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ABSTRACT
In this study we analyse the determinants of perceived job security in Europe, paying specific
attention to the role of temporary contracts. More specifically, we empirically test whether the
negative effect of holding a temporary contract on a subjective measure of job security is
influenced by individual characteristics (such as gender, age and education) and by the (macro)
flexicurity model prevailing in the country where the workers live. On the basis of individual
data from the Fourth European Working Condition Survey, we show that the overall negative
effect of the temporary contract on individual perceived job security does not vary significantly
with workers’ characteristics (especially by gender and education), but it is actually lower in
countries characterized by higher levels of (macro) flexicurity. In the case of Denmark, which is
considered a “best practice” in the implementation of flexicurity in Europe, we don’t find any
statistically significant relation between temporary contracts and perceived job security,
suggesting the existence of some effects of the (macro) flexicurity model at the individual
(micro) level. Our main results hold also after controlling for potential endogeneity and are
overall robust with respect to alternative definitions of job security and different model
specifications, based also on alternative data-sets.
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1. Introduction
In the last decades the intensification of competitiveness due to markets globalisation
and the growing role of Asian economies as China and India, together with the diffusion
of new technologies (ICT) has generated new challenges for the labour market of many
developed countries.
Adaptability and the capacity to quickly respond to demand and markets changes have
become crucial to firms’ survival, which also made relevant changes in their
organisation, management styles and work practices.
Many OECD countries are still trying to find an optimal way to combine the interests of
the parts involved, employers and workers, through an equal sharing of the increased
risk due to the new economic environment.
In spite of their economic and institutional differences, these countries share the same
main problem: to promote sustainable economic growth, which also implies to maintain
high competitiveness and flexibility as well as contrasting the increasing feeling of job
insecurity (OECD, 2003; Schmidt, 1999; Ministry of Economy of Japan, 1999).
In the last decade this feeling of insecurity has in fact been increasing in many
countries, regardless of their initial level of employment protection legislation.
For example the Japanese “Toyotist” model, traditionally characterized by long-term
employment relationships and the prevalence of “jobs for life”, has not been able to face
the increasing markets’ turbulence by using only internal (functional) flexibility. On the
contrary, since the Nineties many Japanese firms started using external flexibility more
extensively through massive lay-offs and an increasing share of temporary contracts.
Even in the USA, where employment protection legislation is low and the “employment
at will” has always been the norm, there has been a significant reduction in the average
of employment duration (Neumark, Polsky and Hansen, 1997). Furthermore, the role of
contingent work and staffing agency has been continuously growing, while the
downsizing of several industries has generated the so called “firing democratisation”
process (Farber, 1997), with lay-offs occurring along the entire occupational ladder,
from the middle (and top) managers to manual workers.
In light of the increasing share of temporary employment and the reforms of
employment protection legislation carried out in many EU countries (albeit often “at the
margin”), the socio-economic debate in Europe has been focussing on the relationship
between flexibility and security. In this respect, two opposite views seem to emerge: the
“trade-off” theory and the “flexicurity” thesis (Muffels and Lujkx, 2005). The first

hypothesis shows a negative relationship between flexibility and security, especially for
the weakest workers groups such as low skilled workers and the young, for whom a
high level of flexibility (mainly with the use of temporary contracts) has often been
achieved by reducing their job security. Conversely, the “flexicurity” thesis postulates
that flexibility is not necessarily the opposite of security and they can be both increased
through appropriate labour market policies and institutions (Madsen, 2002; Wilthagen,
2004). This model was first implemented in the Netherlands and Denmark, where the
good results gained in terms of low unemployment rate and high perceived security
have provided evidence in favour of the combination of high numerical flexibility, low
employment protection legislation, a generous social security system and effective
labour market policies. More numerical (external) flexibility is thus acceptable with
appropriate labour market policies that ensure workers with employment possibilities all
life long (EMCO, 2006). The flexicurity approach is also characterized by a shift from
job security (the same job all life long) to employment security (any job all life long),
thus pointing out the central role of life-long-learning to keep workers’ skills in line
with firms’ needs.
In light of these results, the European Commission has recently emphasized the need to
achieve an optimal balance of flexibility and security. The Expert Group of Flexicurity,
set up by the European Commission in 2006 in order to issue guidelines for the Member
States, has recently published its report, reaching a consensus on a definition of
flexicurity which comprises four components:
-

flexible and secure contractual arrangements and work organisations, both from
the perspective of the employer and the employee, through modern labour laws
and modern work organisation;

