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SUMMARY 
 

Should we make SURE a permanent instrument? To answer this, one might look at whether 
SURE – as a loans-based financial instrument – has been effectively taken up by Member 
States and used to support Job Retention (JR) schemes and other similar measures. 

Using the loan, however, is not enough to assess its effectiveness if the financed JR schemes 
have not been useful in cushioning unemployment caused by the pandemic. SURE did not 
come with any conditions attached regarding the design of the JR schemes. And yet there is 
considerable institutional variation in job retention programmes across Europe. This affects 
their efficiency, as well as their direct effect on unemployment. A badly designed JR scheme 
risks the misallocation of resources, ‘moral hazard’ (i.e. firms and workers partially 
internalising the costs of excessive use of the schemes) and adverse selection (i.e. support 
for firms that aren't able to maintain the employment contract once the crisis is over). 

While empirical studies have been conducted on the role of JR schemes in mitigating 
unemployment and bolstering domestic demand, looking at individual countries or a subset 
of countries, no study – at least to our knowledge – has systematically examined how the 
design of these schemes impacted their actual take up. 

This CEPS In-Depth Analysis study tries to fill this gap by providing a first illustration of how 
the design of JR protection schemes impacted their use across the EU27 countries, both 
during the Great Recession and the Covid-19 pandemic. The study finds that take up is 
significantly affected by each of the following institutional dimensions: scope, the financing 
system, generosity, and the permanent nature of the scheme. It concludes that any 
possibility of a 'SURE 2.0' cannot come without a reflection on introducing more stringent 
positive conditions when designing future JR schemes. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In response to the Covid-19 pandemic, EU Member States put various job retention (JR) 
measures in place to support employment. These measures ranged from traditional 
short-time work (STW) schemes and furlough schemes (FS) to new income support 
schemes for self-employed and atypical workers, in the form of wage subsidies (WS). JR 
schemes proved to be the ace of Member States’ responses to the social and 
employment crisis caused by the pandemic. By early May 2020, nearly 42 million workers 
– or 26.8 % of EU employees – had applied for access to these programmes, far exceeding 
the number of allowances paid out during the 2008-09 crisis (Müller and Schulten, 2020; 
Arpaia et al., 2010). In Italy, for instance, the National Institute for Social Security (INPS) 
reports that while 1.1 billion hours of temporary lay-offs were authorised between 2008 
and 2009, this number increased to 5.2 billion between March 2020 and April 2021. 

The success of these schemes is to be understood in light of the context of uncertainty in 
which decisions were taken at the outbreak of the pandemic, which was understood from 
the start as a temporary supply-and-demand shock driven by the implementation of 
containment measures. The main objective of JR schemes has thus been twofold: first 
and foremost, to preserve employment in firms temporarily experiencing weak demand, 
by encouraging them to adjust labour input along the intensive margin (reduction of 
working hours) rather than the extensive margin (lay-offs); and second, to cushion the 
social and political consequences of mass redundancies, thereby buffering potential 
social tensions. For firms, these schemes represented a convenient tool to deal with 
transitory shocks without incurring dismissal costs (Buchinsky, et al, 2012), while 
preserving the human capital specific to the company (the economic value of a worker is 
indeed related to the competencies acquired within the firm) and reducing turnover 
costs. From the workers’ perspective, such schemes were used to protect jobs, 
irrespective of the tenure and wage of the job holders, reduce the risks of skills 
depreciation, minimise the risks of being disenfranchised from the labour force, with 
consequences in terms of reduced income when returning to full-time work.  

JR schemes were not a novelty of the pandemic crisis, but they established themselves 
during this crisis. In 2008, at the beginning of the Great Recession (GR), only eleven EU 
Member States had national JR schemes in place, while 9 Member States introduced 
them between 2008 and 20091. By contrast, at the onset of the Covid-19 crisis, all 
Member States had in place some form of JR scheme. More importantly, as will be 
illustrated below, during the 2008-09 financial crisis, JR schemes had a limited scope and 
mainly covered open-ended work contracts. With the outbreak of the pandemic, several 
Member States decided to modify the institutional design of their JR schemes, by i) 

 
1 BG, CZ, HU, LT, LV, NL, PL, SK and SI. 
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loosening or enabling quicker access to the instruments, ii) raising subsidies (e.g. by 
increasing the replacement rate for workers, or by reducing employers’ costs), and iii) 
extending the maximum duration of job retention and protecting workers against 
dismissal after the termination of the subsidy (e.g. by making the dismissal of workers 
under JR schemes illegal) (Baptista et al., 2021). At the same time, several Member States 
introduced new schemes to guarantee income support for self-employed and non-
standard workers, and thus, to better tackle the impact of Covid-19 on the labour market.  

The success of such schemes was further reinforced by the creation by the European 
Union of a new financial assistance facility – temporary Support to mitigate 
Unemployment Risks in an Emergency (SURE) – with a capacity of EUR 100 billion to 
support Member States in their efforts to protect employment and reduce the pressure 
on public finances during external shocks. Already during the financial crisis, the 
Commission had explicitly encouraged Member States to provide financial support to 
temporary flexible working time arrangements (‘short-time’) in order to keep people in 
viable employment and avoid massive lay-offs, thus mitigating the social impact of the 
crisis, saving considerable firing and (re)hiring costs for firms, and preventing loss of firm-
specific human capital2. SURE, however, goes beyond a Commission Communication and 
represents the very first step in the direction of a European central stabilisation function 
with the explicit aim to support employment, and – as put by the Commission itself – the 
very first operationalisation of a European Unemployment Reinsurance Scheme (Corti 
and Huguenot-Noël, 2023). 

