for less than 22% on average.*

Table 1 also presents results for the 25th and 75th percentile of METRs which are typically quite
narrow in countries with a flat-tax system (or a tax-system based on very few tax brackets), such as
Hungary, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Slovakia and Lithuania. In these countries, the distribution of
METRs is highly concentrated around the mean. Alternatively, we observe greater variation in
METRs in countries like Spain, Cyprus, Croatia, Portugal, Greece, France, and Ireland, mostly due to
the greater progressivity in the income tax system.

Figure 1 provides a summary of average PTRs and METRs in comparison to each other. It offers a
useful synthetic characterization of countries according to the work disincentives implied by their
tax/benefits systems. The left hand side presents short-term PTRs in comparison to long-term PTRs.
In the top right quadrant, in fact, we observe countries that present above-average short-term and
long-term PTRs. Here we find traditionally generous welfare states such as Nordic countries
(Denmark and Finland), and continental welfare models (e.g. Germany, Belgium, France,
Luxembourg, Austria). The chart is useful to identify also the countries which are relatively generous
in the coverage of the short-term unemployed, but not so much for the long-term unemployed (e.g.
the top left quadrant: Sweden, the Netherlands and Bulgaria). On the other hand, countries
relatively more generous with long-term unemployed, such as Ireland, and Hungary, belong to the
bottom right-quadrant. A numerous group is finally formed by countries with relatively low short-
term and long-term PTRs consisting of the Baltic countries, the UK, and several Central-Eastern
European countries (e.g. Poland, Romania, Czech Republic, and Slovenia).

4 Our calculations include employee SICs only while including employer SIC might actually lead to different tax
wedges.

11



Figure 1: Short-term PTRs vs. Long-term PTRs (left) and vs. METRs (right) in 2017
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The right hand side of Figure 1 combines information on short-term PTRs and METRs to characterize
countries on the basis of the incentives to work provided by their tax/benefits systems, on both the
intensive and extensive margin. The top-right quadrant includes Nordic countries and continental
welfare systems, meaning countries presenting low work incentives both at the extensive and at the
intensive margin (e.g. through generous benefits and steep tax schedules). Many of these countries
provide high levels of support to both short- and long-term unemployed which comes at a cost of
high taxes and SICs for those in employment. In the bottom right quadrant we find Anglo-Saxon
economies (UK and Ireland) and Slovenia, characterised by relatively low incentives towards short-
term unemployment, but higher-than-EU average marginal tax rates, due to tax schedules which
impose high marginal tax rates also at lower incomes. The opposite holds for countries like Portugal,
Greece and Bulgaria, which seem to offer lower incentives at the extensive margin, but more so on
the intensive margin. Finally, the bottom-left quadrant includes countries showing relatively higher
incentives at both extensive and intensive margins, including mostly Eastern European countries, the
Baltic countries, and Spain.

3.2. Decomposition of PTRs and METRs

While the previous section showed that countries comprise of different average levels emphasizing
the general role of different tax-benefit elements, this section sheds light on the country-specific
decomposition of the indicators. It discusses the decomposition of mean PTRs (short- and long-term)
and METR in all EU-28 countries by main income sources: unemployment benefits, social assistance
benefits, family benefits and pensions, and reduced income taxes and social insurance contributions
(SIC).
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Starting with short-term PTRs, Figure 2 shows that, on average, unemployment benefits are the
most important component of PTRs, followed by social insurance contributions and direct income
taxes. However, important differences exist across countries. Countries characterised by generous
unemployment insurance systems show PTRs above 70%, and, in these countries, unemployment
benefits represent the most important component driving short-term PTRs. For instance,
Luxembourg is by far the country with the highest contribution of unemployment benefits to total
short-term PTRs (over 70 ppts.), followed by Finland, Sweden, France, and Portugal (over 50 ppts.).
Luxembourg and Sweden are characterized by high gross replacement rates for short unemployment
durations (e.g. around 80% of previous wages). In Finland, most employees are covered by generous
unemployment insurance in terms of benefits amount and duration, and thus, would receive a
relatively high unemployment benefit compared to previous employment income (Jara et al. 2016).

Figure 2: Decomposition of mean short-term PTRs by income source in 2017
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Note: countries ranked by mean short-term PTR. See also alternative representation of results in Figure A4.
Source: own calculations using EUROMOD version H1.0.

At the other extreme of the distribution, in Slovakia, the UK, Malta, Hungary, and Poland, the
contribution of unemployment benefits to short-term PTRs is the lowest in the EU (15 to 17 ppts.). In
these cases, the results can be explained by the short duration of unemployment insurance benefits
(e.g. only 3 months in Hungary), by low or flat-rate unemployment benefits (e.g. in the UK and
Malta), by low caps to maximum unemployment benefits amounts (e.g. in Hungary, Slovakia and
Poland), and by low levels of or limitations to unemployment allowances after the expiration of
unemployment benefits.

Other benefits, such as social assistance benefits, family benefits and pensions play comparably a
minor role. In general, the average contribution of social assistance benefits to total short-term PTRs
is 3 percentage points. Countries with higher contributions are Romania, Denmark, Cyprus, Greece
and the UK, where the higher importance of social assistance benefits on PTRs can be explained by
the presence of GMI (Guaranteed Minimum Income) schemes that do not rule out eligibility for the
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short-term unemployed (Greece introduced a new GMI scheme in 2017). The contribution of other
benefits is minor and mainly driven by family benefits. In Poland, the UK and Germany, family
benefits account between 4 and 2 percentage points of short-term PTRs, respectively, but in almost
all other countries, their contribution falls below 1 percent.

In some countries, high short-term PTRs are not only the result of unemployment benefits, but are
also driven by reduced income taxes and social insurance contributions. This is the case, for instance,
in Denmark, Belgium and Germany. All three countries have short-term PTRs above 70% and
reduced income taxes and social insurance contributions account for up to 30 percentage points of
total PTRs. In addition to Denmark and Belgium, the largest incidence of taxes and SIC to the short-
term PTRs is observed in Greece, and, above all, Hungary (33 ppts. out of 52% total PTR). High
contributions of reduced incomes taxes and SIC to short-term PTRs can also be found in Austria,
Slovakia, Poland, Czech Republic, Italy and Latvia (27 to 25 ppts.). The relative importance of reduced
income taxes (see Denmark, Belgium, Latvia, Ireland, Germany) vs. reduced SIC (Greece, Slovakia,
Austria, Germany, Slovenia) varies in these countries.

In summary, although we can notice a number of contribution-financed “Bismarkian” systems (e.g.
Belgium, Austria and Germany), typically providing a relatively stable safety net in case of
unemployment (see Figari et al. 2011), among the countries with the highest incidence of reduced
SIC and income taxes on PTRs, the composition is diverse and cannot be associated to a single
typology of welfare-system.

The results in general show that labour market (dis)incentives seem to be associated to either
benefits (e.g. the Netherlands) or taxes/SIC (e.g. Hungary), but rarely to both in most countries. It is
interesting to point out that in Nordic countries and in several other European welfare states,
benefits explain over 70% of total short-term PTR. While this appears to be in line with the
conventional wisdom that benefit dependency is triggered by generous replacement rates
(Cappellari and Jenkins 2014; Hansen et al. 2014; Konigs 2014; Lalive 2007), we also find that the role
of direct income taxes and SIC cannot be neglected.® In fact, in at least half of EU countries, income
taxes and SIC account for at least 40% of short-term PTR (over 60% in Hungary, and between 52%
and 57% in Poland, Slovakia and Czech Republic). This finding will become more apparent when
considering long-term PTRs, as explained in the next paragraphs.

Turning to long-term PTRs, Figure 3 shows that the results of the decomposition change substantially
with respect to short-term PTRs. Reduced taxes and SIC have a larger incidence on long-term PTRs
than short-term PTRs, accounting on average for 24 percentage points, out of 36% (the average
long-term PTR across the EU-28). The combined incidence of taxes and SIC on long-term PTRs is
particularly high in Belgium, Hungary, Denmark, Slovenia, and Germany.

In most countries, unemployment insurance benefits have been exhausted and are replaced by
follow-up benefits (e.g. unemployment assistance or social assistance). Comparing the
decomposition of short-term PTR and long-term PTR highlights the importance of considering the
tax-benefit system as a whole, as different elements contribute to work incentives when

5 Note, however, that we focus on people currently in work whereas people out of work are likely to have
lower earnings potential and hence a greater benefit trap. An analysis of short-term PTRs for low earners only,
i.e. a group likely to be more similar to those currently out of work, shows that SIC still contribute to short-
term PTRs (12% on average) even for low earners while this is less the case for income tax (1% on average).
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unemployment duration matures. In Denmark, the high long-term PTR reflects the generosity of
social assistance benefit, which is able to provide still at least over half of household’s disposable
income after entitlement to unemployment insurance benefits has been exhausted. Fernandez
Salgado et al. (2014) highlight the role of a developed social assistance scheme and the danger of
falling below the poverty threshold if such a system does not exist. Also the relatively high value for
Greece likely reflects the introduction of the new GMI. Other countries in which social assistance
benefits matter to explain long-term work incentives are Luxembourg and Cyprus, and to a lower
extent, the UK, and Romania. In the case of Bulgaria, instead, the low long-term PTRs relate to the
very low level of social assistance benefit available to people exhausting entitlements to
unemployment insurance. The same is true for Lithuania. In Italy, the low value stems probably from
the fact that the 2017 tax/benefit system does not yet include the new Italian GMI (“Reddito di
Inclusione”), introduced in January 2018; in the absence of last-resort safety nets, a substantial share
of the long-term unemployed in Italy is left with very low or no incomes.

Figure 3: Decomposition of mean long-term PTRs by income source in 2017
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Note: countries ranked by mean long-term PTR. See also alternative representation of results in Figure A5.
Source: own calculations using EUROMOD version H1.0.

Unlike Denmark, high long-term PTRs in several countries (e.g. Finland, Austria, Germany, Portugal,
Hungary and Slovenia) do not result from particularly generous social assistance benefits, but rather
from the effect of reduced taxes and SIC, and, in some cases (Finland, Austria, Ireland, Germany and
Portugal), from generous unemployment benefits for the long-term unemployed. In Finland, for
instance, the high long-term PTR is mostly explained by high unemployment benefits, first, and
secondly by reduced income taxes and SIC, while social assistance benefits have only a minor
influence on long-term PTR. Finland, in fact, maintains relatively generous unemployment assistance
benefits also in the long-run, once the entitlement to the main unemployment insurance benefits is
exhausted: as a result, unemployment benefits still account for 32 percentage points out of 55
(almost 60%) of the long-term PTR. Further, in Ireland, high unemployment benefits and reduced
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income taxes explain most of the long-term PTR (20 and 16 percentage points, respectively). In
Germany, long-term PTR can be mostly explained by reduced income taxes and SIC, and, to a minor
extent, by unemployment benefits. Similarly in Portugal, long-term PTR are mostly driven by
unemployment benefits, and by reduced taxes and SIC.

In Hungary, on the contrary, the components that account the most for high long-term PTR are
reduced taxes and SIC, rather than the generosity of last resort social assistance programs or
benefits for the long-term unemployed. Finally, also in Slovenia, high long-term PTR are mostly due
to high SIC, and, to a minor extent, reduced income taxes. Slovenia also shows the highest
contribution of SIC to total long-term PTR (21 percentage points) in the EU, followed by Croatia,
Hungary, Greece, Slovakia and Austria.

As in the case of short-term PTRs, family benefits and pensions impact only marginally on mean
long-term PTRs. The countries where family benefits matter the most for long-term PTRs are Poland,
the UK, Czech Republic and Slovenia. One possible explanation could be that, in these countries,
some family benefits are designed as in-work benefits or tax credit and allowances, which therefore
are lost when beneficiaries move from employment into long-term unemployment. Another possible
explanation could be that these benefits entail last resort programs specifically designed for
households with children, where beneficiaries are long-term unemployed. The relatively larger effect
found in Poland, could be explained by the generous child benefit “Family 500+”, launched by the
government in 2016. In the remaining countries, the contribution of family benefits to long-term
PTRs falls below 2 percent.

Overall, only in a minority of countries (Cyprus, Finland and Ireland) social assistance and other
benefits represent the most important component of long-term PTRs. In general, reduced taxes and
social insurance contribution are actually more important determinants of long-term PTRs and in
half of the EU countries they account for at least 70% of the total PTR.

The role of taxes and SICs is even more pronounced when focusing on METRs (Figure 4). Our
decomposition exercise shows the relative incidence of taxes, social insurance contributions and
(loss of) benefits to the mean METR. Higher taxes associated to higher earnings represent the most
important component of mean METRs. Denmark registers by far the highest contribution of direct
income taxes to average METR (44 ppts out of 46 METR), followed by Belgium, Finland, Sweden,
Ireland, Italy and Germany. On the contrary, in countries characterized by lower progressivity, such
as Lithuania, Slovakia, Hungary, and Bulgaria, the contribution of taxes to the mean METR remains
low, between 15 and 8 percentage points only.

In Hungary, increases in social insurance contributions due to higher earnings explain over 19
percentage points of average METR. Other countries where high SIC explain an important
component of METRs are: Slovenia, Croatia, Slovakia, Austria, Greece, Belgium and Germany.

Finally, loss of benefits associated with higher earnings seem to matter in the UK (9 ppts.), followed
by France, Luxembourg, Cyprus, Ireland, the Netherlands, Romania and Slovenia. In the UK, the loss
of benefits is associated with a reduction in means-tested benefits (in-work benefits and housing
benefits), as income from labour increases.
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Figure 4: Decomposition of mean METR by income source in 2017
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Overall, these results firstly suggest that various tax-benefit elements contribute differently to work
incentives at the intensive vs. the extensive margin and secondly, may also be different for work
incentives at the intensive margin when unemployment duration matures. It is furthermore
important to note that while the role of taxes and SICs is obvious in the case of METRs, it also needs
to be taken into account for PTRs.

3.3. Heterogeneity across population subgroups

An advantage of using representative data for the analysis of work incentives is that it allows us to
compare indicators across different population subgroups. Tables A2-A4 in the Appendix compare
mean PTRs (short- and long-term) and METR for a wide range of sub-population groups. The
following subsection discusses the most important differences between sub-population groups for
each of the indicators.

In terms of short-term PTRs, marked differences are observed between employees and the self-
employed, across earnings quintiles, and, to a minor extent, between age groups and type of earners
(main vs. secondary). In general, employees face higher PTRs than the self-employed, since the latter
are not always eligible for unemployment insurance benefits, or are subject to lower compulsory
social insurance contribution rates. However, in a number of countries, the reverse is true: for
example, in Hungary, the PTR for self-employed exceeds employees' by 39 percentage points
because the self-employed are eligible for unemployment insurance benefits and face high social
insurance contributions.