-

active labour market policies (ALMP) which helps people to cope with rapid
change, unemployment spells and transitions to new jobs;

-

reliable and responsive lifelong learning (LLL) systems to ensure the
adaptability and employability for all workers.

-

modern Social Security systems able to provide adequate income support and
facilitate labour market mobility.

Given the main features of the flexicurity model, a central point remains the way
workers feel about their job and, more in general, about their employment. There is in
fact evidence showing that perceived job security is one of the most important
determinants of job satisfaction (Green, 2001; Nikolaou, 2005) and it influences the

overall well-being and workers’ behaviour (Bockermann, 2004). Perceived job security
seems also to directly influence productivity (Buchele and Christiansen, 1999).
Moreover, Aaronson and Sullivan (1999) provide evidence of the link between the
stagnation of salaries in the USA and the decrease of job security during the 1990s.
Finally, low job security may reduce consumption expenditure when it increases
uncertainty on future income (Stephens, 2003).
In recent years the overall decrease of job tenure and the growth of temporary work has
generated a decrease in the perceived job security in many European countries.
However, recent studies have shown that temporary contracts per se are not necessarily
associated with low perceived security or low job satisfaction. For example, using
micro-data from the ECHP for 1995-2000, Ferrer-i-Carbonell and van Praag (2006)
show that the effect of temporary employment on job satisfaction is quite different in
Spain and the Netherlands, with a strong negative correlation between the two emerging
only in the case of Spain. One of the explanations provided by the authors for this result
is the different level of uncertainty associated with temporary contracts in each country.
Indeed, as we mentioned above, The Netherlands are considered, together with
Denmark, the country where the flexicurity model has been successfully implemented.
Other studies point out that the negative impact of temporary contracts on job
satisfaction emerges only for specific forms of temporary employment, such as seasonal
jobs or temporary agency work, or for specific job facets as career prospects (Bardasi
and Francesconi, 2003; Booth et al., 2002; De Graaf-Zijl, 2005; De Witte and Naswall,
2003). Using micro data from the Eurobarometer survey and splitting workers in
different groups according not only to their employment contract (i.e. permanent or
temporary), but also to their perceived job security, Origo and Pagani (2007) show that
what matters for job satisfaction is not just the type of contract, but mainly the
perceived job security, which may be independent of the type of contract. The
combination “temporary but secure job” seems preferable with respect to the
combination “permanent but insecure job”, pointing out that the length of the contract
may be less relevant if the worker perceives that he/she is not at risk of becoming
unemployed.
In light of these considerations, our aim is to shed more light on the possible interaction
between flexibility and security, showing how the effect of temporary employment on
workers’ perceived job security can change depending on workers’ characteristics and
the model of flexicurity considered. Our main research hypothesis is that temporary

employment could be less detrimental for perceived security if temporary workers have
the “right” skills or live in a country characterized by the “right” combination of
flexibility and labour market policies.
Given our aim, the remainder of the paper is organized as follows: in Section 2 we
briefly sketch the main features of the prevailing flexicurity models in Europe,
discussing the possible links between these macro-models and the combination of
flexibility and security at the individual level. In Section 3 we present the data and the
basic definitions used in the empirical analysis, whose main results are presented in the
following two Sections (descriptive statistics in Section 4, econometric results and
robustness checks in Section 5). The last Section concludes.