Despite their broad success across Europe, there is considerable institutional variation in 
job retention programmes across Europe (OECD, 2021; Boeri and Brucker, 2011; Hijzen 
and Venn, 2011). JR schemes vary indeed according to the logic (business or labour-
oriented), the coverage (i.e. who is eligible), the type (i.e. income support through 
employers to workers or via deductions from social security contributions) and level of 
wage compensation (i.e. maximum share of workers’ wage that can be paid), financing 
(i.e. contribution by firms and government), duration (i.e. for how long can the support 
last) and the procedures (i.e. application procedures, including role of collective 
bargaining). The institutional set-up of the schemes affects their efficiency, as well as 
their stabilisation function capacity, which is their direct effect on unemployment 
(Eichorst et al., 2022). In this respect, the design of JR schemes brings different risks. 
Some are related to misallocation of resources and include ‘moral hazard’ – i.e., partial 
internalisation by firms and workers of the costs of an excessive use of the schemes – and 
adverse selection – i.e., support for firms that are not in the material condition to 
maintain the employment contract when the crisis is over. Other risks related to the 
design of the schemes regard whether they cover all sectors and workers (including the 
self-employed) that are affected by a shock. In some cases, those affected by labour 

 
2 European Commission (2009) Communication for the spring European Council. COM/2009/0114 final. 

https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/employment/oecd-employment-outlook-2021_5a700c4b-en#page104
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market disruptions have no or only very limited access to social insurance, and thus 
heavily depend on means-tested income support and ad hoc relief measures. 

Most of the studies so far have illustrated the institutional variation of job retention 
schemes across countries and retraced the policy changes introduced during the COVID-
19 crisis (Müller et al., 2022; Ebbinghaus and Lehner, 2022). Few empirical studies have 
been conducted on the role of JR schemes in mitigating unemployment and bolstering 
domestic demand, looking at country cases (see Aiyar and Chi Dao, 2021 on Germany or 
Osuna and Pérez 2021 on Spain) or a subset of countries (Eichorst et al., 2022; OECD, 
2021; ECB, 2020). No study, at least to our knowledge, has systematically studied how 
the design of these schemes affected on the actual take up3 and how this has changed 
during the GR and the Covid-19 pandemic. Part of the difficulty in calculating the impact 
of job retention schemes is related to the lack of comparable data across countries and 
the difficulty in accessing national sources on the actual take-up of such schemes. 
Additional difficulties are linked to the fact that both programme design and other labour 
market institutions vary enormously across countries.  

Against this background, the purpose of this working paper is to fill this gap providing a 
first illustration of how the design of JR protection schemes affects their use across EU-
27 countries both during the GR and the Covid-19 pandemic. To this end, Section II 
proposes our typology of job retention schemes and the analytical approach that will then 
guide the subsequent analysis of the key features of national schemes. Section III 
examines the main characteristics of JR schemes (duration, generosity, strictness of 
eligibility criteria, administrative complexity) and the key changes introduced during the 
GR and the pandemic. Section IV illustrates the methodology deployed to compute a 
proxy for JR schemes’ take-up rate across the EU-27 and presents the key trends over the 
period 2006-2021. Section V , as usual, concludes. 

TYPOLOGY AND KEY CHARACTERISTICS OF JOB RETENTION SCHEMES 

One of the key difficulties in studying employment protection schemes is linked to the 
wide array of definitions that have been used when discussing such measures. Scholars 
investigating the use of such schemes during the GR traditionally refer to ‘short-time 
work schemes’ (Arpaia et al. 2010; Hijzen and Martin, 2013). The EU Regulation on SURE 
that lays down the conditions and procedures that enable the EU to provide financial 
support to Member States refers to ‘short-time work schemes or similar measures aimed 
at protecting employees and the self-employed and thus reducing the incidence of 
unemployment and loss of income’ (Art. 1). According to the definition provided by 
Eurostat, STW schemes cover ‘benefits compensating for the loss of wage or salary due 
to formal short-time working arrangements, and/or intermittent work schedules, 

 
3 Except for Hijzen and Martin (2013), who however focus only on the Great Recession. 

https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/employment/oecd-employment-outlook-2021_5a700c4b-en#page104
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/economic-bulletin/focus/2020/html/ecb.ebbox202004_06%7E6b0e718192.en.html
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irrespective of their cause, and where the employer/employee relationship continues’. A 
pre-condition for short-time work schemes is thus the reduction of the number of hours 
worked, which in theory cannot be reduced to zero, and the continuation of the 
employment relationship (Eurofound, 2021). In principle, workers are protected from 
income loss and companies benefit from a reduction of the wage bill, but the former are 
neither expected nor incentivised to search for another job. The employment relationship 
continues, and indeed social contributions are paid also for the time not worked. To 
disincentivise and prevent the end of the working relationship afterwards, STW schemes 
require public authorities to approve the support to companies and the latter to 
contribute to some of the costs of hours not worked. On their side, workers receive a 
lower wage for the hours not worked, thus bearing themselves the costs for the 
adjustment. 

As stressed above, STW schemes have traditionally benefited from larger scholarship 
attention. This is also because of the use of such schemes in those countries with JR 
schemes historically in place, and above all, Germany. Kurzarbeit (KA), Germany’s short-
time work programme, is widely credited with saving jobs and supporting domestic 
demand during the GR. In a famous speech in 2009, Paul Krugman praised the German 
model and invited the United States to learn from the KA example. After the GR, various 
studies were conducted on the German experience, and the availability of the IAB 
Establishment Panel dataset was also used by a handful of studies (e.g., Balleer et al., 
2016; Boeri and Bruecker, 2011; Bohachova et al., 2011). Yet, more recent research has 
broadened the array of JR mechanisms beyond traditional STW schemes to include two 
other categories: furlough scheme (FS) and wage subsidies (WS). According to Müller et 
al. (2022), the distinction is based on the number of hours reduced, that in the case of FS 
are zero, while in the case of WS, it is not contingent on any working time arrangement. 