Short-term PTRs are much higher for workers in the bottom vs. the top quintile of the earnings
distribution. These differences can be explained by the existence of lower limits in unemployment
insurance schemes (minimum payments amount for people satisfying eligibility conditions) and by
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the access to out of work benefits, such as minimum income schemes (e.g. as in Greece) and other
social assistance benefits. While high PTRs for low-paid reflect the degrees of income protection
provided by the tax-benefit system, overly high PTRs at the bottom of the earnings distribution can
discourage labour market participation among the poor, creating benefit dependence and
unemployment traps. In some countries, low earners face a higher incentive to work than top
earners, due to the presence of important tax allowances and family benefits in the upper part of
the earnings distribution, as in the case of Italy (where the gap between top and bottom earners’
PTR reaches 21 ppts.), Netherlands, Latvia, Germany, Romania and Slovenia.

Differences in PTRs by skill, working hours and age levels are more difficult to interpret since they
are more likely to be confounded with differences associated with earnings: for instance, older
workers might exhibit higher PTRs because they enjoy higher earnings, and therefore fall into higher
tax brackets. The evidence actually shows that older workers face higher PTRs than younger workers
in almost all countries (the difference reaching 20 ppts. in Slovenia and 16 in the Netherlands), with
the exception of Malta and Greece. As far as skills groups are concerned, low-skilled workers tend to
show higher PTRs than medium- and high-skilled workers in almost all countries, although variation
of PTRs across skills groups is relatively small. The evidence for part-time workers is mixed. We
observe larger disincentives for part-timers in several countries (e.g. Greece and Hungary) while in
others (e.g. Italy, Romania, Latvia and Germany), part-time workers seem to face lower disincentives
to work than full-time workers. This is mainly driven by lower social security contributions paid by
this group. High PTRs for part-timers can be associated to eligibility of social assistance benefits
given the usually low level of earnings received by this group. Finally, main earners exhibit in general
higher PTRs, which is related to the larger contribution of unemployment insurance benefits given
that the latter are proportional to previous earnings in most countries.

As far as long-term PTRs are concerned, we notice that the variation across sub-groups tends to
decrease compared to short-term PTRs, and in some cases the results point into different directions.
In contrast with short-term PTRs, the self-employed show in general higher long-term PTRs than
employees. The difference between the short- and long-term scenarios reflect the role of
unemployment insurance schemes in work incentives. During the first year of unemployment (short-
term) employees face higher PTRs than self-employed because in general the latter group is not
covered by unemployment insurance. Once unemployment insurance has been exhausted (long-
term) the self-employed exhibit higher PTRs reflecting a stronger contribution of social assistance to
PTRs for this group. The gap between main and secondary earner PTRs tend to increase in the long-
term. The higher long-term PTRs of main earners are driven by two factors. On the one hand, the
decrease in household disposable income is smaller in case of unemployment of secondary earners
compared to main earners meaning that the contribution of social assistance (and other means-
tested benefits) to PTR would be smaller for secondary earners. On the other hand, taxes and SICs
have a stronger incidence on long-term PTRs compared to benefits and their incidence would be
larger for individuals with higher earnings (main earners compared to secondary earners). The
results are in line with studies by Immervoll et al. (2011) and more recently Bartels and Shupe
(2018).

In the case of METRs, the largest differences are observed between earnings quintiles as well part-
time vs. full-time workers. Earners in the top quintile of the distribution face higher METRs than
those at the bottom in almost all countries, and the difference can reach more than 30 percentage
points like in Italy, Greece, Ireland and Spain. Higher METRs at the top of the earnings distribution
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mainly reflect the progressivity of income taxes, with high earners being paying a higher proportion
of the additional earnings in taxes. Results furthermore show almost no difference between in
METRs of employees and self-employed, as well as between main and secondary earners, with a few
exceptions.

3.4. Low work incentives at the extensive and intensive margin

While different sub-population groups face different levels of work incentives in general, it is also
useful to have a portrait of those facing low work incentives specifically. High levels of PTRs and
METRs are an indicator of low incentives to work or to increase labour supply. In this section, we
provide a cross country comparison of the share and the characteristics of individuals facing low
work incentives at the extensive and intensive margin (see Table A5-A7 in the Appendix for the
underlying data).

In the literature, there is no consensus yet as for which level of PTR or METR should be considered
high enough to identify people as facing low work incentives. Two different approaches could be
considered. On the one hand, a relative threshold could be defined for each country based, for
instance, on the median value of each indicator in each country. This would allow taking into
account the very different distributions of work incentive indicators across countries. However, from
a cross country comparative perspective, the relative threshold might be too low to characterise
some individuals as facing low work incentives in certain countries. In this sense, the definition of an
absolute threshold seems more appropriate for a comparable characterisation of groups facing low
incentives to work even if it neglects the variation in the dispersion of work incentives across
countries. Given our focus on cross-country comparison, in this section we discuss the results based
on an absolute threshold, whereas results based on relative thresholds are provided in the appendix
(see Table A8-A10). We follow an approach taken by Jara and Tumino (2013) who define the
threshold as the average plus one standard deviation of the mean across all countries. In the case of
short-term PTRs, the absolute threshold corresponds to a value of PTR equal to 75%. For both long-
term PTRs and METRs, the value of the threshold is 50%.

The share of workers facing high short-term PTRs varies widely across countries. In Latvia, Croatia,
Czech Republic and Slovakia, less than 5% face a high disincentive to work, while the share is as high
as 81% in France and 84% in Luxembourg. In more than half of the countries, the majority of people
with low work incentives are women, particularly so in Italy and Ireland. Young workers (below 30
years old) are typically the least affected by low work incentives (with the exception of Malta). This
might be related to age restrictions for the entitlement of certain benefits or to the fact that young
workers may not fulfil eligibility conditions based on work history, for instance, for unemployment
insurance benefits. In terms of skill groups, the majority of individuals facing high short-term PTRs
are medium skilled, while low-skilled represent the largest share only in a small number of countries
(Spain, Malta, Portugal, Romania and the UK). Those facing high disincentives are furthermore less
likely to be self-employed (given that not all countries provide unemployment benefits for the self-
employed) and more likely to be main earners (with the exception of Czech Republic, Italy, Malta
and Poland). A very high share (more than 60%) are part-timers in Ireland, followed by Greece,
Spain, Austria and the UK (with more than 40%). In terms of earning quintile groups, the largest
share is made of individuals with low earnings in most countries, which might be related to the
existence of lower limits for unemployment insurance benefits or social assistance (e.g. minimum
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payments amounts in both cases for those satisfying minimum requirements). The picture is rather
different in Germany and the Netherlands, where individuals at the top of the earnings distribution
are more likely to be among those with high short-term PTRs.

There is also significant variation in the share of individuals affected by high long-term PTRs: Bulgaria
and Italy have the lowest share of the working population affected by high long-term PTR (below
3%), while Finland, Denmark and Belgium, on the other end of the spectrum, show the highest
incidence of high long-term work disincentives (affecting over 40% of workers). The portrait of those
facing low long-term work incentives is similar to short-term PTRs in terms of individuals being more
likely to be employees, middle-aged, main earners and low earners. However, contrary to the case of
short-term PTRs, the largest share of people facing high long-term PTRs consists of men. This is also
confirmed in results for part-time workers who are mostly women and constitute only a small group
of those faced with low long-term PTRs in most countries.

Finally, the share of people facing low work incentives at the intensive margin varies across countries
but to a lesser extent if compared to the variation in the incentives at the extensive margin (except
for Belgium). The share of workers facing low work incentives at the intensive margins (METR above
50%) ranges, in fact, from 0.5% in Spain to 34% in Sweden, and reaches 81% in Belgium, which
remains an outlier. The portrait of individuals facing low incentives at the intensive margin is quite
similar to results for long-term PTRs. However, results by gender exhibit greater variation with more
countries showing higher shares of women facing high METR (especially in the Czech Republic and
Cyprus). The same result holds across earning quintiles, where high earners are the largest group
facing high METRs, specially in Greece and the Scandinavian countries. In addition, differences
between employees and self-employed are more pronounced in most of the countries. In Lithuania,
over 50% of part-time workers face METRs above 50%, while in the rest of the countries, this
percentage is much smaller, and particularly low (around 4%) in Italy and Hungary.

Probit results (provided in Table A1l in the Appendix) show to what extent differences by
characteristics are actually correlated with differences in the composition of other factors. Overall,
earnings levels and being employed as opposed to self-employed seem to be the strongest
explanatory factors for low work incentives. All other workers’ characteristics are significant though
the magnitude of the effect seems smaller. In particular, the effect of gender is comparably small
after taking differences in age, skill-level, earnings and employment characteristics into account
(especially in the case of METRs).

3.5. Evolution of work incentives over time

This final section analyses the evolution of work incentives between 2008 and 2017. We use the
same EUROMOD input datasets for both policy years in order to control for changes in the
population and labour market composition. Thus, the discussed changes in work incentives capture
the effect of policy changes (or to some extent also the result of no policy changes if, for example,
earning levels increase more than minimum levels of unemployment insurance benefits). In Figure 5,
the left-hand-side chart shows the change in the work incentives at the extensive and intensive
margin, whereas the right-hand-side shows the share of workers affected by low work incentives in
the two periods.

20



Figure 5: Changes in work incentives and share with high work disincentives, 2008 vs.

2017
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Work incentives at the extensive and intensive margin have remained rather stable in most EU
countries. This is especially the case for METRs and long-term PTRs whereas larger changes are
observed for short-term PTRs.

The countries with the largest increases in short-term PTRs are Portugal, Belgium, Greece, Bulgaria
and Estonia. The country with the largest decrease in short-term PTRs is Hungary followed by
Romania. In Belgium, Portugal and Bulgaria, policy changes have also resulted in a larger group of
people facing high short-term work disincentives. The same is true for Finland and Greece in terms
of long-term PTRs.

The drop by more than 10 percentage points in short-term PTRs in Hungary can be explained by
changes to the unemployment insurance benefit. In fact, the maximum duration for receiving
unemployment insurance benefits decreased from 9 to 3 months and the maximum benefit amount
changed from 120% of the minimum wage to the level of the minimum wage. Given that the benefit
duration was below 12 months in both years, these changes had no effect on long-term PTRs. Also
the changes in Romania are mostly driven by the unemployment insurance scheme. However,
differently from Hungary, these changes are not the result of actual policy changes, but rather the
result of the lack of uprate in the flat rate amount of the unemployment insurance benefit.

Also increases in work incentives at the extensive margin are mostly attributed to changes in
unemployment insurance benefits due to increases in the duration of the unemployment insurance
benefit or the above wage increase of minimum and maximum benefit levels. Bulgaria increased the
qualifying period which potentially increases the number of people being eligible for the benefit in
case of unemployment. Given that the unemployment insurance benefit is paid for less than a year
in most countries, these changes had no effect on long-term PTRs.

In Portugal, the main policy changes over time consisted in a reduction of both the qualifying period
for unemployment insurance benefits and the benefit amounts. The group of unemployed people
eligible to unemployment benefits was expanded to include people with less work experience, and,
as a consequence, the group of people eligible for receiving unemployment benefits for a full year
has increased. All together, these changes led to a substantial increase in work disincentives by
almost 20 percentage points. At the same time, changes in unemployment assistance seem to have
led to a decrease in long-term work incentives over time. Nevertheless, Portugal is still among the
countries with the highest long-term PTR.

Changes in tax and social insurance contribution have contributed to changes in work incentives to
some extent but have often been counter-balanced by other policy changes. In Estonia, changes in
the tax system leading to higher disincentives have been balanced out by changes to the SICs. In
Belgium, the increase in short-term PTRs would have been higher but was to some extent offset by
changes to the tax system.

Changes to various tax-benefit elements contributed to the increase in short-term PTR in Greece.
The most important contribution to the increase of both short- and long-term PTRs was the
introduction of the Guaranteed Minimum Income scheme in 2017, a reform that substantially
improved the safety-net of people in unemployment or unable to work. Despite the increase in long-
term PTR, the share of workers exposed to high long-term PTR in Greece (around 30%), remains
below those of countries with more generous social assistance systems for the long-term
unemployed (e.g. Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland). In Finland, on the other hand, changes
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towards a more generous social assistance scheme substantially increased the long-term PTR,
crowning Finland as the country with the second highest long-term PTR.

Less changes have taken place for work incentives at the intensive margin. The exceptions are
Denmark and Hungary with decreases in METRs as well as Greece and Cyprus with increases. At the
same time, the share with high METRs has changed in many countries with substantial decreases in
Hungary - due to the change in tax system - but also in Germany. Increases are especially apparent in
Finland and Ireland.

The substantial changes in Hungary are largely based on the shift to a flat-tax system. Also in
Denmark, changes are based on changes of the income tax system and more specifically on the
abolishment of the medium bracket tax, an increase of the earned income tax and a reduction in
several other taxes. Nevertheless, Denmark remains to be one of the European countries with the
highest METRs. Changes to the Greek tax and SIC system have not only increased disincentives at the
extensive margin but also the intensive margin. Different to changes in the other three countries,
changes in METRs for Cyprus can mostly be explained by changes in benefits. The previously
universal child benefit was turned into a means-tested benefit which results in a loss of the benefit
when parent’s earnings increase.

4. Conclusions

This paper presents a cross-country comparison of work incentives at the extensive and intensive
margin of labour supply in EU28 countries. Our analysis makes use of the EU tax-benefit model
EUROMOD and representative household microdata to estimate short- and long-term participation
tax rates (PTRs), and marginal effective tax rates (METRs) in 2017 for individuals currently in work.
We show that the design of tax-benefit systems plays an important role in the level and distribution
of work incentives and that the role of specific elements differs by country and indicator. The use of
microdata allows us to characterise the mean level and distribution of work incentives at the
population level and to identify groups facing low work incentives.

Our findings illustrate the important variation in the mean level and the distribution of work
incentives, at the population level, across countries, highlighting the importance of using
representative microdata in the analysis. Countries with relatively high average short-term PTRs are
more likely to show a distribution of PTRs that is skewed towards the top of the distribution. On the
other hand, countries with relatively low average PTRs show greater concentration towards the
bottom of the distribution. Also results for long-term PTRs suggest a higher concentration of
individuals at lower long-term PTR levels. The distribution of work incentives at the intensive margin
is mostly driven by the tax system with flat-tax countries typically showing a very narrow distribution
and progressive income tax systems leading to greater variation.

Numerous factors contribute to the differences in the distribution of work incentives across
countries, reflecting for instance the underlying differences in the design of tax-benefit systems and
in labour market conditions. Our comparison between short-and long-term PTRs highlights the
importance of unemployment insurance benefits on work incentives at the extensive margin. In
most countries, unemployment insurance schemes represent the most important component driving
short-term PTR but to different extents depending on the generosity or the duration of the benefit in
each country. Countries such as Luxembourg, Finland and Sweden, characterised by generous
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unemployment insurance schemes, present high short-term disincentives (83% in Luxembourg, 71%
in Finland and 67% in Sweden) on average. At the same time, these countries also provide a stable
income source in case of short-term unemployment. In the long-term, the existence of
unemployment assistance and the generosity of social assistance benefits characterises countries
ranking high in terms of mean PTR (see for example Finland, Austria and Ireland). Work incentives
not only increase significantly with duration in unemployment but also show a greater dispersion
driven by a greater heterogeneity in targeting systems for social assistance benefits as well as the
increased role of reduced taxes and social insurance contributions.