2. Flexibility and security: macroeconomic models and microeconomic relationship
(TO DO)

3. Data and definitions
The data we used for this study are from the Fourth European Working Condition
Survey (EWCS). This survey has been conducted by the European Foundation for the
improvement of Living and Working Conditions in 2005 and covers 31 countries in
Europe. The survey was originally designed to understand the conditions of work across
the different EU Member States and other European countries, trying to identify the
trends which might influence the future developments. Thus, the major strength of the
survey is that it reflects workers’ point of view on a wide range of work-related issues,
such as work organisation, wage structure, working time, contractual arrangements,
equal opportunities, training and job satisfaction. It includes also demographic and other
background information like age, gender, education level, family composition and
country. As many other individual socio-economic surveys, some questions required
subjective evaluation on a “factual” aspect of work, such as questions about health
outcomes of work, exposure to risk, work intensity as well as the perceived work
security, which is the object of this research. Even if subjective measures may be
different from objective ones, it’s not necessarily true that the last are always preferable
to the first: in most cases it is the perceived reality that has social effects, not reality
itself (Karpinnen, 2005).
The target number of interviews was 1.000 in all countries except Cyprus, Estonia,
Luxemburg, Malta and Slovenia, in which it was 600. Paper-and-pencil interviews

(PAPI) were used in all countries except in the Czech Republic, Denmark, Germany, the
Netherlands and Slovakia, were interviews were collected using computer-assisted
personal interviews (CAPI). The total sample contains almost 30,000 individuals.
For our empirical analysis, we have used data from the EU-25 Member States,
restricting our sample to workers aged 15-70.
Furthermore, due to the object of our analysis, we have excluded workers with no
contract, whose economic and social situation is likely to differ substantially across
countries. After dropping also the observations with some missing values for the
relevant variables, we ended up with a final sample of 17.506 observations.
Referring to Appendix 1 for a precise definition of all the variables used in our analysis,
here we focus our attention on the definitions of perceived job security and temporary
employment.
Perceived job security is our key (dependent) variable. The precise wording of the
related question in the survey is: “How much do you agree or disagree with the
following statement: ‘I might lose my job in the next 6 months’”. The workers could
strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree or strongly disagree with this
statement. On the basis of this set of possible answers, we created a dummy variable for
perceived job security according to which “secure workers” are those who strongly
disagree with the statement, while “unsecure workers” are all the remaining
individuals. Even if we used a strict definition for perceived security, more than 40% of
the sample workers can be considered as “secure”1.
The “type of contract”, our key independent variable, is evaluated by the question
“What kind of employment contract do you have?”. The possible answers were:
1- An indefinite contract
2- A fixed term contract
3- A temporary employment agency contract
4- An apprenticeship or other training scheme
5- No contract
We considered as “permanent workers” only those with an indefinite contract, while
“temporary workers” are those on a fixed term contract, a temporary employment
agency contract, an apprenticeship or any other training scheme. As before mentioned,

1

We replicated our analysis also using a lager definition of perceived security (i.e., including among the
secure workers those who disagree with the statement). Results didn’t change from a qualitative point of
view and they are available from the authors upon request.

we have excluded from our analysis those workers who declared to have no contract:
without further information on their relation with the company and given the
institutional differences across EU counties, the inclusion of this category could make
more difficult the interpretation of the results. We then defined a dummy variable which
takes value equal to 1 for temporary workers, 0 otherwise.

4. Descriptive statistics
Table 1 reports perceived job security by type of contract, gender, age and level of
education.

Table 1 – Perceived job security by type of contract and workers’ characteristics

TOTAL

TEMPORARY

PERMANENT

TOTAL

PERMANENT
TEMPORARY

0.244

0.425

0.397

0.181

0.243
0.245

0.419
0.429

0.394
0.389

0.176
0.185

0.248
0.242
0.238

0.380
0.430
0.441

0.339
0.407
0.421

0.131
0.188
0.203

GENDER
Males
Females
AGE
<30
30-49
>50
EDUCATION
Low
0.205
0.385
0.354
0.180
Medium
0.216
0.381
0.355
0.165
High
0.334
0.533
0.504
0.198
Note: the difference between permanent and temporary workers is always statistically significant (pvalue<0.01)