FSs are comparable to a sort of temporary unemployment, and the support is paid 
directly to employees for the hours not worked. If the purpose of the STW schemes is to 
spread the costs of the adjustment across the workforce, in the case of FS the objective 
is to construct a temporary bridge for workers transitioning to another job, while at the 
same time remaining formally under the previous working relationship. Accordingly, 
workers under FS can actively seek alternative employment and are supported in this 
effort, for example through traditional unemployment benefits. Formally, these schemes 
are included in the system of unemployment insurance and assistance which finance it. 
However, contrary to UBs and UAs, the employer is responsible for paying part of the 
income support so as to avoid any misuse of the scheme. Contrary to STW schemes, no 
insurance contributions are paid in. Wage subsidies (WS) are different: They provide 
support for the hours worked, with the aim to subsidise companies’ wage bills in times of 
financial distress. The financial support is received by the companies, regardless of the 
working arrangement, and employees receive their wages. The State budget finances 
these schemes. 
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While in principle we agree with the distinction made by Müller et al. (2022), empirical 
evidence shows that a clear-cut distinction between STW schemes and FSs is very 
difficult. As we will illustrate in the next section, in many countries, such as Italy, workers 
covered by STW arrangements can reduce their working time to zero hours, while the 
State pays the social security contributions for the hours not worked. At the same time, 
in some countries, for example, Belgium, workers covered formally by a FS can actually 
work on a reduced time arrangement (not necessarily zero hours) and the State pays the 
social security contributions. Against this background, in this paper we consider FSs under 
the broader umbrella of STW schemes. 

With regards to the characteristics of JR schemes, we identify six key dimensions:  

• eligibility criteria 

• replacement wage 

• duration 

• generosity 

• complexity of administrative procedure 

• source of financing.  

The eligibility criteria reflect the scope of the JR retention schemes, i.e., the categories of 
companies and workers that can in principle ask for or benefit from this measure. As 
observed by Müller et al. (2022), the scope of job retention schemes depends on the 
eligibility criteria that apply either to the situation of the company and to the employees’ 
contract. In the first case, access to the support is conditional on different factors, such 
as the size of the company, the economic sector, the respect for the requirement of trade 
union involvement and – in the case of the pandemic crisis – the exposure to mandatory 
closure measures by the government. In the second case, the employee-related eligibility 
criteria reflect the type of workers that are potentially covered, e.g., employee in an 
open-ended contract, fixed-term contract, temporary agency workers, non-standard 
workers, or self-employed. In both cases, stricter conditions apply in the case of WS. 
Indeed, since the financial support does not depend on the hours not worked and the 
State budget finances the companies per employee (often as a lump sum), it is important 
to define stricter eligibility conditions to avoid misuse of public finances. Similarly, 
maximum earning thresholds are set for employees benefiting from wage subsidies. 

The second dimension of JR scheme regards the generosity of the support, that is the 
amount of money that is provided over a certain period of time. This depends on two 
main factors. First, the amount of money transferred to either employers or employees, 
traditionally measured in terms of a percentage of either the gross or the net employee 
wage. This amount can be subject to a cap, i.e., a maximum ceiling, to better target the 
working population most in need. Such a cap can significantly affect the generosity of the 
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income support and can be defined both in absolute terms or as a percentage of the 
minimum or average national wage. The second factor is the duration of the scheme, 
namely the maximum period (measured either in weeks or months) for which the income 
support is paid.  

A third characteristic of the JR schemes regards the role of collective bargaining and 
workers’ participation. As mentioned above, the involvement of trade unions changes 
across countries. They can be involved in different stages of the provision of the income 
support under JR schemes, including the design and the implementation. Building on 
Müller et al. (2022), we can distinguish between three levels of involvement: no formal 
involvement required; requirement to consult and inform employee representation 
structure; and mandatory requirement to conclude an agreement about the modalities 
of implementing JR schemes.  

Finally, the fourth key characteristic of the JR scheme is financing. As illustrated above, 
these schemes can be either fully covered by employer and employee contributions, or 
they can be partially financed by the State and employers / employees. Finally, they can 
be fully financed by the State. As argued by Drahokoupil and Müller (2021), the 
involvement of the employee and employer in the financing of the JR scheme serves to 
prevent any abuse in the use of such schemes. 

Altogether these characteristics ultimately affect the take-up of job retention schemes. 
In particular, we expect that: 

• H1: The broader the scope, the higher the number of workers potentially 
covered 

• H2: The higher the replacement wage rates, together with longer duration, the 
higher the take-up of this scheme.  

• H3: Higher take-up rates are associated with countries where the State’s (co-) 
financing is higher.  

No expectations can be advanced about the role of the involvement of trade unions and 
the impact on take-up. 

The table below summarises the job retention scheme typology illustrated above and 
provides – where possible – for each of the characteristics mentioned above an 
operationalisation. Such operationalisation is created with the purpose of including the 
qualitative variables linked to the design of the JR scheme in the quantitative analysis 
illustrated in Sections 4. 
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Table 1. Typology of job Retention schemes and operationalisation of key variables 
Characteristic Definition Operationalisation 

Type of support Short-time work scheme 
(including furlough schemes) 
Wage subsidy 

0 = STW (FS) 
1 = WS 

Eligibility (Employer) Conditionality on income 
support related to the company: 

• Size of the company 

• Economic sector 

• Exposure to mandatory 
closures’ measures by the 
government  

• Respect of trade unions’ 
involvement requirements 

- 

Eligibility (Employee) Conditionality on income 
support related to the employee. 
Depending on employment 
contract  

0=scheme covers open-ended 
employees 
25= open-ended and fixed terms 
employees are covered 
50= open-ended, fixed term, 
temporary agency workers are 
covered  
75= open-ended, fixed term, 
temporary agency, non-standard 
workers are covered 
100=scheme covers all workers 
and self-employed 

Generosity (amount) Replacement wage % of the gross (or net) wage in the 
case of STW and FS and flat for 
WS 

Generosity (duration) Maximum period for which the 
income support is paid 

Number of weeks*. 