Tax-benefit policies lead to diverse system-specific effects across countries as well as diverse effects
with respect to short- or long-term PTRs. It furthermore suggests that various tax-benefit elements
contribute differently to work incentives at the intensive vs. the extensive margin. At the intensive
margin, in most countries, reduced income taxes contribute the most to METRs followed by social
insurance contributions. While the role of taxes and social insurance contributions seems to be an
obvious factor influencing METRs, we find that the role of these policy instruments also needs to be
taken into account at the extensive margin. Income taxes and SIC account for at least 40% of short-
term PTRs in at least half of the EU countries and for all countries with the exception of Cyprus for
long-term PTRs.

These findings have relevant implications for the literature on benefit dependency on the one hand,
and for policy design on the other. For instance, given that the benefit component of the short-term
PTR is relatively low in countries like Slovakia, UK, Malta, Hungary and Poland, compared to the
taxes and SIC component, it is unlikely that addressing only issues related to benefit levels would
have a major impact on short-term work incentives. In fact, the literature on benefit dependency
typically focuses on the implications of last-resort benefits levels and duration on the probability of
leaving welfare (Cappellari and Jenkins 2014; Hansen et al. 2014; Kénigs 2014; Lalive 2007), while the
potentially sizeable role of reduced taxes and SIC is typically neglected. The presented results could
explain low incentives to work in countries where the level of social assistance benefits is quite low,
but the reduction of income taxes and social insurance contribution following the exit from formal
employment is more substantial (e.g. Bulgaria). These findings also have implications for countries
where social protection benefits are subject to fiscal consolidation measures or spending reviews,
given their potential disincentive effects on labour market participation. For this purpose, it would
be important to quantitatively assess whether social assistance benefits are actually the main factor
driving long-term PTRs. If, on the other hand, reduced income tax and SIC appear as the main
determinants of long-term PTRs, then policy measures aiming at reducing labour market
disincentives should be probably more geared towards alleviating the tax burden on households
more at risk of falling into social assistance (e.g. low-income households), especially in countries with
high informality rates.

Overall, a comparison of work incentives in 2008 and 2017 shows, that fiscal consolidation and
policy reforms have not necessarily led to substantial changes in work incentives with the exception
of some countries. In these countries, changes in work incentives at the extensive margin have been
mostly affected by benefit reforms while changes in tax and social insurance contribution have
contributed to changes in work incentives to some extent but have often been counter-balanced by
other policy changes. The exception is Hungary where the shift to a flat-tax system substantially
changed the income tax system affecting work incentives at the intensive and extensive margin.
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Some countries furthermore experienced a substantial increase in the share of individuals with low
work incentives.

Our analysis provides a description of the characteristics of these individuals. We apply an absolute
threshold of 75% for short-term PTRs and 50% for long-term PTRs and METRs as it seems to be more
appropriate for a cross-country comparative analysis. Results show that the share of individuals
facing high short-term PTRs varies widely across countries from less than 5% up to 84%. The
variation is also significant for long-term PTRs but varies on a smaller level between 3% and 40%.
The same is true for METRs with the exception of Belgium, which is a clear outlier with 81% while
other countries range between 1% and 34%. The portrait of those facing low long-term work
incentives is similar to short-term PTRs in terms of individuals being more likely to be employees,
middle-aged, main earners and low earners. However, contrary to the case of short-term PTRs, the
largest share of people facing high long-term PTRs is made of men. The portrait of individuals facing
low incentives at the intensive margin is very similar to the extensive margin but results by gender
show greater variation and also results by earnings quintiles with high earners being the biggest
group in a number of countries. In addition, differences between employees and self-employed are
more pronounced in most of the countries.

Finally, our analysis exploits the advantages of microdata and compares work incentives across
different population subgroups. In all countries, marked differences are observed between
employed and self-employed, across earnings quintiles, and, to a minor extent, between age groups
and type of earners. In particular, employees face on average higher short-term PTRs as the self-
employed are not eligible to unemployment insurance in some countries. Employment status also
plays a role in METRs due to different regimes in social insurance contributions for employees and
the self-employed. Short-term PTRs are much higher for workers in the bottom vs. the top quintile of
the earnings distribution in many countries. The variation across sub-groups decreases with longer
unemployment duration in most countries and sometimes even points to different directions.
Especially the difference between employed and self-employed vanishes when the access to
unemployment insurance benefit is exhausted. The level of earnings constitutes some variation in
METRs.

Providing a comparative and comprehensive analysis of work incentives across EU countries based
on representative household data is a useful exercise, as it highlights the important differences in
the distribution of work incentives associated to differences in tax-benefit systems. The
characterisation of population subgroups facing low work incentives, provided in our analysis, can be
considered a useful first step to discuss potential reforms to make work pay. From a technical point
of view, a comparative analysis further provides a starting point to discuss what the most
appropriate definition of low work incentive would be (i.e. setting a threshold, whether relative or
absolute). Finally, the availability of work incentive indicators for a wide range of countries based on
microdata would allow future work (re)assessing the relationship between the design of tax-benefit
systems and labour market outcomes, such as employment and unemployment rates, female labour
force participation, among others.
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Appendix A. Simulating transitions from work to unemployment with
EUROMOD

The approach used in this paper to calculate Participation Tax Rates (PTRs) consists in simulating
transitions from work (employment or self-employment) into unemployment for all individuals with
positive earnings in the microdata, and re-calculating their new household disposable income by
means of the microsimulation model EUROMOD, hence capturing the implications of tax and benefit
systems under their new labour market status.

More precisely, we make use of EUROMOD to run two iterations in the tax-benefit system of each
country. In the first iteration, EUROMOD simulates tax-benefit instruments and calculates household
disposable income without making any changes to the input data. In the second iteration, we
simulate transitions to unemployment by setting earnings to zero and adjusting the value of other
labour market related variables® for all earners in the input data, and use EUROMOD to recalculate
household disposable income under this counterfactual scenario where earners would become
unemployed.”

In the case of households with multiple earners, household disposable income in unemployment —
calculated in the second iteration — is simulated for each earner in turn. Consider for instance a dual
earner household. First, household disposable income is simulated before any transitions to
unemployment take place (first iteration). Then, we simulate a transition to unemployment for the
first earner of the household (by setting her earnings to zero) and calculate household disposable
income in case the first earner would become unemployed, keeping the labour market status of the
second earner unchanged (second iteration for first earner). Finally, we simulate a transition to
unemployment for the second earner and calculate household disposable income in case the second
earner would enter unemployment, keeping the original labour market status of the first earner
unchanged (i.e. first earner in work) (second iteration for second earner).

Once household disposable income in work and in unemployment have been calculated for each
earner in the household, the PTR for each earner i in household h can be expressed as:

Wj Uj
— Y 1
h

PTRi=1—hE7 ,
i

where E; represents gross earnings of individual i when she is in work, Y, "' represents household

disposable income when individual iis in work (W;), and Y}llji represent household disposable
income when individual i is in unemployment (U;).

Two sets of PTR indicators are presented in the analysis: short-term and long-term PTRs. Short-term
PTRs are calculated based on disposable income out of work over the first year of unemployment,
meaning that unemployment insurance benefits are taken into account for those individuals eligible
for these schemes. Long-term PTRs are calculated based on disposable income out of work assuming
that entitlement to unemployment insurance benefits has been exhausted, with social assistance

6 Months in employment are set to zero, labour market status is set to unemployed, hours of work are set to
zero, sector of employment (public or private) is set to zero and firm size is set to zero.

7In countries where individuals in the data are observed to receive both unemployment benefits and earnings
at the same time, an intermediate iteration is made, where the add-on runs the model after setting
unemployment benefits in the data to zero. This is done to avoid having results which mix information on
unemployment benefits from two different approaches: reported unemployment benefits and simulated
unemployment benefits. The idea behind this intermediate step is to simulate unemployment benefits only for
the corresponding period in which the person was in work. In practice, this step affects only a very limited
number of observations.
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most likely playing a larger role and taking into account entitlement to unemployment assistance, in
countries where such schemes are available.

A few assumptions are needed in the simulation of transitions into unemployment to calculate PTRs
for those currently in work. First, the number of months in unemployment needs to be specified.
Here, unemployment duration is assumed to be equal to months in work during the year before the
simulated transition (as reported in the data). This assumption is made in order to compare
disposable income in and out of work over the same period of time. Second, in order to simulate
unemployment insurance benefits, information about contribution history needs to be provided.
Here, we exploit information available in the data and we set the number of months of contributions
equal to the number of months in work before the transition, which is recorded over the last 12
months. For instance, in order to be eligible to unemployment insurance in Bulgaria, an individual is
required to have contributed 9 out of 15 months, while in Germany it is required to have
contributed 12 out of 24 months. In our simulations we would consider a person in the data eligible
if she has worked 9 out of 12 months before transition to unemployment in Bulgaria; and 12 out of
12 months in Germany (given that month by month employment information is available for the
previous year only). For countries where the qualifying period goes beyond 12 months, for instance
Lithuania where it is required to contribute 18 out of 36 months, we use information about working
history since entering the labour market as an additional control.
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Appendix B. Tables and Figures

Table A1: Sample characteristics

BE | BG | CZ | DK | DE | EE | IE | EL | ES | FR | HR | IT | CY | LV | LT | LU | HU | MT | NL | AT | PL | PT | RO | SI | SK | FI | SE | UK
N.of observations | 5317 | 4617 | 7470 | 6452 [10881| 6264 | 4685 [10599(11718[10258] 5391 [15926| 4699 | 5652 | 4367 | 3915 | 7181 | 4387 [10903| 5701 [11085| 7910 | 6640 [10611| 6798 [11892| 6202 [16654
Population (1,000) | 4336|3027 | 4649 | 2400 [34800| 609 | 1709|3487 [1776825273| 1447 [22236| 365 | 871 |1241| 230 |4098 | 173 | 7309|3779 [13397| 4027 | 8004 | 827 | 2389 | 2300 | 4482 [25794
0% female 463 | 47.1 | 44.5 | 48.0 | 48.8 | 49.9 | 47.2 | 41.6 | 45.2 | 48.9 | 44.8 | 42.1 | 49.3 | 50.4 | 48.3 | 46.8 | 46.7 | 39.3 | 463 | 45.1 | 46.0 | 49.9 | 41.3 | 443 | 45.7 | 49.7 | 484 | 475
0% age (<30) 168 | 161 | 159 | 147 | 153 | 209 | 15.7 | 12.2 | 11.8 | 19.3 | 19.2 | 12.1 | 22.8 | 19.3 [ 19.4 | 20.1 | 17.4 | 269 | 188 | 21.7 | 189 | 15.6 | 15.4 | 13.7 | 19.4 | 18.1 | 18,5 | 22.5
% age (30-50) 59.3 | 56.7 | 59.5 | 55.6 | 55.6 | 51.1 | 58.8 | 65.3 | 64.4 | 58.0 | 57.6 | 60.7 | 56.5 | 52.2 | 51.4 | 62.1 | 54.7 | 51.5 | 53.4 | 53.4 | 57.8 | 61.3 | 63.6 | 65.6 | 57.9 | 52.0 | 52.8 | 52.2
0% age (50+) 239 | 273 | 24.6 | 29.6 | 29.1 | 28.0 | 255 | 22.6 | 23.8 | 22.8 | 23.3 | 27.2 | 20.7 | 28.6 | 29.1 | 17.8 | 27.9 | 21.6 | 27.8 | 24.8 | 233 | 23.1 | 21.1 | 20.7 | 22.6 | 29.9 | 28.7 | 25.3
0% low-skilled 124132 | 33 153 6.3 | 113 | 153|208 |335| 127|100 | 295|158 | 9.2 | 48 | 29.7 | 11.8 | 424 | 181 | 115 | 56 | 498 |27.6| 93 | 25 | 11.1 | 10.2 | 455
06 medium-skilled | 37.9 | 58.0 | 74.5 | 44.7 | 55.2 | 46.8 | 29.4 | 42.3 | 23.9 | 47.7 | 66.4 | 46.0 | 42.0 | 55.8 | 54.1 | 39.0 | 59.6 | 29.3 | 41.1 | 55.2 | 61.1 | 26.2 | 51.2 | 56.9 | 72.3 | 44.8 | 46.3 | 25.8
% high-skilled 49.7 | 288 | 22.2 | 40.0 | 38.4 | 41.9 | 553 | 37.0 | 42.6 | 39.6 | 23.6 | 24.5 | 42.2 [ 35.0 | 41.1 | 31.2 | 28.6 | 28.3 | 40.9 | 33.3 | 33.3 | 24.1 | 21.1 | 33.8 | 25.2 | 44.1 | 435 | 2856
% employee 91.1 | 91.5 | 84.0 | 95.9 | 94.7 | 99.0 | 88.1 | 69.1 | 90.1 | 94.9 | 905 | 77.2 | 89.8 | 96.2 | 94.9 | 95.6 | 92.8 | 91.0 | 91.5 | 90.9 | 87.7 | 933 | 77.7 | 90.8 | 87.4 | 95.1 | 98.0 | 88.1
0% self-employed 89 | 85 |160| 41 | 53 | 1.0 [11.9]309| 99 | 51 | 95 |190|102| 38 | 51 | 44 | 7.2 | 90 | 85 | 9.1 | 123 | 67 |223| 92 |126| 49 | 2.0 | 119
0% main earner 64.9 | 60.4 | 60.6 | 653 | 67.4 | 622 | 60.1 | 69.7 | 65.9 | 64.9 | 61.0 | 67.9 | 61.4 | 60.3 | 61.7 | 63.0 | 62.9 | 58.4 | 63.8 | 625 | 59.3 | 62.4 | 61.5 | 60.7 | 54.0 | 65.5 | 64.0 | 62.0
0% secondary earner | 35.1 | 39.6 | 39.4 | 34.7 | 32.6 | 37.8 | 39.9 | 30.3 | 34.1 | 35.1 | 39.0 | 32.1 | 38.6 | 39.7 | 38.3 | 37.0 | 37.1 | 41.6 | 36.2 | 37.5 | 40.7 | 37.6 | 38.5 | 39.3 | 46.0 | 34.5 | 36.0 | 38.0
0% part-time 151| 59 | 46 | 106|178 | 81 | 273|155 |188|13.3| 5.0 |156|159| 96 | 70 | 173 | 81 | 82 | 302|183 | 71 | 65 | 39 | 73 | 34 |[117] 82 | 196
ﬁ(‘)’ﬁﬁgeworki“g 382 | 41.0 | 41.8 | 38.1 | 37.8 | 40.3 | 35.1 | 41.6 | 38.1 | 38.0 | 41.1 | 37.4 | 37.7 | 39.6 | 39.4 | 383 | 39.3 | 39.9 | 33.1 | 38.3 | 41.8 | 41.4 | 40.7 | 40.3 | 41.2 | 39.5 | 39.7 | 36,5

Note: “low-skilled” refers to lower secondary education or less, “medium-skilled” to upper and post secondary education and “high-skilled” to tertiary education. “Self-employed” are defined as those with self-employment
income, who do not have employment income.”Part-time” is defined as working less than 30 hours per week. “Main earner” is the individual with the highest earnings in the household.
Source: own calculations using EUROMOD version H1.0.