As expected, on average the share of secure workers is much higher among the
permanent workers (42.5%) than the temporary ones (24.4%): perceived security for
permanent workers is then almost two times higher than that of temporary ones. A
statistically significant gap in perceived job security by type of contract is registered for
all the groups considered, regardless of gender, age and education.
Furthermore, within each type of contract there are no relevant differences between
males and females, while more heterogeneity seems to emerge by age and by education.
The youngest shows the lowest level of security for permanent workers (38%), while it
is above the total average for prime age workers (43%) and older workers (44%). Thus,

there is some evidence of a positive relation between security and age for permanent
workers, while no clear-cut relationship seems to emerge for the temporary ones (the
share of secure workers is almost 25% among the youngest, only one percent point
higher than that registered for the other age groups). As a result, the difference in
perceived job security between permanent and temporary workers is lower for the
young than for the older workers.
Education seems to be more correlated with perceived security, regardless of the type of
contract considered: for both temporary and permanent workers, the share of secure
workers substantially increases with the level of education, particularly with a college
degree. The share of secure workers with a high school degree is in fact similar to that
registered for people with a low level of education. Despite these differences, the
difference in perceived security between permanent and temporary workers is similar
across educational levels, showing that the pace of increase in perceived security with
education is much the same for the two types of contract considered.
Figure 1 shows the difference in perceived job security between workers with temporary
and permanent jobs (left panel) and the average perceived job security (right panel)
across European countries. Countries are clustered according to the flexicurity models
discussed in section 2. Regardless of the flexicurity regime and with the only exception
of the Czech Republic, permanent workers are much more secure in all countries,
especially in France, Belgium and Italy, whose gaps amount, respectively, to 41%, 34%
and 33%. However, the size of the negative relation between security and temporary
contract varies significantly by country, as shown by the large differences depicted in
the left panel. With a few exceptions in each group, common patterns seem to emerge
within each flexicurity model, with relatively low differences in Anglo-Saxon and
Nordic countries (except for Finland) and larger differences in many Mediterrean
countries. Low gaps are registered also for most Eastern countries, mainly due to the
average low level of security prevailing in these countries rather than to relatuveli high
level of security for temporary workers (compare the left and right panel).
More in general, there is not a clear-cut relationship between differences by type of
contract and the average perceived job security, given that among the countries with the
highest levels of perceived job security we have both countries with relatively low gaps
by type of contract (such as Denmark) and some of the above mentioned countries with
large gaps (namely France and Belgium).

Figure 1 – perceived job security by type of contract and country

In Figure 2 we try to better capture the effect of different flexicurity models by looking
at the average perceived job security in the following clusters (corresponding to
different flexicurity models): Nordic countries (Denmark, Finland and Sweden and the
Netherlands);

Anglo-Saxon countries (Ireland and United Kingdom); Continental

countries (Austria, Belgium, France, Germany and Luxemburg); Mediterranean
countries (Cipro, Greece, Italy, Malta, Spain and Portugal) and Eastern European
countries (Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and
Slovenia).

The Nordic flexicurity model is characterized by the highest average of perceived
security (54%), determined by the very high level registered for permanent workers and
the second highest level (after Anglo-Saxon countries) for temporary ones. East
countries are at the bottom of the ranking (22%), due to very low levels of security for
both groups of workers. Despite similar average levels (around 45%) Mediterranean and
Anglo-Saxon countries differ substantially for the level of security by type of contract,
which is much higher (lower) for permanent (temporary) workers in Mediterranean
countries,

Figure 2 – Perceived job security by type of contract and flexicurity model.
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5. Econometric results
The aim of the empirical analysis is to study the determinants of perceived security,
paying specific attention to the role of temporary contracts.
To this end, we estimate the following model:
Yi = α+βTi+ρXi+ γc+εi

where Y is our measure of perceived security for the ith worker, T is the dummy for
temporary contracts, X is a vector of controls, γc are country fixed effects and ε the
usual error term.
Table 2 presents the main probit estimates of different specifications of the above
model: in model 1 we control, other than for the type of contract, only for personal
characteristics (gender, age, education and family composition); in model 2 we add
controls for firm characteristics (economic sector, firm size and tenure); finally, in
model 3 we control also for detailed job-related characteristics (such as working hours
and time schedules, wage structure, work practices, work-related health).
In the table we present the main estimates for the whole sample, but separated estimates
were run also by gender, age and education groups.