Role of collective 
bargaining 

Involvement of trade union in 
design and implementation of JR 
scheme 

0 = No involvement of TUs 
0.5 = Consultation and 
information  
1 = Requirement of formal 
agreement 

Financing Funding mechanisms of the JR 
scheme 

0 = Scheme fully covered by 
employers/employees 
0.5 = Scheme partially covered by 
employers/employees and state 
1 = Scheme fully covered by state 

Source: Own elaboration. 
Note: * For some MSs there is no limited duration of the support, and, therefore, we have given a score equal to the 
total number of weeks they have actually been in place. 
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Building on what illustrated above, in the next section, we compare the key 
characteristics of JR across EU countries during the GR and the Covid-19 pandemic. To 
this end, we build on an extensive qualitative document research, combining information 
collected from primary (national official website) and secondary sources (Hijzen and Venn 
(2011) and Arpaia et al. (2010) for the GR; Drahokoupil and Muller (2021), Baptista et al. 
(2021), Sakai et al. (2022), and Eurofound’s Covid-19 EU PolicyWatch Database of 
national-level responses for the Covid-19 crisis) as well as primary sources (national 
official websites). Additional information has been retrieved from the extensive academic 
and grey literature (Boeri and Brucker (2011); Cahuc and Carcilllo (2011); Hijzen and Venn 
(2011); Hijzen and Martin (2013)).  

JOB RETENTION SCHEMES DURING THE GREAT RECESSION  

When the EU entered the GR only eleven MSs had STW schemes in place: Austria, 
Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Portugal and 
Spain. Among these countries, Belgium, Denmark, and Portugal envisaged the possibility 
of a reduction of the working time up to zero hours. In Austria, Belgium, France, 
Luxembourg, and Finland the scheme was linked to the unemployment insurance scheme 
while in Italy, Germany, Slovenia, and Spain the STW arrangements were self-standing 
instruments. The monetary assistance to employees was either directly paid to the 
affected employees through a state agency (e.g., in BE, DK, ES, FI, IE, UK) or transferred 
to them through the intermediation of the employer, along with the regular wages for 
worked hours (e.g., in AT, DE, FR and IT). In the first case, the payment of partial 
unemployment benefits to workers on work-sharing fell directly under the responsibility 
of the unemployment benefit system and was generally made through the state 
employment agency (PES). In the second case, often the state takes over the full payment 
of the compensation of workers on short-time arrangements. 

Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, and the Netherlands 
introduced a new STW arrangement, yet with a time-bound duration. Cyprus, Croatia, 
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, and Sweden did not have any kind of JR arrangement 
in place. Nevertheless, some of these countries still introduced some employment 
support measures, which however cannot be qualified as JR schemes. For instance, Latvia 
introduced the programme “Professional training for part-time working persons”. 
Similarly, Lithuania introduced a vocational training for workers in companies on reduced 
working arrangements. Romania introduced an exemption for a period of up to three 
months of the payment of social security contributions payable by both employers and 
employees during temporary interruption of the activity (the so-called `technical 
unemployment’).  

 

http://gesd.free.fr/hijzen11.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/publications/occasional_paper/2010/pdf/ocp64_en.pdf
https://www.etui.org/sites/default/files/2021-09/Job%20retention%20schemes%20in%20Europe%20-%20A%20lifeline%20during%20the%20Covid-19%20pandemic_2021_0.pdf
https://socialprotection.org/es/discover/publications/social-protection-and-inclusion-policy-responses-covid-19-crisis-analysis
https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/Departmental-Papers-Policy-Papers/Issues/2022/03/02/European-Labor-Markets-and-the-COVID-19-Pandemic-Fallout-and-the-Path-Ahead-512327
https://static.eurofound.europa.eu/covid19db/index.html
https://static.eurofound.europa.eu/covid19db/index.html
https://docs.iza.org/dp5635.pdf
https://docs.iza.org/dp5430.pdf
http://gesd.free.fr/hijzen11.pdf
https://docs.iza.org/dp7291.pdf
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SCOPE OF THE SCHEMES 
The coverage of the schemes during the Great Recession was generally limited to open-
ended contract and fixed term contract employees. In some countries, for example 
Belgium, the eligibility criteria were even stricter, with only blue-collar workers with an 
open-ended contract covered. Similarly, in France and Italy, only workers with a 
permanent contract were eligible. Other countries, instead, for example Denmark, 
Finland, Ireland, and Spain, offered support to all employees irrespective of their 
employment status and based on fulfilling the contributions for benefitting from 
unemployment insurance. During the GR, especially in 2008 and 2009, however, some 
Member States decided to change their legislation, relaxing the eligibility conditions, and 
widening the scope of their schemes. This is the case of Italy, Germany and France that 
introduced new measures to expand their coverage including fixed term contracts and 
temporary workers. France also expanded the STW schemes in 2009 to include part-time 
workers initially excluded. Belgium expanded the scope to white collars, fixed term 
contract and temporary workers in 2009. Other countries, such as Austria and 
Luxembourg, maintained their stricter conditions. Overall, non-standard workers and 
self-employed were excluded in all Member States. 