Figure A1: Distribution of short-term PTRs in 2017
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Note: countries ranked by mean short-term PTRs.
Source: own calculations using EUROMOD version H1.0.

Figure A2: Distribution of long-term PTRs in 2017
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Note: countries ranked by mean long-term PTRs.
Source: own calculations using EUROMOD version H1.0.



Figure A3: Distribution of METRs in 2017

o
=) -
—

50 60 70 80 90
1 1 1

30 40

a

([ ]

on

e n
on
on

ue

ue
e
me

ue

20

10

BG Ccy MT HR HU PT EL RO UK Sl IE AT DE DK
EE ES LT cz PL Lv SK SE FR IT NL LU FI BE

75th-25th Percentile @Median ® Mean

Note: countries ranked by mean METR.
Source: own calculations using EUROMOD version H1.0.

Figure A4: Relative contribution of benefits vs. income taxes and SIC to mean short-term
PTRs in 2017
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Figure A5: Relative contribution of benefits vs.

PTRsin 2017

100

income taxes and SIC to mean long-term

80
I
T
I
I
T
T
T

CY FI IE PT RO UK EE MT LU NL AT DK EL

ES

FR

LT DE

.Benefits DTax and SIC

Source: own calculations using EUROMOD version H1.0.

Figure A6: Relative contribution of benefits vs.

2017
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Table A2: Mean short-term PTRs by population subgroups in 2017, %

BE | BG | CZ | DK | DE | EE IE EL ES FR | HR | IT CYy | LV | LT | LU | HU | MT | NL | AT | PL | PT | RO SI SK FI SE | UK
All 743 | 618|494 | 752|708 | 51.4 | 47.5 | 61.7 | 49.8 | 77.3 | 53.9 | 56.6 | 43.4 | 53.2 | 43.3 | 82.8 | 51.1 | 388 | 64.0 | 68.3 | 46.4 | 74.0 | 44.4 | 59.0 | 48.6 | 70.6 | 66.9 | 45.0
Male 72.7 | 60.7 | 488 | 72.8 | 72.5 | 51.1 | 46.6 | 60.7 | 49.5 | 76.9 | 53.2 | 54.3 | 44.1 | 53.3 | 43.2 | 82.0 | 51.1 | 39.2 | 659 | 67.3 | 46.1 | 72.1 | 45.3 | 58.8 | 49.7 | 70.6 | 66.0 | 44.9
female 76.2 | 63.0 | 50.0 | 77.9 | 69.0 | 51.7 | 48.6 | 63.2 | 50.3 | 77.7 | 54.8 | 59.8 | 42.7 | 53.0 | 43.3 | 83.7 | 51.1 | 38.3 | 61.8 | 69.5 | 46.8 | 76.0 | 43.2 | 59.3 | 47.3 | 70.7 | 67.8 | 45.1
age (<30) 774 | 49.5 | 43.8 | 68.2 | 68.8 | 46.6 | 42.8 | 70.3 | 51.7 | 75.8 | 42.1 | 50.7 | 38.5 | 47.7 | 425 | 72.6 | 53.8 | 48.5 | 51.1 | 68.1 | 41.8 | 64.5 | 42.7 | 42.4 | 43.0 | 70.5 | 67.3 | 40.2
age (30-50) 738 | 644 | 476 | 761 | 71.6 | 53.8 | 47.6 | 61.5 | 499 | 77.5 | 56.8 | 56.2 | 45.5 | 54.5 | 42.8 | 85.6 | 47.2 | 35.2 | 66.5 | 69.9 | 45.9 | 76.5 | 44.6 | 60.0 | 50.2 | 70.9 | 66.9 | 48.0
age (50+) 73.6 | 63.5 573|771 | 704 | 50.6 | 50.3 | 57.8 | 489 | 78.0 | 56.5 | 60.1 | 43.1 | 54.5 | 44.6 | 84.5 | 57.0 | 35.5 | 67.8 | 65.1 | 51.4 | 73.9 | 45.0 | 67.3 | 49.2 | 70.2 | 66.6 | 43.0
low-skilled 77.6 | 59.4 | 49.7 | 72.8 | 69.2 | 51.0 | 49.5 | 65.1 | 53.6 | 789 | 59.8 | 54.5 | 49.6 | 50.3 | 48.8 | 84.5 | 53.2 | 41.4 | 64.7 | 742 | 51.9 | 75.5 | 41.1 | 64.6 | 48.8 | 71.7 | 709 | 46.3
medium-skilled 75.3 | 628 | 50.0 | 77.5 | 71.0 | 52.7 | 47.9 | 63.2 | 50.6 | 77.2 | 54.7 | 57.4 | 45.0 | 52.5 | 45.4 | 83.0 | 52.0 | 39.0 | 64.1 | 69.2 | 48.0 | 73.3 | 46.0 | 59.9 | 48.8 | 70.7 | 67.6 | 43.9
high-skilled 728|609 (471|737 | 708 | 50.0 | 468 | 581 | 46.5| 76.7 | 49.1 | 57.6 | 39.5 | 55.0 | 39.8 | 81.0 | 48.4 | 349 | 63.5 | 64.7 | 42.6 | 71.6 | 45.0 | 56.1 | 48.0 | 70.3 | 65.2 | 43.9
employee 76.5 | 642 | 472 | 751 | 724 | 51.2 | 47.2 | 63.1 | 48.7 | 789 | 53.8 | 64.2 | 44.0 | 54.2 | 43.7 | 82.3 | 48.3 | 388 | 68.1 | 70.0 | 45.4 | 76.1 | 50.1 | 57.4 | 46.3 | 70.6 | 66.3 | 46.2
self-employed 519 | 359 | 609 | 783 | 419 | 66.8 | 50.3 | 58.6 | 60.4 | 47.2 | 549 | 354 | 38.2 | 27.9 | 35.0 | 94.7 | 87.6 | 39.4 | 19.7 | 51.6 | 53.4 | 45.5 | 24.8 | 74.8 | 64.8 | 71.4 | 94.8 | 36.0
main earner 744 | 643 |49.7 | 731|722 | 529 | 50.1 | 60.0 | 50.7 | 77.3 | 54.5 | 56.8 | 46.5 | 56.1 | 43.0 | 85.1 | 49.5 | 36.8 | 68.4 | 69.7 | 45.7 | 75.6 | 46.7 | 59.1 | 50.6 | 71.6 | 65.7 | 48.1
secondary earner | 74.2 | 58.0 | 489 | 79.2 | 679 | 48.8 | 43.6 | 65.7 | 483 | 77.1 | 529 | 56.2 | 38.4 | 48.8 | 43.7 | 79.0 | 53.7 | 41.8 | 56.3 | 66.1 | 47.5 | 71.4 | 40.8 | 59.0 | 46.3 | 68.8 | 69.0 | 39.8
part-timer 80.2 | 54.3 | 51.3 | 80.1 | 61.4 | 50.7 | 51.1 | 81.2 | 57.6 | 77.3 | 51.2 | 46.5 | 40.7 | 43.6 | 47.7 | 81.4 | 63.6 | 48.7 | 62.2 | 73.1 | 49.3 | 68.6 | 34.6 | 63.6 | 47.5 | 72.8 | 63.0 | 49.1
earnings Q1 714 | 47.4 | 52.7 | 80.5 | 57.8 | 56.2 | 54.6 | 87.1 | 73.1 | 72.0 | 46.2 | 39.1 | 39.9 | 388 | 54.6 | 73.3 | 64.0 | 57.0 | 53.0 | 70.9 | 55.1 | 63.4 | 29.4 | 649 | 49.1 | 70.1 | 76.0 | 50.1
earnings Q2 75.8 | 63.2 | 49.7 | 81.0 | 70.6 | 50.7 | 46.7 | 62.7 | 55.1 | 79.9 | 58,5 | 52.9 | 51.2 | 53.0 | 44.0 | 86.2 | 51.2 | 41.0 | 57.1 | 72.4 | 51.4 | 73.8 | 49.5 | 57.4 | 47.4 | 70.6 | 72.4 | 43.9
earnings Q3 79.5| 651|494 | 762 | 734|498 | 43.8 | 56.7 | 46.5 | 78.2 | 60.0 | 60.6 | 45.5 | 55.4 | 44.6 | 86.8 | 49.8 | 36.7 | 63.1 | 67.5 | 46.8 | 76.4 | 49.8 | 60.9 | 48.3 | 71.5 | 66.9 | 44.3
earnings Q4 75.3 | 65.1 | 49.6 | 72.2 | 75.3 | 51.6 | 45.0 | 53.4 | 44.2 | 779 | 539 | 63.8 | 40.4 | 57.4 | 419 | 883 | 48.4 | 32.7 | 709 | 67.9 | 42.7 | 82.8 | 48.1 | 58.6 | 48.8 | 71.4 | 61.4 | 43.4
earnings Q5 69.3 | 62.6 | 459 | 66.8 | 74.6 | 49.6 | 48.6 | 50.4 | 40.3 | 76.7 | 48.6 | 60.3 | 39.4 | 57.6 | 34.6 | 789 | 45.0 | 30.4 | 729 | 63.6 | 37.6 | 72.7 | 44.3 | 54.8 | 49.4 | 69.3 | 59.4 | 43.7

Note: “Low-skilled” refers to lower secondary education or less, “medium-skilled” to upper and post secondary education and “high-skilled” to tertiary education. “Self-employed” are defined as those with self-employment
income, who do not have employment income.”Part-time” is defined as working less than 30 hours per week. “Main earner” is the individual with the highest earnings in the household.
Source: own calculations using EUROMOD version H1.0.




Table A3: Mean long-term PTRs by population subgroups in 2017, %

BE | BG | CZ | DK | DE | EE IE EL ES FR | HR | IT CYy | LV | LT | LU | HU | MT | NL | AT | PL | PT | RO SI SK FI SE | UK
all 48.1 | 25.3 | 348 | 56.8 | 43.5 | 34.5 | 44.2 | 458 | 32.1 | 399 | 28.7 | 24.1 | 30.7 | 30.2 | 24.8 | 43.6 | 41.5 | 349 | 32.7 | 47.8 | 33.9 | 42.3 | 29.1 | 39.6 | 37.8 | 56.0 | 30.7 | 35.7
male 489 | 25.4 | 349 | 57.7 | 46.0 | 344 | 46.7 | 47.8 | 33.3 | 41.6 | 28.4 | 24.6 | 33.2 | 30.2 | 26.1 | 45.7 | 41.6 | 36.2 | 36.5 | 51.3 | 33.7 | 43.1 | 31.0 | 40.5 | 39.7 | 56.0 | 32.8 | 39.3
female 47.3 | 25.2 | 348 | 55.8 | 41.0 | 34.7 | 41.3 | 43.0 | 30.8 | 382 | 29.1 | 23.5 | 28.1 | 30.3 | 23.4 | 41.3 | 41.3 | 32.8 | 28.3 | 43.5 | 34.1 | 41.5 | 26.5 | 38.6 | 35.6 | 56.0 | 28.4 | 31.8
age (<30) 50.6 | 24.7 | 32.5 | 65.8 | 46.8 | 35.0 | 47.2 | 50.1 | 23.7 | 36.8 | 27.8 | 19.7 | 25.0 | 289 | 27.8 | 33.1 | 50.5 | 45.6 | 37.4 | 53.9 | 30.6 | 35.4 | 34.8 | 36.8 | 36.5 | 59.2 | 27.4 | 34.1
age (30-50) 47.2 | 26.2 | 358 | 57.2 | 43.3 | 35.0 | 43.5 | 44.5 | 329 | 41.0 | 29.1 | 23.6 | 32.2 | 30.3 | 25.2 | 46.0 | 39.1 | 30.6 | 30.1 | 47.4 | 36.0 | 43.8 | 28.0 | 40.8 | 38.9 | 55.6 | 31.5 | 37.8
age (50+) 489 | 239 | 340 | 51.6 | 424 | 33.4 | 439 | 473 | 344 | 398 | 28.7 | 27.3 | 32.7 | 31.0 | 22.0 | 47.2 | 40.6 | 31.7 | 34.5 | 43.3 | 31.4 | 43.1 | 28.1 | 379 | 36.3 | 54.7 | 31.3 | 329
low-skilled 483 | 33.1 | 348 | 595|481 | 37.7 | 45.7 | 52.5 | 33.8 | 41.3 | 269 | 19.7 | 41.3 | 31.8 | 348 | 46.4 | 43.3 | 36.7 | 36,5 | 52.1 | 353 | 46.3 | 30.1 | 39.6 | 37.5 | 59.8 | 32.9 | 359
medium-skilled 47.0 | 24.7 | 35.0 | 57.9 | 441 | 36.5 | 448 | 46.1 | 31.9 | 409 | 28.0 | 24.0 | 31.8 | 30.3 | 24.5 | 41.1 | 41.7 | 35.1 | 33.2 | 47.2 | 341 | 39.0 | 28.2 | 39.5 | 379 | 57.2 | 30.1 | 35.2
high-skilled 49.0 | 23.0 | 34.1 | 54.5 | 42.0 | 31.5 | 434 | 41.8 | 31.0 | 38.2 | 31.6 | 29.7 | 25.6 | 29.8 | 24.0 | 44.2 | 40.3 | 31.9 | 30.5 | 47.2 | 33.3 | 37.7 | 30.0 | 39.9 | 37.6 | 53.8 | 30.8 | 36.0
employee 478 | 243 | 32.3 | 56.7 | 43.6 | 34.2 | 43.3 | 40.1 | 29.0 | 39.5 | 28.2 | 22.2 | 298 | 30.3 | 24.2 | 43.2 | 39.0 | 344 | 339 | 47.4 | 34.0 | 42.1 | 30.3 | 39.0 | 33.9 | 55.2 | 30.2 | 35.7
self-employed 519 | 359 | 48.2 | 594 | 419 | 66.8 | 50.3 | 58.6 | 60.4 | 47.2 | 33.3 | 353 | 38.2 | 279 | 35.0 | 51.8 | 72.8 | 39.4 | 19.7 | 51.6 | 33.0 | 45.5 | 24.8 | 45.7 | 64.8 | 70.7 | 55.5 | 36.0
main earner 50.4 | 26.6 | 36.4 | 583 | 45.5 | 36.1 | 47.8 | 47.5 | 34.8 | 42.1 | 29.0 | 23.9 | 369 | 33.4 | 28.0 | 50.6 | 39.9 | 34.0 | 38.0 | 54.2 | 34.3 | 49.8 | 31.6 | 42.2 | 41.2 | 57.6 | 34.8 | 42.5
secondary earner | 44.0 | 23.3 | 32.3 | 53.9 | 39.4 | 32.0 | 38.6 | 41.9 | 269 | 35.9 | 28.3 | 24.6 | 20.7 | 25.4 | 19.6 | 31.7 | 44.2 | 36.2 | 23.3 | 37.1 | 33.3 | 30.0 | 25.2 | 35.7 | 33.9 | 53.0 | 23.5 | 24.7
part-timer 46.7 | 36.2 | 41.6 | 66.2 | 36.0 | 38.4 | 44.1 | 52.5 | 34.7 | 36.7 | 30.6 | 13.7 | 31.2 | 29.7 | 27.8 | 39.8 | 53.3 | 37.5 | 30.2 | 42.7 | 343 | 46.7 | 31.8 | 42.8 | 39.8 | 65.2 | 28.6 | 30.5
earnings Q1 484 | 332|419 | 744 | 393 | 46.0 | 50.3 | 63.3 | 48.8 | 34.2 | 29.3 | 16.4 | 329 | 30.3 | 319 | 369 | 54.7 | 48.8 | 383 | 55.2 | 33.8 | 47.0 | 27.5 | 43.2 | 42.5 | 65.8 | 28.5 | 31.6
earnings Q2 453 | 25.2 | 334 | 56.7 | 46.6 | 385 | 42.0 | 43.4 | 33.4 | 421 | 26.6 | 16.1 | 37.0 | 30.4 | 20.5 | 45.8 | 41.5 | 369 | 28.6 | 469 | 354 | 459 | 27.6 | 39.0 | 351 | 57.1 | 29.9 | 33.4
earnings Q3 47.6 | 24.6 | 33.0 | 53.7 | 44.0 | 33.1 | 39.5 | 40.3 | 27.0 | 42.2 | 26.5 | 21.0 | 30.7 | 30.0 | 23.2 | 46.3 | 38.7 | 33.5 | 29.3 | 47.0 | 34.7 | 39.6 | 29.5 | 38.5 | 37.0 | 53.6 | 28.9 | 36.7
earnings Q4 48.4 | 23.3 | 33.1 | 504 | 439 | 30.3 | 42.6 | 40.5 | 27.5 | 40.1 | 28.7 | 27.2 | 26.0 | 30.2 | 24.8 | 429 | 37.7 | 29.6 | 31.9 | 459 | 33.5| 38.2 | 30.2 | 379 | 37.1 | 52.6 | 29.0 | 37.0
earnings Q5 51.0 | 23.4 | 33.4 | 50.6 | 43.2 | 27.2 | 47.2 | 43.0 | 30.8 | 39.2 | 32.7 | 364 | 27.4 | 30.3 | 25.6 | 46.0 | 37.8 | 28.4 | 36.6 | 459 | 32.2 | 41.5 | 30.5 | 40.5 | 37.9 | 53.0 | 36.8 | 39.5