Tab. 2 - The determinants of perceived job security in Europe
Marginal effects from probit estimates
MODEL 1
Variable
Temporary contract

MODEL 2

Robust
Std. Err.

dF/dx
-0.182

***

Personal
characteristics:
Female

0.027

*

<30

0.000

Over50

0.053

High school degree

0.019

Robust
Std. Err.

dF/dx
-0.156

MODEL 3

***

0.020

Robust
Std. Err.

dF / dx
-0.156

***

0.020

0.015

0.004

0.016

0.003

0.019

0.061

***

0.020

0.063

***

0.020

0.017

***

0.020

0.037

*

0.020

0.037

*

0.020

0.054

***

0.020

0.034

*

0.020

0.008

0.021

University degree

0.140

***

0.023

0.075

***

0.024

0.010

0.026

2 people household

0.052

**

0.024

0.056

**

0.024

0.052

3 people household

0.043

*

0.026

0.042

*

0.025

0.035

>3 people household

0.083

***

0.024

0.087

***

0.024

0.081

0.059

0.077

0.051

0.123

**

0.024
0.026

***

0.002

Firm characteristics:
Agricolture

0.087

Energy

0.143

***

0.061
**

0.053

Costructions

-0.009

0.035

0.010

0.035

Commerce

-0.002

0.023

-0.005

0.024

Hotels and restaurants
Transports and
communications
Finance and consulting

-0.075

0.038

-0.069

0.028

0.032

0.035

0.033

0.029

0.027

-0.005

0.027

Public Administration

0.239

***

0.031

0.208

***

0.034

Education

0.184

***

0.023

0.184

***

0.024

*

*

0.040

Firm size: 50-99

0.042

**

0.019

0.054

***

0.019

Firm size: 100-499

0.061

***

0.020

0.072

***

0.021

Firm size: >=500

0.060

**

0.024

0.070

***

0.024

Tenure<one year

-0.044

0.029

-0.050

*

0.029

Tenure<two years

-0.080

0.021

-0.075

***

0.021

***

Job characteristics:
Part-time
Daily work time
flexibility
Weekly work time
flexibility
Working at night
Work on week-end
Work overtime

0.002

0.022

-0.007

0.018

-0.013

0.020

0.038

0.031

0.011

0.019

0.014

0.018

Payed overtime

-0.034

**

0.016

Special benefits

0.034

0.030

PRP scheme
Employees Stock
Ownership Plans
Pc users

-0.005

0.028

0.035

0.053

0.024

0.018

Unhealthy conditions
Mobbing

-0.129

***

0.048

-0.086

**

0.040

Discrimination

-0.175

0.141

Job-rotation

0.236

**

Multiskilling

-0.022

0.017

Team-working

-0.026

0.016
**

0.099

Training

0.043

Problem solving

0.010

Work autonomy

0.087

***

0.016

Help from boss
Work at very high
speed
Carrier opportunities

0.038

**

0.016

0.086

***

0.016

0.047

***

0.017

0.020

Country FE

yes

Yes

Yes

Pseudo R2

0.085

0.113

0.138

Log Likelihood

-10.931

-10.590

-10.297

Number of Oservations

17.506

17.506

17.506

Legend:

* p<0.1

** p<.05

0.017

*** p<.01

Our estimates show a strong negative influence of temporary contracts on perceived
security, with a significant negative coefficient of 0.16 in the complete model. The
estimated effect is robust to the model specification. Furthermore, this result also holds
for all the sub-sample analysed, with no significant differences by gender and education.
The estimated contract effect is significantly lower only for young workers (0.11 in

absolute value), which is consistent with different expectations regarding job security
by age, given also that in many countries temporary employment is often the first
(obligated) step to enter the labour market.
In order to test the effect of temporary employment for different flexicurity models, we
replicated our estimates for a selected set of countries, representing different
combinations of flexibility and security in Europe: Denmark and the Netherlands as two
different examples of policies and institutions combining high flexibility with high
security, the UK as an example of high flexibility combined with low security; France
and Germany as an example of low flexibility combined with high security and Italy
and Spain as two examples of both low flexibility and low security (but with a quite
different share of temporary employment, which is much higher in Spain than in Italy).
Table 3 reports estimates for the relevant coefficient referred to temporary employment
for the selected countries.