With respect to company related criteria, the principal condition to activate the STW 
scheme was related to temporary and cyclical economic difficulties. In some countries, 
STWs could be activated in case of structural problems such as in Italy, Germany, and 
Luxembourg. Given the criteria linked to the transitory nature of the economic crisis, only 
few schemes required the non-dismissal of the affected workforce during or after the 
STW period, a condition that instead will be introduced during the Covid-pandemic. Only 
Austria and Luxembourg included measures ad hoc to forbid workers dismissal during the 
duration of the STW arrangement. In addition, whereas in Italy, Germany, Ireland, 
Luxembourg, and Portugal, the economic difficulty that activated the STW arrangement 
was not quantified, in other countries, a concrete reduction of working time was 
required, for example in Austria (between 10% and 90%), Germany (10% of non-
productive times), Spain (reduction of workers’ working days by at least 33%). 
Importantly, in those countries where the STW scheme was linked to the unemployment 
insurance, only workers that exhausted their unemployment benefit right could access 
the support, for example in Denmark, Finland, Ireland, and Spain. By contrast this was not 
required in Italy, Germany, and Austria. 

Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia, and Slovenia, which did not have JR 
schemes before the crisis, modified their legislation and introduced schemes covering 
open-ended and fixed-term workers. The Netherlands introduced a scheme for open-
ended contract workers only. On top of that, in some Member States, additional 
conditions were needed and eligibility for unemployment benefits were necessary to be 
covered by the scheme. Non-standard workers and self-employed were not part of the 
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legislation of EU Member States’ JR schemes during the GR, as none of the schemes were 
intended to cover them. With respect to the activation criteria, in Poland and the 
Netherland, there was no specific threshold indicated. On the other hand, a 50% and a 
10%-20% reduction in working time were required in Bulgaria, and Slovenia, respectively. 
Moreover, Hungary included the size of the companies as an eligibility criterion for 
support. 

GENEROSITY 

Regarding the generosity of the schemes, we start from the duration of the schemes. In 
this respect, countries with a scheme in place already before the GR provided support for 
a limited duration, ranging from three weeks to one year, with the exception of Finland 
and Spain, where the maximum duration of the scheme was respectively 36 and 24 
months. Also, in Italy the STW could stay in place up to three years. During the GR, some 
countries, such as Italy, Germany, Austria, and Portugal, decided to extend the duration 
of the STW schemes. Austria for instance increased the duration to 24 months, and 
Germany from 12 to 18 months. 

In terms of replacement rate, Italy and Luxembourg were the countries with the most 
generous schemes, covering up to 80% of the gross wage. Similarly, Portugal had a 
replacement rate equal to 70% of the normal wage for a maximum of 6 months and 12 
months in case of temporary layoff. France and Finland had a replacement wage of 75% 
but with two different durations. In Austria, Germany, Belgium, Ireland, and Spain, the 
STW replacement rate was equal to the unemployment benefit replacement rate. During 
the GR, some changes were introduced, for instance, in Belgium and France, where the 
replacement rate was increased, from 50% to 60% in the latter country. Luxembourg, 
Spain, and Portugal included a threshold consisting of the minimum and maximum 
amount that can be paid linked to the national minimum wage. Moving to the countries 
that introduced new schemes only during the GR, the replacement rate varied from 60% 
in Czech Republic to 73% in Slovakia and 75% in the Netherlands. In Bulgaria, a flat rate 
payment was introduced equal to EUR 60 per month. Finally, Slovenia and Hungary 
established the highest level of support, with 85% and 100% of replacement rate, 
respectively.  

FINANCING 

In relation to the financing of the JR schemes, countries with a STW linked to the 
unemployment insurance, generally pulled resources out from the unemployment fund, 
and were therefore financed by the contributions of employers, employees, and the state 
(via general taxation). In the case of Belgium, the fund is managed by social partners. In 
countries where the STW is not part of the unemployment insurance, the financing 
originated from diverse sources. In Italy, the STW is financed by the State and by 
employers with an experience rate mechanism that increases with the use of the scheme. 
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In Luxembourg, the first 16 hours of lost working time are financed by the employer, and 
the State contributes to finance the remaining lost working hours. In the cases of Portugal 
and Poland, the state pays respectively 30% and 40% of the envelope while the rest is 
paid by the employers. In Slovenia, the state reimburses half of the salary of the worker 
concerned, up to a maximum of EUR 805. In the Netherlands, the State pays the schemes 
if the worker is entitled to unemployment benefits. If not entitled, the employer is in 
charge of the payment. In Hungary and Ireland, the scheme is fully paid by the state and 
in Czech Republic and Slovakia the costs are shared by the State and the employers’ or 
employees’ contributions.  

With respect to the payment of social security contributions (SSC), only in two countries 
the state covered these costs. Austria refunded the employers’ contribution from 
seventh month. In Germany, SSCs were reimbursed by the public employment service at 
50% in the first six months of the STW and from the seventh at 100%. 

ROLE OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 

When it comes to the role of collective bargaining, there are significant differences across 
countries. In Germany, Austria, Belgium, France, Luxembourg, Denmark, Czech Republic, 
Poland, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, and the Netherlands an agreement must be 
reached with the social partner. In Italy, Finland, and Portugal, a consultation is 
compulsory. In Ireland, Spain, and Hungary there was no need for neither consultation 
nor agreement with the social partners, as the State could adopt the measure unilaterally. 

To sum-up, when the GR, broke out, only eleven countries had STW schemes in place, 
mostly linked to unemployment insurance mechanisms. Between 2008 and 2009, 
however, eight new countries introduced temporary measures to tackle the 
consequences of the crisis. All countries had in place STW schemes, with only Denmark 
allowing for a full suspension and reduction to zero working hours. Various changes were 
introduced during the crisis, which were primarily aimed at increasing the duration and 
the generosity of STW arrangements. This is notably the case in Germany and Austria, but 
also in Belgium, Finland and to a lesser extent in France. The latter however was the only 
country to introduce permanent changes. Countries also extended the coverage and 
introduce less stringent conditions for companies to access the scheme. In terms of 
coverage, however, only open ended, fixed term and in some cases temporary agency 
workers were covered while non-standard workers and self-employed remained 
excluded.  