Note: “Low-skilled” refers to lower secondary education or below, “medium-skilled” to upper and post secondary education and “high-skilled” to tertiary education. “Self-employed” are defined as those with self-

employment income, who do not have employment income.”Part-time” is defined as working less than 30 hours per week. “Main earner” is the individual with the highest earnings in the household.
Source: own calculations using EUROMOD version H1.0.

34




Table A4: Mean METRs by population subgroups in 2017, %

BE | BG | CZ | DK | DE | EE IE EL ES FR | HR | IT CY | LV | LT | LU | HU | MT | NL | AT | PL | PT | RO SI SK FI SE | UK
all 54.2 1219 | 285 | 46.0 | 453 | 23.1 | 41.2 | 32.6 | 23.5| 39.5 | 28.1 | 40.2 | 23.4 | 31.1 | 26.6 | 43.7 | 29.1 | 25.8 | 41.3 | 42.3 | 29.5 | 31.0 | 33.0 | 39.7 | 32.8 | 45.6 | 38.7 | 389
male 549 | 21.8 | 29.3 | 47.1 | 454 | 23.2 | 425 | 35.0 | 24.2 | 40.1 | 28.0 | 41.8 | 23.4 | 31.0 | 269 | 43.5 | 28.1 | 26.4 | 46.0 | 44.8 | 28.4 | 31.3 | 33.5 | 39.8 | 33.5 | 47.2 | 41.5 | 40.2
female 53.5 | 22.0 | 27.6 | 44.7 | 452 | 23.1 | 39.6 | 29.3 | 22.6 | 38.8 | 28.1 | 38.0 | 23.4 | 31.3 | 26.3 | 44.0 | 30.2 | 24.9 | 359 | 39.2 | 30.6 | 30.6 | 323 | 39.5| 319 | 44.1 | 358 | 37.5
age (<30) 529 | 22.7 | 26.6 | 43.1 | 43.6 | 234 | 26.8 | 23.6 | 159 | 394 | 26.8 | 325 | 169 | 31.2 | 27.2 | 37.6 | 31.0 | 27.2 | 37.0 | 39.2 | 30.0 | 249 | 37.8 | 358 | 30.9 | 43.9 | 29.8 | 33.7
age (30-50) 54.6 | 22.0 | 29.1 | 46.7 | 45.7 | 23.3 | 44.4 | 33.5| 23.8 | 39.1 | 279 | 409 | 25.3 | 31.0 | 25.8 | 44.8 | 27.3 | 25.5 | 42.3 | 42.7 | 30.0 | 32.3 | 31.8 | 40.4 | 33.6 | 46.1 | 40.5 | 42.1
age (50+) 543 | 21.1 | 283 | 46.2 | 45.6 | 22.5 | 42.4 | 35.0 | 26.4 | 40.5 | 29.6 | 42.0 | 25.3 | 31.2 | 27.7 | 469 | 31.4 | 249 | 42.4 | 44.0 | 27.6 | 31.6 | 33.1 | 399 | 32.3 | 45.8 | 41.1 | 36.9
low-skilled 53.0 | 26.2 | 29.2 | 444|479 | 231|392 | 270|179 | 425 | 224 | 365 | 283 | 32.2 | 285 | 41.8 | 30.4 | 249 | 384 | 40.2 | 28.6 | 27.0 | 36.4 | 40.0 | 32.4 | 434 | 36.8 | 39.4
medium-skilled 53.6 | 21.8 | 28.2 | 448 | 45.6 | 23.3 | 353 | 31.6 | 23.3 | 39.8 | 26.7 | 40.6 | 22.2 | 31.0 | 26.7 | 42.8 | 24.1 | 26.5 | 40.1 | 41.5 | 29.1 | 31.5 | 31.7 | 39.1 | 32.8 | 44.2 | 37.2 | 37.8
high-skilled 55.0 | 20.1 | 29.4 | 479 | 44.6 | 229 | 44.8 | 37.0 | 28.0 | 38.1 | 34.3 | 43.8 | 22.8 | 31.1 | 26.3 | 469 | 389 | 26.5 | 439 | 44.2 | 30.3 | 38.6 | 31.7 | 40.7 | 32.6 | 47.7 | 40.7 | 39.2
employee 54.7 | 21.1 | 29.2 | 46.1 | 454 | 23.0 | 41.4 | 314 | 243 | 39.0 | 30.0 | 41.3 | 23.2 | 31.5 | 26.8 | 43.4 | 29.6 | 25.8 | 423 | 41.7 | 31.9 | 31.8 | 32.1 | 41.2 | 30.6 | 45.6 | 38.2 | 39.1
self-employed 49.4 | 30.8 | 25.0 | 43.6 | 439 | 33.8| 39.2 | 355 | 163 | 48.0 | 9.5 | 423 | 249 | 20.8 | 239 | 51.2 | 22.6 | 26.1 | 31.3 | 484 | 11.9 | 19.7 | 36.1 | 24.4 | 47.6 | 469 | 63.1 | 37.4
main earner 55.1 219 | 30.8 | 479 | 46.8 | 24.2 | 45.7 | 35.8 | 24.8 | 41.5 | 285 | 42.5 | 26.3 | 31.6 | 27.6 | 46.7 | 27.3 | 27.2 | 46.8 | 46.5 | 29.3 | 32.2 | 32.7 | 43.1 | 34.4 | 48.2 | 42.6 | 43.9
secondary earner | 52.6 | 21.8 | 25.1 | 42.4 | 42.2 | 21.4 | 34.2 | 253 | 21.0 | 35.7 | 27.4 | 35.2 | 18.7 | 30.3 | 25.1 | 38.7 | 32.2 | 239 | 31.8 | 352 | 29.6 | 29.0 | 33.5 | 34.4 | 30.8 | 40.7 | 31.9 | 30.8
part-timer 48.6 | 30.4 | 149 | 41.7 | 43.7 | 22.7 | 32.0 | 21.6 | 129 | 425 | 194 | 21.1 | 259 | 30.3 | 25.5 | 45.0 | -1.3 | 20.0 | 31.5 | 35.5 | 325 | 21.1 | 46.1 | 36.1 | 27.3 | 42.6 | 31.5 | 355
earnings Q1 40.4 | 27.1 | 149 | 409 | 425 | 254 | 233 | 149 | 7.0 | 43.0 | 17.1 | 157 | 36.7 | 29.4 | 22.4 | 42.1 | 184 | 19.2 | 30.7 | 33.6 | 27.3 | 20.1 | 40.2 | 28.8 | 32.3 | 37.7 | 30.2 | 32.5
earnings Q2 60.6 | 21.5 | 31.8 | 43.1 | 46.7 | 22.6 | 33.7 | 21.5 | 10.1 | 43.0 | 20.1 | 32.4 | 20.1 | 309 | 25.2 | 41.4 | 19.1 | 24.7 | 239 | 40.1 | 31.5 | 23.0 | 28.7 | 43.5 | 33.3 | 41.7 | 31.5 | 43.3
earnings Q3 55.0 | 21.6 | 30.9 | 445 | 455 | 22.6 | 41.8 | 381 | 24.5| 37.1 | 30.5 | 41.3 | 10.7 | 32.2 | 309 | 40.4 | 25.3 | 30.5 | 479 | 43.6 | 29.5 | 28.3 | 324 | 38.6 | 31.7 | 46.0 | 31.6 | 39.2
earnings Q4 55.1 | 21.2 | 31.5 | 453 | 47.1 | 22.6 | 50.0 | 39.9 | 30.0 | 35.6 | 30.9 | 52.6 | 19.8 | 31.9 | 29.2 | 47.0 | 39.9 | 26.8 | 50.1 | 45.9 | 29.0 | 37.5 | 33.2 | 40.7 | 32.3 | 48.6 | 42.1 | 36.3
earnings Q5 58.4 | 20.1 | 32.1 | 55.5 | 44.4 | 228 | 54.3 | 47.6 | 37.6 | 39.8 | 385 | 49.7 | 33.1 | 30.7 | 24.2 | 47.7 | 39.8 | 26.7 | 51.0 | 46.1 | 29.7 | 44.7 | 30.8 | 44.2 | 34.2 | 52.4 | 56.6 | 42.9

Note: “Low-skilled” refers to lower secondary education or below, “medium-skilled” to upper and post secondary education and “high-skilled” to tertiary education. “Self-employed” are defined as those with self-

employment income, who do not have employment income. ”Part-time” is defined as working less than 30 hours per week. “Main earner” is the individual with the highest earnings in the household.
Source: own calculations using EUROMOD version H1.0.
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Table A5: Characteristics of the population facing short-term PTRs above 75% in 2017

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

Sample size 3180 | 1646 | 252 | 3147|5266 | 376 | 366 | 1744|1305 |8444| 167 |1911| 314 | 133 | 194 | 3353 | 546 | 219 |4646|1110| 780 | 5129 | 349 | 1285| 248 | 2264 (1174|1188
% sample 61.0 | 319 | 39 |49.7|485| 59 | 76 (17.0| 122|813 | 33 [119| 72 | 21 | 48 [ 84.0| 89 | 51 |394|201| 60 |[63.7| 49 |11.8| 43 | 203 |205| 7.1