Table 3 – Estimates by country
Denmark
temporary
Other controls:
Personal characteristics
Firm characteristics
Job characteristics
N obs
Pseudo R squared

-0.039
(0.069)

Netherlands

UK

Germany

-0.186 *** -0.142 ** -0.132 *
(0.066)
(0.055)
(0.061)

France

Spain

Italy

-0.328 ** -0.197 *** -0.362 ***
(0.067)
(0.067)
(0.062)

yes
yes
yes

yes
yes
yes

yes
yes
yes

yes
yes
yes

yes
yes
yes

yes
yes
yes

yes
yes
yes

818
0.088

876
0.111

717
0.088

848
0.188

854
0.21

716
0.227

646
0.275

Note: for each country model specification as in Model 3 of table 1

The figures in the table clearly highlight that the effect of the temporary contract on
perceived job security is quite different in the countries considered, ranging from -0.04
in Denmark (not statistically significant) to -0.362 in Italy. With the partial exception of
Spain (partly explained by the peculiar regulation and diffusion of temporary
employment in this country), the negative effect of the temporary contract on perceived
security is particularly high in Mediterranean countries, which are characterized by a
combination of both low flexibility and low social security. On the contrary, there
seems to be no significant relationship between flexibility and perceived security in
Denmark, the country considered as a best practice in terms of flexicurity (hence, with a
combination of high flexibility and high social security) in Europe. This result is

consistent with most of the macroeconomic literature that emphasizes the excellent
results gained by the “Danish Golden Triangle” (Whiltagen and Tros, 2004;
Whilthagen, 2002). The other Continental countries and the UK are in an intermediate
position. The comparison of the results obtained for the Netherlands with those for
Denmark (two different examples of flexicurity models in Europe) suggest that not all
the macro flexicurity models have the same effect on the microeconomic relationship
between temporary employment and perceived job security. In this sense, a general
support to flexicurity may not be enough to increase workers’ well- being, but policy
makers should put more effort in designing the proper (probably country-specific)
combination of numerical flexibility, employment protection legislation, active and
passive labour market policies.
Regarding differences by country, it is also interesting to look at the differences in
perceived job security measured by the country fixed effects, whose estimates are
reported in figure 2. With reference to Denmark, estimates for all countries are negative,
confirming that Denmark, the prime example of flexicurity in Europe is, ceteris paribus,
the EU country with the highest level of perceived security, regardless of the type of
contract considered. The wide differences in country fixed effects are partly due to the
inclusion of Eastern Countries, which score the worst results (-0.39 Czech Republic, 0.35 Poland and -0.35 Slovakia), followed by Germany (-0.30) and Portugal (-0.28).
With respect to Denmark, differences are instead smaller in the case of the other Nordic
countries, the UK and France, confirming that for the latter job insecurity is more
related to temporary contracts than to permanent ones.
Referring to the other controls, estimates in table 2 reveal that gender has no statistically
significant influence on perceived job security. This is confirmed in other studies
(Bockerman, 2004; Deloffre and Rioux, 2004).
We instead found a stronger effect of age, being perceived security higher among young
workers. Previous studies reached discordant results about the age effect on perceived
job security: Clark and Postel- Vinay (2005) showed that security is decreasing and
convex with age, while Manski and Straub (2000) found no link between age and
perceived security. Our estimates are in line with those in Bockerman (2004) and Kuhn
(2001), according to which there is an increasing perception of job insecurity as an
employee ages due to much larger wage losses associated with potential unemployment
for the older workers. In interpreting the results by age, we have also to consider that
temporary contracts are much more widespread among young workers, 31% of whom