The table below presents a simplified and operationalised account of the main features 
of JR scheme after the changes introduced during the GR.  
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Table 2. Job protection scheme during the Great Recession 
Great 
Recession 

New Employee-
related 
eligibility 
criteria 

Replacement 
wage 

Maximum 
duration 
(number of 
weeks) 

Role of 
collective 
bargaining 

Financing 

Austria No 50 55* 24 1 0.5 
Belgium No 50 70 16-48 1 1 
Bulgaria Yes 0 Flat rate 12 * * 
Cyprus No job retention scheme in place 
Czechia Yes 25 60 24 1 0.5 
Denmark No 25 61 13 1 1 
Estonia No job retention scheme in place 
Finland No 25 75 100 0.5 1 
France No 50 75 6 1 0.5 
Germany  No 50 60* 96 1 0.5 
Greece No job retention scheme in place 
Hungary Yes 25 100 48 0 1 
Ireland No 25 Flat rate 48 0 1 
Italy No 50 80 96 0.5 0.5 
Luxembourg No 25 80 24 1 0.5 
Latvia No job retention scheme in place 
Lithuania No job retention scheme in place 
Malta No job retention scheme in place 
Poland Yes 25 49* 24 1 0.5 
Portugal No 25 67 72 0.5 0.5 
Romania No job retention scheme in place 
Slovakia Yes 25 73 12 1 0.5 
Slovenia Yes 25 85 48 1 0.5 
Spain No 25 61* 96 0 1 
The 
Netherlands 

Yes 0 75 6 1 1 

Sweden No job retention scheme in place 
Source: Own elaboration. 

JOB RETENTION SCHEMES DURING THE PANDEMIC CRISIS 

With the advent of the Covid-19 Recession, all Member States quickly looked at job 
retention schemes as the policy solution to address the sudden freezing of the economy 
and protect employment in the short-term. Countries with a scheme already in place on 
a permanent basis, for example, Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, 
Italy, Luxembourg, Portugal, and Spain immediately activated the arrangements, 
broadening the scope and extending the duration of the intervention. In some cases, for 
example, Denmark, an additional scheme was introduced during the pandemic to cover 
those workers previously left outside of the existing mechanisms. Some of the countries 
that temporarily introduced a job retention scheme during the Great Recession re-
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introduced the schemes already used, for example, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia, at 
the same time loosening the eligibility criteria and extending the duration. Other 
countries introduced new schemes, for example, Ireland, or introduced more than one 
job retention scheme, for example, Bulgaria, Czechia, and Hungary. The Netherlands was 
the only country that introduced a permanent short-time work scheme during the Great 
Recession, maintained it during the pandemic and accompanied it with a new wage 
subsidy scheme. By contrast, Sweden introduced a permanent short-time work scheme 
only after the Great Recession and maintained it during the Covid-19 pandemic. Finally, 
all the countries that did not have any job protection arrangement during the Great 
Recession, for example, Croatia, Cyprus, Estonia, Greece, Latvia, Malta, and Romania 
introduced at least a temporary ad hoc measure for the pandemic.  

As a result, at the onset of the Covid-19 pandemic, 20 countries had in place short-time 
work schemes (or furlough schemes)4, 4 had wage subsidies5, and 3 provided both 
arrangements6. As stressed above, all countries decided to modify or adjust the 
institutional design of their old or new job retention schemes, by i) loosening or enabling 
quicker access to the instruments, ii) raising subsidies (e.g. by increasing the replacement 
rate for workers, or by reducing employers’ costs), and iii) extending the maximum 
duration of job retention and protecting workers against dismissal after the exhaustion 
of the subsidy (e.g. by making the dismissal of workers under JR schemes illegal). In many 
countries, financing of the job protection arrangements was modified with an overall 
stronger intervention of the State compared to the Great Recession, while in some 
countries, modifications were also introduced to strengthen the role of collective 
bargaining in the implementation of schemes. In what follows we provide details on the 
key features of the job retention schemes during the pandemic, highlighting the key 
adjustments introduced during the crisis. 

SCOPE OF THE SCHEMES DURING THE PANDEMIC 
The most significant changes introduced in the already existing job retention schemes 
concern the scope of the instruments. As stressed above, most of the short-time work 
schemes in place during the Great Recession, even considering the changes introduced 
between 2008 and 2009, were targeted at employees with an open-ended contract, or 
with fixed-time contracts and temporary agency workers. By contrast the measures 
introduced in March and April 2020 were targeted at broadening the range of potential 
beneficiaries and making the schemes as inclusive as possible. In this respect, most of the 
countries included non-standard workers and fixed-term contract employees as well as 
temporary agency workers. For instance, among the countries with a permanent short-

 
4 AT, BE, BG, CZ, DE, DK, FI, EE, EL, ES, FR, HU, IT, LT, LV, LU, PL, PT, RO, SK. 
5 CY, IE, MT, PL, NL. 
6 HR, HU, RO. 
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time working arrangement in place, in Italy the scope was immediately enlarged not only 
to workers in companies with less than five employees but to all types of employees. 
Similarly, in Germany the scope was extended to temporary agency workers, while in 
France the Chômage partiel was extended to new categories of non-standard 
employment contract and temporary workers as well to for part-time workers. Only in 
Denmark, Hungary, Latvia and Slovakia are temporary agency workers excluded from any 
type of job protection arrangement. By contrast, non-standard workers are excluded in 
Belgium, Czechia, Denmark, Hungary, Latvia, Portugal, Slovakia and Slovenia. Finally, only 
Finland, Ireland, Latvia, Malta and Romania introduced ad hoc measures to include also 
the self-employed. 