% male 46.4 | 48.4| 488 | 43.6 | 57.9 | 49.0 | 39.4 | 49.8 | 49.8 | 51.1 | 43.8 | 33.5 | 59.0 | 40.7 | 56.0 | 51.9 | 52.9 | 59.3 | 68.6 | 42.5 | 52.6 | 45.7 | 63.2 | 57.1 | 59.9 | 48.4 | 44.3 | 48.5
% female 53.6 | 51.6 | 51.2 | 56.4 | 42.1 | 51.0 | 60.6 | 50.2 | 50.2 | 489 | 56.2 | 66.5 | 41.0 | 59.3 | 44.0 | 48.1 | 47.1 | 40.7 | 31.4 | 57.5 | 47.4 | 54.3 | 36.8 | 429 | 40.1 | 51.6 | 55.7 | 51.5
% age (<30) 207 | 1.2 160 | 98 | 9.2 | 243 | 152 | 20.1 | 16.7 | 183 | 12.0 | 10.5 | 14.4 | 145 | 273 | 174 | 20.7 | 57.5 | 7.6 | 263 | 104 | 10.8 | 33.6 | 6.0 | 21.2 | 22.7 | 33.5 | 19.0
% age (30-50) 58.2 | 51.8 | 54.6 | 57.8 | 63.5 | 519 | 57.3 | 62.7 | 63.5 | 58.3 | 61.5 | 40.0 | 63.7 | 53.4 | 57.5 | 65.3 | 32.7 | 289 | 549 | 60.7 | 56.0 | 65.7 | 44.2 | 57.8 | 61.3 | 54.9 | 46.7 | 59.4
% age (50+) 21.0 | 47.0 | 294 | 325 | 27.3 | 238 | 275|172 | 19.7 | 234 | 26.4 | 495 | 21.9 | 32.1 | 152 | 174 | 46.6 | 13.6 | 37.5 | 13.0 | 33.6 | 23.4 | 22.1 | 363 | 17.5 | 22.4 | 19.7 | 21.6
% low-skilled 15.0 | 126 | 48 | 141 | 53 | 157 | 264 | 29.3 | 484 | 129 | 223 | 375|309 | 29.2 | 141 | 31.6 | 184 | 51.6 | 179 | 21.8 | 125 | 52.8 | 65.8 | 17.5 | 3.4 | 16.3 | 15.6 | 54.2
% medium-skilled 43.0 | 65.7 | 79.7 | 52.6 | 53.0 | 60.1 | 36.7 | 49.0 | 23.9 | 47.5 | 70.1 | 47.1 | 54.2 | 59.4 | 67.7 | 40.2 | 63.3 | 31.7 | 40.2 | 58.5 | 69.9 | 26.7 | 284 | 64.2 | 82.8 | 49.5 | 51.7 | 26.9
% high-skilled 421 | 21.7 | 154 | 333 | 41.8 | 24.2 | 37.0 | 21.7 | 27.7 | 396 | 7.5 | 154 | 149 | 114 | 18.2 | 28.2 | 182 | 16.7 | 419 | 19.7 | 17.6 | 20.5 | 58 | 18.2 | 13.8 | 34.2 | 32.7 | 189
% employee 98.5 994 | 344 | 957 | 993|939 | 795|741 | 794|993 | 552|987 | 82.0| 885|958 |953|603|841|99.5|924 620|978 | 13.1| 695 |37.6 919|923 | 87.6
% self-employed 15 | 06 |656| 43 | 0.7 | 61 |205|259|206| 0.7 | 448 | 1.0 | 180|115 | 42 | 47 | 39.7|159| 05 | 76 | 38.0| 2.2 [ 869 305|624 | 81 | 7.7 | 124
% main earner 59.6 | 63.4 | 493 | 553 | 70.1 | 63.6 | 68.3 | 57.3 | 61.8 | 67.0 | 59.9 | 43.5 | 78.1 | 86.3 | 60.8 | 64.5 | 51.5 | 40.2 | 85.1 | 54.9 | 44.8 | 61.4 | 50.3 | 50.2 | 59.7 | 66.5 | 51.5 | 71.0
% secondary earner | 40.4 | 36.6 | 50.7 | 44.7 | 29.9 | 36.4 | 31.7 | 42.7 | 38.2 | 33.0 | 40.1 | 56.5 | 21.9 | 13.7 | 39.2 | 35.5 | 48.5 | 59.8 | 14.9 | 45.1 | 55.2 | 38.6 | 49.7 | 49.8 | 40.3 | 33.5 | 48.5 | 29.0
% part-timer 19.4 | 50 | 19.6 | 123 | 10.6 | 26.1 | 61.6 | 45.3 | 43.2 | 11.6 | 199 | 269 | 23.8 | 39.3 | 29.1 | 16.6 | 24.3 | 33.4 | 16.5 | 41.1 | 154 | 58 | 242 | 16.8 | 10.2 | 279 | 6.6 | 47.6
% earnings Q1 176 | 89 | 816|194 | 63 |86.7| 56,5 |67.5| 548|105 | 671|252 | 56 |89.4|908 | 151 | 453 | 91.1 | 14.2 | 40.2 | 67.1 | 16.0 | 93.1 | 429 | 77.4 | 39.8 | 48.4 | 54.2
% earnings Q2 254|244 (147|297 |181 | 11.8 | 341 | 23.0 | 40.8 | 21.4 | 22.6 | 321 | 65.7 | 106 | 6.4 | 222|309 | 53 | 50 |446| 279|186 | 09 | 251 | 85 | 25.0 | 46.8 | 15.3
% earnings Q3 291|258 24 |318|185| 15 | 78 | 86 | 43 | 233 | 7.7 |252|248| 0.0 | 28 |228| 84 | 3.6 | 121|105 | 44 | 224 | 1.5 | 273 | 46 | 145| 24 | 169
% earnings Q4 255|232 13 |173|257| 00 | 1.6 | 0.8 | 0.2 | 230| 26 [159| 40 | 0.0 | 0.0 |234| 86 | 0.0 {320 43 | 05 |273| 1.0 | 45 | 53 | 124 | 1.2 | 10.3
% earnings Q5 24 |176| 00 | 1.7 | 315| 00 | 0.0 [ 00 | 0.0 |218| 0.0 | 1.6 | 0.0 | 00 | 00 [165| 68 | 0.0 | 368 | 04 | 00 | 157 | 35 | 02 | 42 | 83 | 1.2 | 3.4

Note: “Low-skilled” refers to lower secondary education or below, “medium-skilled” to upper and post secondary education and “high-skilled” to tertiary education. “Self-employed” are defined as those with self-

employment income, who do not have employment income. ”Part-time” is defined as working less than 30 hours per week. “Main earner” is the individual with the highest earnings in the household.

Source: own calculations using EUROMOD version H1.0.
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Table A6: Characteristics of the population facing long-term PTRs above 50% in 2017

BE | BG | CZ | DK | DE | EE IE EL ES | FR | HR | IT CY | LV | LT | LU | HU | MT | NL | AT | PL | PT | RO SI SK FI SE | UK
Sample size 2160 | 100 | 895 | 2698|3184 | 663 | 1492|3416 |1417 (2183 | 153 | 353 | 1058 | 424 | 234 | 1206|1133 | 953 | 1069 | 2065|1637 | 2732 | 542 | 1575|1075 | 7255 | 483 | 3677
% sample 408 | 2.2 | 129 |49.7 | 31.1 | 10.7 | 30.7 | 32.6 | 13,6 | 233 | 3.1 | 1.8 | 219 | 68 | 6.7 | 33.4 | 188 | 21.3 | 159 | 36.2 | 13.3 | 327 | 7.6 | 19.5 | 18.0 | 62.6 | 10.2 | 21.5
% male 58.6 | 57.1 | 52.4 | 57.4 | 57.5 | 49.8 | 59.5 | 65.4 | 57.2 | 57.4 | 50.5 | 61.7 | 54.0 | 43.1 | 65.5 | 61.5 | 56.1 | 65.5 | 58.5 | 61.1 | 53.8 | 53.3 | 67.0 | 62.0 | 63.6 | 50.9 | 62.9 | 60.8
% female 414|429 | 47.6 | 42.6 | 425 | 50.2 | 40.5 | 34.6 | 42.8 | 42.6 | 49.5 | 383 | 46.0 | 56.9 | 34.5 | 385 | 439 | 345 | 41.5 | 389 | 46.2 | 46.7 | 33.0 | 38.0 | 36.4 | 49.1 | 37.1 | 39.2
% age (<30) 219|198 | 155 | 19.7 | 22.7 | 27.2 | 17.0 | 124 | 10.3 | 20.8 | 13.2 | 104 | 21.1 | 159 | 34.2 | 12.6 | 33.6 | 50.3 | 37.2 | 26.4 | 14.6 | 13.2 | 30.7 | 14.0 | 12.3 | 17.5 | 20.7 | 19.8
% age (30-50) 529|581 | 622|584 | 515|510 545|628 | 658 | 624 | 682 | 40.6 | 57.6 | 55.2 | 55.6 | 67.9 | 43.5 | 33.4 | 399 | 55.0 | 71.2 | 63.8 | 50.6 | 67.0 | 65.8 | 56.9 | 50.7 | 60.9
% age (50+) 25.2 | 221 | 223|219 | 258|217 | 285|248 | 239 | 16.7 | 186 | 49.0 | 21.2 | 288 | 10.1 | 19.5| 23.0 | 16.3 | 22.8 | 18.6 | 14.2 | 23.0 | 18.8 | 19.0 | 21.9 | 25.6 | 28.6 | 19.4
% low-skilled 129 | 646 | 51 | 166 | 9.5 | 181 | 19.0 | 30.1 | 485 | 16.5 | 17.0 | 28.0 | 288 | 16.6 | 20.6 | 384 | 13.8 | 57.5 | 29.1 | 146 | 9.5 | 66.1 | 60.5 | 11.9 | 3.1 | 11.9 | 16.9 | 48.9
% medium-skilled 341|311 (795|478 | 60.1 | 58.1 | 33.0 | 43.8 | 23.6 | 56.0 | 73.7 | 35.8 | 49.1 | 66.6 | 63.5 | 344 | 63.6 | 30.4 | 46.3 | 55.0 | 71.2 | 23.0 | 34.7 | 64.5 | 76.9 | 45.5 | 47.4 | 26.5
% high-skilled 529 | 44 | 154 | 357|304 | 238|480 261|279 |274| 93 |362| 221|168 | 159|272 | 227|120 | 246 | 305|194 | 109 | 48 | 23.6 | 20.0 | 42.6 | 35.6 | 24.7
% employee 88.7 | 74.0 | 60.7 | 959 | 949 | 94.0 | 84.5 | 41.8 | 63.0 | 91.4 | 67.3 | 25.1 | 86.3 | 91.7 | 92.6 | 93.8 | 64.7 | 87.1 | 98.5 | 90.6 | 81.2 | 92.5 | 23.7 | 81.6 | 38.8 | 93.0 | 86.8 | 86.0
% self-employed 113 26.0|393| 41 | 51 | 60 | 155|582 |370| 86 |327|725|137| 83 | 74 | 62 | 353|129 | 15 | 94 | 188 | 75 | 763|184 | 61.2 | 7.0 | 13.2 | 14.0
% main earner 76.8 | 873 722|758 | 752|718 736|779 |751| 757|769 |632]|769|955|779|91.0| 51.7 | 503 | 804 | 82.6| 56.1 | 869 | 587|806 |69.1| 718|932 | 886
% secondary earner | 23.2 | 12.7 | 27.8 | 24.2 | 24.8 | 28.2 | 26.4 | 22.1 | 249 | 243 | 23.1 | 368 | 23.1 | 45 | 221 | 9.0 | 483 |49.7|19.6 | 174 | 439 | 13.1 | 41.3 | 194 | 309 | 282 | 6.8 | 114
% part-timer 11.3 | 43.6 | 9.7 | 10.5| 134 | 19.2 | 321 | 229 | 353 | 13.0 | 17.0 | 10.7 | 21.1 | 19.7 | 17.6 | 13.2 | 13.4 | 11.0 | 352 | 171 | 93 | 75 | 186 | 119 | 6.2 | 14.0 | 12.5| 20.7
% earnings Q1 17.5 | 83.4 | 434 | 22.1 | 20.2 | 585 | 24.6 | 36.4 | 39.7 | 155 | 46.7 | 23.6 | 26.6 | 43.4 | 64.3 | 17.3 | 30.6 | 38.1 | 30.6 | 23.7 | 29.4 | 22.4 | 80.2 | 29.1 | 36.7 | 17.9 | 25.4 | 22.8
% earnings Q2 18.2 | 10.1 | 21.5 | 21.7 | 26.6 | 26.2 | 24.8 | 19.3 | 41.1 | 289 | 32.0 | 14.5 | 33.7 | 363 | 25.1 | 24.0 | 32.2 | 42.8 | 28.8 | 21.7 | 348 | 29.0 | 9.3 | 27.1 | 149 | 22.1 | 26.4 | 21.0
% earnings Q3 179 | 49 | 182|208 | 223 | 11.2 | 148 | 138 | 16.0 | 26.2 | 133 | 99 | 253 | 149 | 79 | 234 | 16.1 | 16.6 | 22.5 | 19.4 | 24.7 | 254 | 4.7 | 19.4 | 12.7 | 19.6 | 20.5 | 22.5
% earnings Q4 173 | 1.3 | 122|169 | 184 | 36 | 134|142 | 3.0 198 | 79 | 118|107 | 52 | 20 | 166 | 9.7 | 2.1 |13.7|185| 9.0 [ 155 | 3.2 | 12.7 | 134 | 186 | 128 | 19.1
% earnings Q5 292 | 04 | 46 |185|125| 05 (225|162 | 01 | 96 | 0.2 [402| 3.7 | 03 | 06 (188|114 | 04 | 44 (167 | 20 | 78 | 2.6 | 11.7 | 223 | 21.8 | 15.0 | 14.6

Note: “Low-skilled” refers to lower secondary education or below, “medium-skilled” to upper and post secondary education and “high-skilled” to tertiary education.
employment income, who do not have employment income.”Part-time” is defined as working less than 30 hours per week. “Main earner” is the individual with the highest earnings in the household.

Source: own calculations using EUROMOD version H1.0.
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Table A7: Characteristics of the population facing short-term METRs above 50% in 2017

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

Sample size 4318| 26 | 185 |1995|2200| 100 [ 1508 | 912 | 54 |1743| 49 |3410| 476 | 86 69 | 955 | 372 | 106 |2553| 601 | 465 | 496 | 411 | 1077 | 509 | 4143|2150 |3085
% sample 81.4 - 27 | 288|211| 17 |323| 86 | 05 |176| 09 |210| 91 | 1.3 | 21 | 251 | 7.0 | 25 240|110 3.5 | 63 | 54 | 117 | 9.8 | 314 | 34.0 | 169
% male 55.3 . 384 | 64.4 | 40.6 | 52.2 | 59.3 | 78.8 | 49.2 | 53.4 | 64.3 | 68.8 | 39.7 | 41.6 | 65.5 | 44.2 | 629 | 63.0 | 71.6 | 53.6 | 55.4 | 51.4 | 67.4 | 58.9 | 75.0 | 63.8 | 65.4 | 54.0
% female 44.7 . 61.6 | 35.6 | 59.4 | 47.8 | 40.7 | 21.2 | 50.8 | 46.6 | 35.7 | 31.2 | 60.3 | 58.4 | 34.5 | 55.8 | 37.1 | 37.0 | 28.4 | 46.4 | 44.6 | 48.6 | 32.6 | 41.1 | 25.0 | 36.2 | 34.6 | 46.0
% age (<30) 15.5 . 152 | 9.0 (137|276 | 54 | 23 | 09 | 272|218 | 52 | 235|146 |40.0 | 173 | 9.7 | 473 | 165 | 20.1 | 182 | 9.0 | 354 | 135 | 114 | 11.6 | 5.6 | 154
% age (30-50) 60.8 . 68.1 | 594 | 54.6 | 529 | 67.1 | 63.0 | 76.5 | 53.1 | 42.0 | 68.4 | 58.6 | 57.5 | 50.7 | 61.9 | 62.0 | 34.4 | 58.5 | 52.7 | 65.2 | 66.5 | 40.5 | 68.8 | 67.8 | 57.3 | 60.0 | 66.6
% age (50+) 23.6 . 16.6 | 31.6 | 31.7 | 19.5 | 27.5 | 34.7 | 225 | 19.7 | 36.2 | 26.4 | 179 | 279 | 9.3 | 20.8 | 28.4 | 183 | 25.0 | 27.2 | 16.5 | 24.5 | 24.0 | 17.7 | 20.8 | 31.1 | 344 | 179
% low-skilled 10.5 . 10.7 | 10.5 | 9.1 | 149 | 13.6 | 13.6 | 32.1 | 179 | 149 | 26.0 | 34.1 | 348 | 249 | 244 | 58 | 58.6 | 16.7 | 143 | 148 | 343 | 728 | 135 | 1.6 | 81 | 7.7 | 51.5
% medium-skilled 36.2 . 781 | 36.1 | 544 | 624 | 169 | 31.1 | 159 | 55.0 | 42.8 | 449 | 46.1 | 55.5 | 65.3 | 36.3 | 59.6 | 30.9 | 37.5 | 479 | 70.4 | 18.2 | 26.4 | 62.3 | 75.8 | 30.0 | 39.8 | 25.6
% high-skilled 53.2 . 11.2 | 53.4 | 36.6 | 22.7 | 69.5 | 55.3 | 52.0 | 27.0 | 42.3 | 29.1 | 19.7 | 9.7 | 9.8 | 39.3 | 34.6 | 10.5 | 458 | 37.8 | 14.8 | 475 | 09 | 24.2 | 22.6 | 61.9 | 52.5 | 229
% employee 92.7 . 89.9 | 95.5 | 94.7 | 94.3 | 90.9 | 44.8 | 96.6 | 90.5 | 97.0 | 80.5 | 89.1 | 85.0 |100.0| 93.2 | 40.7 | 87.2 | 95.7 | 73.6 | 93.2 | 941 | 3.9 | 86.2 | 11.9 | 94.5 | 94.3 | 84.3
% self-employed 7.3 . 101 45 | 53 | 57 | 91 [ 552 | 34 | 95 | 3.0 [ 192|109 |150| 0.0 | 6.8 | 593|128 | 43 | 264 | 68 | 59 |96.1 | 138|881 | 55 | 57 | 157
% main earner 67.0 . 76.1|87.7 609|889 | 773|947 |792|71.6| 938|848 | 642 | 821|845 | 656 | 679 | 51.4|89.0| 71.1 | 668 | 71.8 | 483 | 74.4 | 78.2 | 82.2 | 84.1 | 84.2
% secondary earner | 33.0 . 239|123 (391|111 | 227 | 53 | 208|284 | 6.2 | 152 | 358|179 | 155 | 344 | 32.1 | 48.6 | 11.0 | 289 | 33.2 | 28.2 | 51.7 | 25.6 | 21.8 | 17.8 | 15.9 | 15.8
% part-timer 10.9 - 9.8 | 52 | 272|262 |184 | 42 | 153|217 | 7.0 | 44 | 34.6 | 425 |32.7|20.7| 3.1 | 26.0 | 17.6 | 268 | 208 | 85 | 244 | 114 | 49 | 102 | 3.4 | 29.1
% earnings Q1 7.2 . 445| 82 | 300|934 | 87 | 53 | 6.7 [ 297|294 | 15 | 655|972 895|180 | 50 | 723|119 | 30.2 | 446 | 251 | 964 | 241 | 182 | 121 | 7.4 | 33.2
% earnings Q2 21.7 . 382| 99 [159| 66 | 98 | 2.1 [233|349| 87 | 3.7 [ 250 | 22 | 29 | 144|159 | 223|131 | 315|277 | 144 | 2.6 | 395|134 | 48 | 29 | 294
% earnings Q3 22.9 . 115 9.7 | 92 | 00 | 108 | 64 |408|155| 85 [11.2| 39 | 00 | 76 | 119|267 | 54 |231| 7.2 |136| 25 | 1.0 | 153 (143 | 2.7 | 24 | 16.0
% earnings Q4 23.6 . 48 | 75 | 285| 00 [ 200 | 48 |153| 81 | 40 [406| 29 | 0.0 | 0.0 [39.6|198| 0.0 | 127 |144| 76 | 71 | 0.0 | 79 | 188 | 16.6 | 26.4 | 6.1