has a temporary contract (twice as high as the total average of 15%). As we mentioned
in the previous section, the higher probability to get a temporary job for the young can
influence their expectations: if accepting a temporary contract is the first step to enter
the labour market (and to subsequently be hired on a permanent contract), with respect
to older workers the young may feel more confident about their job in the next future
even when they hold a temporary contract.
The level of education seems to increase security only when we control for personal and
firm characteristics. This effect is no longer statistically significant once we include
detailed controls for job characteristics that are likely to be correlated with skills and
education (such as work autonomy, use of multiple skills and problem solving). These
results point out the importance of controlling for such type of variables in a perceived
security equation, thus casting some doubts on previous studies finding a positive
relationship between education and security (Bockerman, 2004; OECD, 2003).
Regarding firm characteristics, working in the public sector (either public
administration or education) increases perceived security. A similar result is found for
the energy sector. Our estimates show also a positive relationship (albeit not particularly
strong) between firm size and job security, probably because workers re-location is
more easier in large firms than in small ones. Finally, as expected also tenure is
positively related to perceived security, a result in line with the “last in, first out” policy
typically used by firms in their firing decisions.
With respect to job characteristics, we found that part-time and working time flexibility
(including overtime) have no significant influence on perceived security, but the latter
seems significantly negatively correlated with both unhealthy working conditions2 and
mobbing (including both physical and psychological violence). We also find that
perceived job security is positively influenced by many High Performance Workplace
Practices, such as job rotation, work autonomy and training. Finally, as expected
perceived job security is higher for workers who have good relations with their boss
(given the help that can get from him/her) and for those who foresee good career
prospects.

2

This variable is a summary indicator for different possible unhealthy situations: exposure to vibrations,
high temperatures, radiations, smoke, painful positions and heavy charges.

Fig. 2 - Estimated Country fixed effects UK
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5.1 Robustness check
Even if the European Working Condition Survey has been carried out since 1990 every
five years and a large number of questions are always the same in all the waves
available (1990, 1995, 2000 and 2005), the question we used to evaluate perceived
security was included for the first time in the last wave. This did not allow us to check

the robustness of our results by replicating the analysis for other waves or by estimating
our model on repeated cross-section data.
It should be also noticed that such type of questions are not often asked in socioeconomic surveys3 and, even when they are present, their wording may be quite
different from one survey (wave) to the other.
In order to check the robustness of our estimates to a different definition of perceived
security, we replicated our analysis using individual data from the European Social
Survey (ESS) 2006/07. This survey is mainly aimed to monitor changes in public
attitudes and values within Europe and to investigate how they interact with Europe’s
changing institutions. The reference population is then made of all the citizens aged 15
and over of the participating countries. It is funded by the European Commission’s 6th
Framework Programme and the European Science Foundation and covers a wide range
of topics, including social trust, political interest, social exclusion, religious allegiances,
personal and social well-being and satisfaction with work and life. With respect to the
EWCS, also given the different aim and reference population, it contains much less
information on working conditions and other work-related aspects, but it is much richer
on many socio-demographic aspects (such as family, social life, personal attitude
toward different issues such as politics, religion, social problems, etc.). Moreover, the
two surveys don’t cover exactly the same countries (at least in the waves considered in
this study), since Greece, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands and Austria are not included in
the 2006/07 wave of the EES.
Despite of these differences, also the EES contains a question related to perceived
security. More specifically, interviewed workers were asked to answer the following
question: “How likely would you say it is that you will become unemployed in the next
12 months?”. Workers could answer using a 4-points scale, where 1 was “very likely”
and 4 “not at all likely”. Not that the main difference with respect to the similar question
in the EWCS is the different time span considered (6 months in the EWCS, 12 months
in the ESS), which may be useful to test if our results hold also when perceived security
is evaluated on a longer period of time4. On the basis of this question, our dependent
variable, “perceived security”, is a dummy variable considering as “secure workers”
only people who said to be not at all likely to lose their job in the next 12 months.