Changes in the scope of the job retention schemes concern not only the employee-
related eligibility criteria but also the criteria for companies. Contrary to the Great 
Recession, access to job protection schemes was made conditional not only on the 
economic difficulties but also on the mandatory closures imposed by the national 
governments. In some countries, such as Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Greece, Hungary, 
Malta, Luxembourg, Slovenia and Spain, the eligibility criteria for companies applied 
initially to some specific sectors (e.g., HORECA, transport, storage). Sector-specific criteria 
were removed, revisited or updated in some countries during the pandemic, such as in 
Croatia. In other countries, access is linked to the economic distress of the company, 
measured in terms of fall in revenues. In this respect, we notice a significant variation 
across countries in the revenue fall threshold, with Hungary, for instance, asking to 
demonstrate a revenue loss up to 75 % and Poland only 15 %. Other criteria are also 
identified in other countries, such as the share of workforce affected by reduced working 
time, for example, Germany, or the number of temporary layoffs, such as in Denmark. In 
Austria, the criterion is the working time reduction, which varies between 30 % and 80 %. 
By contrast, criteria were related to the size of the company, in place in many STW 
schemes during the Great Recession (see the example of Italy above). Overall, the 
company-related eligibility criteria differ significantly between wage subsidy and short-
time work schemes. In the wage subsidy scheme since the income support is not based 
on the reduction of hours worked, it is important to define the revenue loss that activates 
the possibility to demand a wage subsidy. In the short-time schemes, the job protection 
scheme pays for the hours not worked and therefore the economic distress situation is 
better grasped by the actual number of workers temporarily laid off or by the number of 
hours not worked. In addition, Drahokoupil and Müller (2021) observe that in the case of 
short-time work schemes these did not include specific economic criteria either before 
or after Covid-19. By contrast, the Central Eastern European Member States that 
introduced ad hoc measures during the pandemic, included minimum thresholds for the 
falls in revenue.  
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GENEROSITY OF THE SCHEMES 
With respect to the generosity of the schemes, we consider three key elements which 
affect employees’ financial compensation for (part of) the wages lost due to reduced 
working hours: duration, replacement rate of previous wage and cap.  

With respect to the duration, here we observe a first difference compared to the Great 
Recession. Indeed, all the European countries with the exception of Estonia and Latvia, 
decided to extend the duration of the job retention scheme in place several times, which 
de facto covered the entire duration of the pandemic emergency. In some countries such 
extension was explicitly linked to the duration of the pandemic, such as in Bulgaria, 
Cyprus, Czechia, Denmark, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal, Slovenia, and the Netherlands. 
In other countries, instead, the formal duration of these schemes was extended by a 
sufficient number of months to cover the full duration of the Covid-19 emergency, such 
as in France (from 6 to 24 months). Estonia and Latvia instead interrupted their schemes 
in June 2020 and reactivated them only in March 2021 until May of the same year. In 
some cases, the duration of the scheme was linked to some changes in the replacement 
wage rate. For instance, in Germany, the longer the duration of the support the higher 
the replacement rate, the rationale being to support those workers that were most 
negatively affected by the pandemic and could not in principle live on 60/67 % of their 
gross wage for an extended duration. By contrast, other countries, for example Greece 
and Spain decreased their support with the increase in duration of the job protection 
scheme. 

With respect to the replacement rate, as was the case with the Great Recession, we 
observe a significant variation across countries. In this respect a comparison between 
countries over time is made particularly difficult due to the high complexity of the 
replacement wage setting. Indeed, not all Member States use the gross wage to calculate 
the replacement rate. Austria, Croatia, Germany, Greece and Hungary use the net wage. 
Some Member States set thresholds for the replacement wage that change depending 
on actual circumstances, such as having dependent children or the time of use of the 
scheme, as the cases of Germany, Greece and Spain illustrated above. In other countries, 
for example Austria, the replacement wage changes depending on the original gross 
wage, with higher allowances for low-wage earners. Furthermore, the extent of working 
time reduction can affect the replacement wage. For instance, in Poland, the 
replacement rate is 50 % of the gross wage in case of full suspension of the activity while 
it decreases if the working time is reduced between 20 % and 50 %. Similarly, in Sweden 
the replacement rate is linked to the reduction in working time. In some countries, as in 
the case of Belgium, the government pays EUR 5.63 per day as an additional COVID 
supplement (Eurofound), therefore the replacement wage would be higher than the 
replacement rate stipulated. In some other countries the level of support varies according 
to the reason why the workers cannot work, such as in Czechia and Slovakia. For instance, 

https://static.eurofound.europa.eu/covid19db/cases/BE-2020-11_380.html
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Drahokoupil (2021) shows that in Czechia, the replacement rate is 60 % of the original 
wage for workers in quarantine or for those temporarily laid off because of a drop in 
demand, 80 % if the company cannot provide enough work because of a temporary fall 
in supply, and 100 % if the economic restrictions are due to mandatory government 
closures. 

With these caveats in mind, we can still compare the replacement rates across countries 
(considering the maximum values), and we notice significant differences. The level of 
support indeed is the lowest at 50 % in countries for example Poland and Spain (after 7 
months), it increases to around 60 % in countries for example Cyprus, Czechia, Greece 
(net wage), Portugal and Slovakia and it reaches the highest level between 90 and 100 % 
in Bulgaria, Croatia and the Netherlands. Compared to the Great Recession the 
replacement rate is overall similar with no significant changes, the only exception was the 
Netherlands where the new wage subsidy amounts to 100 % of the gross wage, 
compared to the previous 70 %. An increase is also introduced under specific conditions, 
and also for some workers in Austria, Czechia, Denmark, Germany, and Slovenia. Only 
one country, Hungary, decreases the replacement rate. During the pandemic, only 
Estonia (from 70 % to 50 %), Latvia (from 75 % to 70 %), Slovakia (from 60 % to 80 %) and 
Portugal (from 66 % to 92 %) introduced further changes to the replacement rate.  