% earnings Q5 24.7 . 1.0 | 646|163 | 00 | 50.7 | 814 | 139|118 |494|431| 2.7 | 06 | 0.0 | 161|327 | 00 |393|16.7| 6.5 [ 509 | 0.0 | 13.1 | 354 | 63.8| 60.9 | 15.3

Note: “Low-skilled” refers to lower secondary education or below, “medium-skilled” to upper and post secondary education and “high-skilled” to tertiary education. “Self-employed” are defined as those with self-
employment income, who do not have employment income.”Part-time” is defined as working less than 30 hours per week. “Main earner” is the individual with the highest earnings in the household. Results for Bulgaria
omitted due to small sample size.
Source: own calculations using EUROMOD version H1.0.
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Table A8: Characteristics of the population facing short-term PTRs above 120% of the median in each country in 2017

BE | BG | CZ | DK | DE | EE IE EL ES | FR | HR | IT CY | LV | LT | LU | HU | MT | NL | AT | PL | PT | RO SI SK FI SE | UK
Sample size 246 | 1155|1644 | 896 | 334 | 563 | 1124|2571 |3375| 281 | 432 |1229|1176| 159 | 1128 | 21 |1254|1836| 393 | 909 |3392| 603 | 958 |2370| 602 | 577 | 560 |5465
% sample 45 | 217 | 209|155 | 3.6 | 88 | 231|250 (303| 28 | 84 | 7.7 | 245 | 2.5 | 24.6 - 199 | 41.0| 59 | 165|271 | 78 | 134 | 214|104 | 49 | 99 | 311
% male 279 | 478 | 53.6 | 36.8 | 65.0 | 48.6 | 49.4 | 52.4 | 52.6 | 48.0 | 43.5 | 30.7 | 54.7 | 42.7 | 52.6 . 572 | 648 | 65.7 | 389 | 53.5 | 26.4 | 54.7 | 53.7 | 63.1 | 48.9 | 48.8 | 53.6
% female 721|522 | 464 | 63.2 | 35.0 | 51.4 | 50.6 | 47.6 | 474 | 52.0 | 56.5 | 69.3 | 45.3 | 57.3 | 47.4 . 428|352 | 343 | 61.1 | 46.5| 73.6 | 453 | 463 | 369 | 51.1 | 51.2 | 46.4
% age (<30) 274 | 15 | 76 | 152|357 | 212|126 | 191 | 183 | 266 | 6.8 | 10.4 | 19.6 | 159 | 16.4 . 19.5 | 435 | 31.0 | 264 | 126 | 13.1 | 180 | 44 | 17.0 | 21.4 | 30.7 | 17.1
% age (30-50) 50.4 | 37.7 | 383 | 543 | 54.8 | 54.3 | 539 | 62.8 | 61.5 | 51.5 | 73.3 | 41.1 | 59.1 | 53.4 | 38.0 . 32,6 | 38.1 | 46.7 | 61.8 | 53.7 | 63.8 | 58.6 | 56.4 | 62.2 | 50.2 | 47.7 | 63.2
% age (50+) 22.2 1608|541 |305| 95 | 245335182 202|219 | 199 | 485 | 21.3 | 30.7 | 45.5 . 479|184 | 223 | 11.8 | 33.8 | 23.2 | 23.4 | 393 | 209 | 284 | 21.6 | 19.7
% low-skilled 284|127 | 3.7 | 185 | 21.7 | 17.2 | 20.7 | 28.6 | 454 | 25.6 | 21.8 | 39.0 | 27.4 | 26.1 | 7.3 ) 15.1 | 50.0 | 26.2 | 22.3 | 9.6 | 55.7 | 459 | 18.0 | 3.1 | 15.1 | 17.5 | 49.6
% medium-skilled 45.7 | 68.2 | 80.4 | 53.1 | 50.6 | 57.7 | 31.8 | 48.6 | 25.0 | 559 | 70.9 | 47.3 | 48.9 | 62.1 | 70.5 ) 625|288 | 53.0 582|723 | 215|507 | 662|783 | 540 | 519 | 26.1
% high-skilled 259 (19.2 | 159 | 284 | 27.7 | 25.1 | 47.6 | 22.7 | 29.6 | 184 | 7.3 | 13.7 | 23.7 | 11.8 | 22.2 . 2241212209 |195| 181|228 | 34 | 158 | 18.6 | 30.9 | 30.6 | 24.3
% employee 922 1993|622 (894|993 |951|844 | 726 | 847|898 | 723|981 | 865 | 884 | 98.0 . 67.2 190.2 982|929 | 814|944 | 608 | 79.2|386 | 77.4 | 86.7 | 89.9
% self-employed 78 | 07 | 378|106 | 0.7 | 49 | 156 | 274|153 | 10.2 | 27.7 | 1.6 | 13.5| 11.6 | 2.0 ) 32898 | 1.8 | 71 | 186 | 56 |39.2| 208|614 | 22.6 | 13.3 | 10.1
% main earner 57.0 | 628 | 61.0 | 443 | 544 | 61.3 | 71.5 | 619 | 66.3 | 429 | 57.8 | 41.0 | 76.4 | 88.5 | 55.9 ) 574 | 542|783 |49.6 | 57.0 | 31.1 | 54.0 | 54.4 | 66.4 | 70.1 | 57.9 | 78.3
% secondary earner | 43.0 | 37.2 | 39.0 | 55.7 | 45.6 | 38.7 | 28.5 | 38.1 | 33.7 | 57.1 | 42.2 | 59.0 | 23.6 | 11.5 | 44.1 . 42.6 | 458 | 21.7 | 50.4 | 43.0 | 68.9 | 46.0 | 45.6 | 33.6 | 29.9 | 42.1 | 21.7
% part-timer 676 | 6.1 | 6.7 | 249 | 151 | 24.2 | 41.2 | 363 | 30.3 | 37.7 | 12.5 | 29.7 | 20.2 | 36.3 | 9.8 - 15.7 | 9.7 | 478 | 46.5 | 10.6 | 253 | 11.4 | 13.5| 89 | 29.6 | 10.1 | 27.6
% earnings Q1 95.7 |1 10.6 | 31.1 | 48.6 | 42.7 | 78.8 | 31.0 | 52.8 | 24.3 | 79.5 | 439 | 34.0 | 24.8 | 81.3 | 324 ) 339|256 | 608 |47.0| 319 | 61.8 | 454 | 289 | 50.1 | 53.6 | 62.4 | 30.1
% earnings Q2 43 | 239|248 | 483|122 | 169 | 259 | 31.7 | 369 | 12.6 | 32.8 | 358 | 30.7 | 16.7 | 32.1 . 19.6 | 25.2 | 18.1 | 44.4 | 284 | 43 | 424 | 27.0| 139 | 29.5| 339 | 19.8
% earnings Q3 00 | 274|168 | 1.3 | 127 | 34 | 148 | 99 | 272 | 54 |20.1|19.7 | 246 | 19 | 228 ) 175|228 | 88 | 70 (241 | 58 | 79 | 293|102 | 86 | 1.0 | 19.2
% earnings Q4 00 | 222|181 13 (171| 09 | 127 | 52 (113 | 1.2 | 33 | 9.7 |125| 0.0 | 119 ) 159 (161 | 3.7 | 1.4 | 139 |226| 3.0 | 139109 | 54 | 0.8 | 16.8
% earnings Q5 00 |159| 9.2 | 04 |152| 00 [156| 04 | 02 | 1.4 | 0.0 | 08 | 74 | 0.0 | 0.8 . 131(102| 86 | 01 | 1.8 | 56 | 1.3 | 09 | 150 | 29 | 1.8 | 14.0
threshold 93.3 | 80.4 | 57.8 | 89.9 | 89.8 | 66.6 | 54.0 | 66.8 | 52.8 | 95.6 | 67.2 | 77.8 | 47.1 | 69.7 | 49.9 |105.3| 56.5 | 36.5 | 85.7 | 82.3 | 51.0 | 95.0 | 59.2 | 69.8 | 59.1 | 85.0 | 77.5 | 48.9

Note: “Low-skilled” refers to lower secondary education or below, “medium-skilled” to upper and post secondary education and “high-skilled” to tertiary education. “Self-employed” are defined as those with self-
employment income, who do not have employment income.”Part-time” is defined as working less than 30 hours per week. “Main earner” is the individual with the highest earnings in the household. Results for Luxembourg
omitted due to small sample size.
Source: own calculations using EUROMOD version H1.0.
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Table A9: Characteristics of the population facing long-term PTRs above 120% of the median in each country in 2017