3

For example, the EHCP does not contain questions on perceived job security.
If any, the extension of the time span should reinforce our findings, mainly if perceived security is
linked to the length of temporary contracts.
4

The “type of contract” is classified by the statement “do you have a work contract of
…” which indicates as possible answers: unlimited or limited duration forms and the
lack of any contract. As previously done in our main analysis, we excluded people with
no contract and refusals. We have also excluded workers under 15 and over 70 years
old, selecting a final sub-sample of 14.427 observations.
Table 4 reports the estimates of our relevant coefficient obtained with different model
specifications: in model 1 we control, other than for the type of contract, only for
personal characteristics; in model 2 we add controls for firm characteristics; finally, in
model 3 we also include job-related characteristics.

Table 4 - Temporary contract effect on perceived job security Marginal effects from probit estimates
MODEL 1
dF/dx
TEMPORARY

-0.181

Personal
Characteristics
Firm
Characteristics
Job
Characteristics
Pseudo R2
Log Likelihood
Number of
Oservations
Legend: " - " no significant

MODEL 2

MODEL 3

Robust
Std. Err.

dF/dx

Robust
Std. Err.

dF / dx

Robust
Std. Err.

0.016

-0.185 ***

0.016

-0.180 ***

0.017

***
YES

YES

YES

NO

YES

YES

NO

NO

YES

0.063
-9.153

0.079
-8.998

0.095
-8.848

14.427

14.427

14.427

* p<0.1

** p<.05

*** p<.01

Estimates in the Table show the negative effect of temporary contracts on perceived job
security, confirming our previous results. Moreover, the 12 months time span doesn’t
seems to affect significantly the “temporary” coefficient, given that current estimates
are not much higher (in absolute value) than those obtained with the EWCS
(respectively, 0.18 and 0.16).
We run also separated estimates by gender, age, education groups and flexicurity
models. The results confirm the significance of the negative relation between temporary
contracts and security in all the sub-populations considered; moreover, we find evidence
of the influence of flexicurity models on security. These estimates are in line with our
previous results, showing that the Nordic flexicurity system has the highest level of job
security, while East Countries have the lowest. With reference to Denmark, results

confirm that it is the country with the highest level of perceived security for both
temporary and permanent workers.

6. Conclusions (TO BE COMPLETED)
In this study we analyse the determinants of perceived job security in Europe, paying
specific attention to the role of temporary contracts.
More specifically, we empirically test whether the negative effect of holding a
temporary contract on a subjective measure of job security is influenced by workers’
characteristics (such as gender, age and education) and the (macro) flexicurity model
prevailing in the country where the workers live.
Using individual data from the Fourth European Working Condition Survey, we show
the existence of a strong negative influence of temporary contracts on perceived
security. No significant differences emerge on the estimated effect by gender and
education, while some heterogeneity is evident by age, given that the estimated
(temporary) contract effect is significantly lower for young workers, which is consistent
with different expectations along the life cycle (and between different cohorts)
regarding job security.
Estimates for selected countries, representing different flexicurity models, show much
heterogeneity: the effect of the temporary contract on perceived job security ranges
from -0.04 in Denmark (not statistically significant) to -0.362 in Italy. The negative
effect of the temporary contract on perceived security is particularly high in many
Mediterranean countries, which are characterized by a combination of both low
flexibility and low social security. On the contrary, there seems to be no significant
relationship between flexibility and perceived security in Denmark, the country
considered as a best practice in terms of flexicurity in Europe. The other Continental
countries and the UK are in an intermediate position. The comparison of the results
obtained for the Netherlands with those for Denmark (two different examples of
flexicurity models in Europe) suggest that not all the macro flexicurity models have the
same effect on the microeconomic relationship between temporary employment and
perceived job security. In this sense, a general support to flexicurity may not be enough
to increase workers’ well- being, but policy makers should put more effort in designing
the proper (probably country-specific) combination of numerical flexibility,
employment protection legislation, active and passive labour market policies.
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