BE | BG | CZ | DK | DE | EE IE EL | ES | FR | HR | IT | CY [LV | LT | LU | HU | MT | NL | AT | PL | PT | RO SI SK FI SE | UK
Sample size 1040 (1390|2136 | 1806 [ 2960|1691 | 1240 | 3165 | 3577 | 2840 | 1395|6299 (2133 | 981 | 1054 | 1181|1789 | 1898|3474 | 1692 | 3404 | 3405 | 1699 | 2358 | 2775 | 2299 | 1817 | 6386
% sample 19.8 | 30.1 | 30.3 | 37.3 | 29.0 | 27.5 | 25.6 | 30.2 | 33.4 | 30.0 | 26.6 | 36.3 | 45.0 |15.9| 27.6 | 32.6 | 28.6 | 42.4 | 33.8 | 29.9 | 28.3 | 41.2 | 24.1 | 28.7 | 43.4 | 22.2 | 31.7 | 36.7
% male 56.2 | 55.2 | 57.6 | 53.5 | 56.8 | 48.0 | 59.7 | 64.7 | 59.6 | 58.2 | 54.7 | 61.6 | 58.8 |50.4| 53.4 | 61.1 | 56.3 | 67.2 | 68.4 | 59.9 | 58.4 | 55.7 | 64.4 | 61.3 | 61.8 | 49.8 | 65.4 | 60.3
% female 43.8 | 448 | 42.4 | 46.5 | 43.2 | 52.0 | 40.3 | 353 | 40.4 | 41.8 | 45.3 | 38.4 | 41.2 |49.6| 46.6 | 389 | 43.7 | 32.8 | 31.6 | 40.1 | 41.6 | 44.3 | 35.6 | 38.7 | 38.2 | 50.2 | 34.6 | 39.7
% age (<30) 20.0 | 109 | 12.7 | 22.1 | 224 | 245|178 | 12.0| 74 | 199 | 163 | 6.5 | 17.0 [13.8| 29.5 | 12.8 | 31.3 | 42.4 | 22.4 | 29.0 | 12.8 | 11.1 | 27.1 | 143 | 24.4 | 29.5 | 11.6 | 18.0
% age (30-50) 55.7 | 65.9 | 65.0 | 58.6 | 51.9 | 51.1 | 52.5 | 62.6 | 66.0 | 61.9 | 56.5 | 59.8 | 58.8 |57.5| 47.9 | 67.7 | 47.8 | 38.0 | 43.5 | 54.0 | 72.8 | 65.0 | 53.5 | 66.6 | 57.6 | 46.4 | 58.7 | 60.9
% age (50+) 243|233 | 223 |19.2 | 257|243 | 29.7 | 254 | 26.6 | 18.1 | 27.3 | 33.7 | 24.3 |28.8| 22.6 | 19.5 | 209 | 19.7 | 34.1 | 17.0 | 14.4 | 239 | 19.4 | 19.1 | 17.9 | 24.1 | 29.7 | 21.1
% low-skilled 179 (214| 3.6 | 17.1 |10.0|15.7 | 21.0 | 31.2 | 369 | 153 | 6.1 | 199 | 22.0 |129| 7.8 | 38.8|10.5|47.1|20.0 (16.1| 7.2 | 588 | 39.1| 10.7 | 2.4 | 17.5 | 109 | 47.2
% medium-skilled 39.0 | 56.1 | 77.4 | 49.0 | 60.6 | 56.6 | 33.7 | 44.2 | 23.6 | 55.4 | 51.3 | 44.0 | 41.9 |59.9| 57.7 | 34.3 | 61.4 | 29.0 | 39.5 | 56.1 | 64.7 | 23.0 | 50.0 | 58.4 | 71.9 | 53.2 | 44.2 | 25.7
% high-skilled 43.1 | 224 | 19.0 | 339 | 294 | 27.7 | 45.4 | 24.6 | 39.6 | 29.3 | 42.6 | 36.2 | 36.2 |27.2| 34.5 | 269 | 28.2 | 24.0 | 40.5 | 27.8 | 28.1 | 18.2 | 10.8 | 30.9 | 25.6 | 29.3 | 44.9 | 27.2
% employee 85.6 | 72.8 | 65.7 | 96.5 | 94.8 | 96.6 | 84.0 | 39.9 | 75.3 | 92.1 | 82.1 | 63.0 | 88.0 |94.2| 84.8 | 93.8 | 75.9 | 89.7 | 96.9 | 90.1 | 82.4 | 92.9 | 68.3 | 84.4 | 709 | 88.1 | 93.8 | 87.5
% self-employed 144 (272|343 | 35 | 52 | 34 |16.0 | 601|247 | 79 (179 |355|12.0| 58| 152 | 6.2 |241|103| 3.1 | 99 |176| 7.1 | 31.7 | 15.6 | 29.1 | 119 | 6.2 | 12.5
% main earner 89.8 | 73.0 | 724 | 749 | 759 | 67.0 | 725 | 77.6 | 79.5 | 76.6 | 60.4 | 69.0 | 82.2 |95.8| 78.1 | 90.8 | 57.6 | 57.8 | 84.2 | 83.0 | 67.7 | 87.6 | 73.1 | 79.1 | 67.6 | 77.7 | 89.8 | 85.4
% secondary earner | 10.2 | 27.0 | 27.6 | 25.1 | 24.1 | 33.0 | 27.5 | 22.4 | 20.5 | 23.4 | 39.6 | 31.0 | 17.8 | 42 | 219 | 9.2 | 42.4 | 422|158 | 17.0 | 32.3 | 12.4 | 269 | 209 | 32.4 | 22.3 | 10.2 | 14.6
% part-timer 163 | 78 | 71 | 118 |14.0| 135|348 (233 | 19.7 | 116 | 45 | 57 | 134 |11.2| 85 | 134 | 92 | 74 |231|179| 66 | 6.1 | 6.7 | 94 | 3.0 | 267 | 6.0 | 183
% earnings Q1 29.5|18.2 | 278 | 24.7 | 21.3 | 37.1| 284 | 385|188 | 128 | 128 | 6.1 | 153 [21.1| 22.1 | 17.6 | 20.7 | 21.9 | 18.2 | 27.6 | 16.5 | 179 | 32.2 | 22.8 | 19.8 | 42.1 | 13.8 | 194
% earnings Q2 20.1 | 25.7 | 20.6 | 24.8 | 28.2 | 34.6 | 27.1 | 18.0 | 22.6 | 26.7 | 12.3 | 11.4 | 20.6 |26.3| 20.4 | 24.4 | 23.7 | 24.0 | 17.6 | 21.7 | 20.5 | 23.1 | 24.1 | 23.2 | 16.8 | 26.2 | 14.7 | 17.7
% earnings Q3 17.5 | 21.6 | 181 | 24.0 | 21.3 | 15.2 | 13.4 | 141 | 20.5 | 279 | 88 | 11.1 | 20.4 |19.7| 18.8 | 23.6 | 20.2 | 22.3 | 14.0 | 21.2 | 22.7 | 204 | 20.4 | 18.6 | 22.5 | 13.5 | 12.8 | 19.9
% earnings Q4 17.5 (163 | 16.7 | 182 | 17.7 | 9.7 | 124 | 144 | 17.5 | 21.1 | 21.9 | 21.0 | 20.4 |18.3| 179 | 16.6 | 20.2 | 16.0 | 13.4 | 185 | 23.1 | 18.7 | 17.7 | 15.1 | 21.1 | 10.3 | 12.3 | 19.3
% earnings Q5 154 (182 | 168 | 83 |11.5| 3.3 | 18.6 | 149 | 20.7 | 11.5 | 44.2 | 504 | 23.4 |14.6| 20.8 | 17.7 | 152 | 15.7 | 368 | 11.0 | 172 | 199 | 5.6 | 204 | 198 | 79 | 46.4 | 23.7
threshold 57.1 | 264 | 373 | 59.8 | 50.8 | 36.8 | 52.6 | 51.3 | 34.3 | 46.4 | 32.3 | 30.0 | 24.8 |34.3| 26.9 | 50.6 | 41.4 | 30.5 | 34.9 | 54.0 | 35.7 | 44.0 | 34.8 | 43.6 | 37.0 | 61.9 | 31.2 | 39.4

Note: “Low-skilled” refers to lower secondary education or below, “medium-skilled” to upper and post secondary education and “high-skilled” to tertiary education. “Self-employed” are defined as those with self-
employment income, who do not have employment income.”Part-time” is defined as working less than 30 hours per week. “Main earner” is the individual with the highest earnings in the household.
Source: own calculations using EUROMOD version H1.0.
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Table A10: Characteristics of the population facing METRs above 120% of the median in each country in 2017

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

Sample size 603 | 471 | 495 | 1983|1169 | 160 | 401 | 2156|3247 (2138|2536 |2408|2174| 88 70 | 420 | 397 |1110| 667 | 518 |1136|1371| 591 |1680|1392|1392|2,362|5232
% sample 115| 95 | 81 (285|111 | 25 | 86 | 204 | 251|221 |470|14.7 |433| 1.4 | 22 |115| 76 257 | 96 | 95 | 98 |17.7 | 86 | 173|228 | 9.5 | 378 | 29.6
% male 49.3 | 65.7 | 64.0 | 64.3 | 36.3 | 57.2 | 48.4 | 72.8 | 58.6 | 55.0 | 55.8 | 67.5 | 56.9 | 42.0 | 66.4 | 48.4 | 62.6 | 60.3 | 63.1 | 52.2 | 47.7 | 50.0 | 70.1 | 60.3 | 47.8 | 65.4 | 63.3 | 60.2
% female 50.7 | 343 | 36.0 | 35.7 | 63.7 | 42.8 | 51.6 | 27.2 | 41.4 | 45.0 | 44.2 | 325 | 43.1 | 58.0 | 33.6 | 51.6 | 37.4 | 39.7 | 369 | 47.8 | 52.3 | 50.0 | 29.9 | 39.7 | 52.2 | 34.6 | 36.7 | 39.8
% age (<30) 320(10.7| 83 | 9.0 | 184|196 | 68 | 2.7 | 71 | 264|153 | 64 | 95 | 142|389 |138| 9.7 | 33.6 | 36.7 | 208 | 203 | 7.2 | 243 | 9.7 | 162 | 26.1| 6.3 | 11.6
% age (30-50) 534 | 575|622 | 593|513 | 542 | 665|639 | 616 | 525|564 | 67.0 | 653 | 57.6 | 52.0 | 64.9 | 62.8 | 49.8 | 45.8 | 54.0 | 60.2 | 66.7 | 54.8 | 66.7 | 62.6 | 45.9 | 60.0 | 64.8
% age (50+) 14.6 | 31.8 | 29.5 | 31.7 | 30.3 | 26.3 | 26.7 | 33.5| 31.3 | 21.1 | 28.3 | 26.6 | 25.2 | 28.2 | 9.1 | 21.3 | 275 | 16.6 | 17.5| 25.2 | 19.5 | 26.1 | 209 | 23.6 | 21.2 | 28.0 | 33.7 | 23.6
% low-skilled 203 (218 | 49 | 104|157 | 142|223 |13.2|17.0 | 161 | 48 | 273|143 | 354 | 243|409 | 55 | 388 |26.6 | 159 | 11.0 | 225|549 | 9.6 | 3.0 | 12.1 | 8.2 | 429
% medium-skilled 50.1 | 48.0 | 75.0 | 36.1 | 57.3 | 59.1 | 22.5| 36.6 | 21.2 | 53.4 | 58.6 | 44.6 | 34.6 | 54.1 | 66.2 | 36.6 | 60.0 | 33.2 | 49.2 | 48.1 | 60.8 | 23.7 | 41.8 | 49.5 | 77.0 | 36.2 | 40.5 | 23.3
% high-skilled 29.6 | 30.2 | 20.1 | 53.4| 27.0 | 26.8 | 55.2| 50.2 | 61.9 | 30.5 | 36.5 | 28.1 | 51.1 | 10.4 | 9.5 | 22.5| 34.5 | 28.0 | 24.2 | 36.0 | 283 | 53.9 | 3.3 | 409 | 20.0 | 51.7 | 51.3 | 33.8
% employee 949 | 17.0 | 34.2 | 95.5| 91.4 | 80.1 | 93.6 | 424 | 959 | 89.1 | 93.4 | 75.8 | 91.9 | 83.9 |100.0| 86.5 | 44.8 | 91.4 | 95.4 | 72.5 | 97.0 | 97.9 | 38.7 | 87.1 | 57.5 | 90.0 | 94.9 | 85.1
% self-employed 51 {83.0|658| 45| 86 |199| 64 |576| 41 [109| 66 |240| 81 |16.1| 0.0 |13.5|552| 86 | 46 |275| 3.0 | 2.1 | 613|129 | 425|100 | 51 | 149
% main earner 54.7 | 649 | 79.5 | 87.8 | 60.3 | 85.5 | 80.3 | 90.6 | 74.6 | 72.2 | 62.6 | 82.0 | 76.8 | 82.5 | 82.3 | 68.7 | 68.6 | 58.6 | 80.8 | 68.4 | 53.2 | 68.1 | 62.5 | 77.3 | 50.4 | 81.7 | 83.5 | 85.4
% secondary earner | 45.3 | 35.1 | 20.5 | 12.2 | 39.7 | 14.5 | 19.7 | 9.4 | 25.4 | 27.8 | 374 | 18.0 | 23.2 | 175 | 17.7 | 31.3 | 31.4 | 41.4 | 19.2 | 31.6 | 46.8 | 31.9 | 37.5 | 22.7 | 49.6 | 18.3 | 16.5 | 14.6
% part-timer 109 |125| 61 | 53 [382|205|356| 39| 79 |194| 0.7 | 51 | 94 |415|318|282| 35 | 50 |314 301|181 | 39 [158| 7.8 | 42 | 259 | 43 | 19.1
% earnings Q1 238292183 | 83 | 502|683 |173| 22 | 23 |266| 06 | 1.8 | 140|948 (898|371 | 5.0 | 82 |263|339|450| 96 | 614|163 |39.3|37.3| 9.3 | 209
% earnings Q2 711|152 (189 | 98 | 240 | 84 |274| 1.1 | 6.0 |301| 48 | 46 | 65 | 2.1 | 28 | 296|160 | 81 |263|354|240| 69 | 41 |26.7|229| 9.2 | 52 | 175
% earnings Q3 35 (158| 6.1 | 9.5 | 101|108 | 164 | 47 | 186|164 |246| 84 | 21 | 0.0 | 74 |12.6 | 25.7 | 533|404 | 69 | 73 | 39 | 147|114 | 94 | 22 | 3.5 [ 10.1
% earnings Q4 1.2 (16.0 (208 | 7.5 | 10.5| 23 | 15.0| 20.7 | 11.8 | 10.7 | 285 48.7 | 285 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 147|187 | 173 | 59 (109 | 6.4 | 127|165 | 7.1 | 9.7 | 29 | 27.2 | 4.7

% earnings Q5 04 |239|358|649| 52 |10.1|238|712|614|161|416|366|49.0| 3.1 | 0.0 | 6.0 |346 (132 | 1.1 |129| 173|669 | 3.2 | 385 | 18.6 | 48.4 | 54.8 | 46.7
threshold 66.3 | 26.4 | 37.3 | 51.4 | 53.4 | 27.5 | 60.0 | 43.3 | 34.6 | 44.5 | 24.0 | 52.1 | 15.8 | 37.3 | 37.8 | 52.2 | 41.4 | 30.0 | 59.0 | 51.9 | 36.4 | 43.0 | 35.8 | 46.3 | 35.8 | 56.2 | 38.8 | 41.3

Note: “Low-skilled” refers to lower secondary education or below, “medium-skilled” to upper and post secondary education and “high-skilled” to tertiary education. “Self-employed” are defined as those with self-
employment income, who do not have employment income.”Part-time” is defined as working less than 30 hours per week. “Main earner” is the individual with the highest earnings in the household.
Source: own calculations using EUROMOD version H1.0.
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Table A11: Probit results for facing low work incentives using an absolute threshold in 2017

Men 0.000 @) 0.000 @) 0.000 @) 0.000 @) 0.000 @) 0.000 0
Women -0.049%* _ (0.000) |-0.128*  (0.000) | 0.013***  (0.000) |-0.011*** (0.000) |-0.029** (0.000) | 0.003*** _ (0.000)
<30 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0
30-50 0.320%*  (0.000) |-0.063** (0.000) | 0.103**  (0.000) | 0.072**  (0.000) |-0.015** (0.000) | 0.021**  (0.000)
50+ 0.350%*  (0.000) |-0.264** (0.000) |-0.021*** (0.000) | 0.079**  (0.000) |-0.059***  (0.000) |-0.004*** (0.000)
low-skilled 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0
medium-skilled -0.108** _ (0.000) |-0.095%*  (0.000) |-0.076** (0.000) |-0.026*** (0.000) |-0.023** (0.000) | -0.016*** (0.000)
high-skilled -0.128**  (0.000) |-0.183*** (0.000) |-0.124** (0.000) | -0.031*** (0.000) |-0.042*** (0.000) |-0.026*** (0.000)
employed 0.000 Q 0.000 @) 0.000 @) 0.000 @) 0.000 @) 0.000 0
self-employed -0.508*  (0.000) | 0.522*  (0.000) | 0.234**  (0.000) |-0.111** (0.000) | 0.136***  (0.000) | 0.052***  (0.000)
main earner 0.000 @) 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 @) 0.000 @] 0.000 0
secondary earner -0.060***  (0.000) |-0.725%*  (0.000) |-0.368** (0.000) |-0.014*** (0.000) |-0.155%* (0.000) |-0.072**  (0.000)
full-time 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0
part-time -0.117%%  (0.000) |-0.118**  (0.000) | 0.116™*  (0.000) |-0.027*** (0.000) |-0.026** (0.000) | 0.025***  (0.000)
Q1 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0
Q2 -0.202%*  (0.000) |-0.220%*  (0.000) |-0.296**  (0.000) |-0.052*** (0.000) |-0.064** (0.000) | -0.066** (0.000)
Q3 -0.423**  (0.000) |-0.534** (0.000) |-0.557*** (0.000) |-0.104*** (0.000) |-0.146™* (0.000) |-0.112*** (0.000)
Q4 -0.399%%  (0.000) |-0.828"**  (0.000) |-0.291**  (0.000) |-0.099*** (0.000) |-0.208** (0.000) | -0.065*** (0.000)
Q5 -0.511%* (0. -1.055%* (0. -0.099% (0. -0.124%* (0. -0.246™* (0. -0.024***

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. * p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001. Including country-fixed effects. dy/dx refers to the discrete change from the base level. Absolute threshold refers to 75% for short-term PTR and 50% for
long-term PTR and METR.
Source: own calculations using EUROMOD version H1.0.
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