With respect to the cap, that is the maximum upper amount, this is calculated either in 
absolute terms or as a percentage of the minimum wage. In the first case, for instance, 
some countries just indicate the maximum absolute amount, for example Bulgaria 
(EUR 1 533), Croatia (EUR 533 (WS) and EUR 369 (STW)), Estonia (EUR 1.000), Hungary 
(EUR 602), Malta (EUR 800), Slovakia (EUR 1 100) Slovenia (EUR 940). In the second case, 
for instance, France specifies that the maximum is set at 4.5 times the minimum wage, in 
Portugal three times, in Luxembourg it is 2.5 times and in Lithuania 1.5 times. In other 
countries it is the maximum gross wage that is specified and this serves as the basis for 
the calculation of the cap, as in Germany and Austria (see Drahokoupil and Müller 2021 
for details on this). Since a full comparison is difficult, Table 3 below compares the value 
of the caps as a percentage of the gross national average wage. 

The final aspect to stress in terms of the generosity of the job retention schemes regards 
the definition of minimum amounts that some countries introduce to protect employees 
in the low-wage sectors. Such minimum support is related to the national minimum wage 
and was introduced in Estonia, France, Greece, Luxembourg, Poland, Portugal and 
Slovenia.  
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FINANCING 
With regards to financing the job retention schemes, here we observe the most 
significant change compared to the Great Recession. Indeed, if before the costs of the 
income support were generally shared by the employers and the State, we observe during 
the Covid-19 pandemic that the national governments bear the costs of the income 
protection. This is the case of Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Finland, Germany, Greece, 
Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, and Spain, where the State covers 100 % of 
the costs. In the case of Bulgaria, the costs are shared; 40 % paid by the employer and 
60 % by the State. In Czechia, the share changes depending on the reasons for introducing 
the short-time working arrangement (i.e. quarantine, mandatory closures, economic 
difficulties). In Denmark the costs are shared by the State (75 %) and by employers (25 %) 
for white collar workers (for others the ratio is 90:10), unless the working time is reduced 
to zero and then the State covers the full amount. In Estonia, the employer has to pay at 
least EUR 150 per month to employees under the STW scheme. In the case of France, the 
costs are shared 67 % by the State budget and 33 % by the French Public Unemployment 
Insurance scheme so it is fully publicly covered, unless for specific cases where the 
employers pay 10 %. In Hungary, depending on the scheme, the costs are either covered 
by the State fully in the case of the STW scheme, or shared with the employers for 
47.6/50 % in the case of wage subsidies. In Lithuania, the share changes depending on 
the age of the workers and varies between 100 % and 70% for the State and 0-30% for 
the employers. In Poland, up to half of employee wages are co-financed by the 
Guaranteed Employee Benefits Fund, but for not more than 50 % of the average monthly 
wage for the previous quarter. The State contributes up to 40 % of the wage subsidy. In 
Portugal, the costs are shared by the State (70 %) and the employers (30 %), unless the 
working time reduction is greater than 60 % and the drop in revenues is more than 75 % 
in which case the State covers all costs. In Slovenia, the State initially covered all the costs, 
but then after June 2020, employers contributed 20 % of the costs. In Sweden, the costs 
are also shared between the State and employers depending on the reduction of working 
time. In the Netherlands, the costs are shared between employers and the State 
depending on the size of the revenue loss.  

Finally, an additional aspect to consider when looking at the financing of job retention 
schemes regards the coverage of social security contributions (SSC), that were 
traditionally left out during the Great Recession. In the case of Austria, Cyprus, Czechia, 
Denmark, Estonia, Greece and Italy the social security contributions are covered by the 
State. In some, countries for example, Austria, the State covers only the SSC for the hours 
not worked while the remaining amount is paid by the employers and employees. In other 
Member States, for example, Belgium and France, the SSC are paid by employers and 
employees only for the hours worked and the rest is exempted. In Bulgaria, employers 
and employee continue to pay in the case of the wage subsidy scheme, while the State 
covers 60 % in the case of short-time work arrangements. In Finland and Hungary, SSC 
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are not paid under the STW scheme. In Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, 
Poland and Romania employers and employees continue to pay the SSC. A partial support 
for a limited time by the State is adopted in Slovenia and Slovakia. Finally, contributions 
are adjusted in Ireland, Portugal and Spain. 

ROLE OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 

As mentioned above, three types of involvement characterize the role of collective 
bargaining: no formal involvement required; requirement to consult and inform 
employee representation structure; and mandatory requirement to conclude an 
agreement about the JR schemes’ implementation modalities. During the pandemic 
crisis, no formal requirement was imposed in Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Cyprus, Croatia, 
Ireland, Malta, Estonia, Greece, Hungary, Lithuania, and Latvia. Consultation instead was 
foreseen in the Netherlands, Spain, Luxembourg, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, 
and Belgium. Finally, a formal agreement was required in Poland, Austria, Germany, 
France (not always), Italy (not always), Sweden and Denmark. 

The table below presents a simplified and operationalized account of the main features 
of job retention scheme after the changes introduced during the Covid-19 pandemic.  

Table 3. Design of JRS during the Covid-19 crisis. 
Covid-19  Type of 

measure 
New  

Scheme 

Eligibility 
criteria 

Replacement 
wage 

Cap as a 
percentage 
of the 
average 
wage 

Maximum 
duration 
(number 
of weeks) 

Role of 
collective 
bargaining 

Financing 

Austria STW No 75 80-90* 168% 24 1 1 

Belgium FS No 25 70 47% 100 0.5 1 

Bulgaria STW Yes 75 100 123% 12 0.5 0.5 

Croatia STW Yes 50 100* 21-29% 100 1 1 

WS Yes 0 Flat rate 21-42% 100 0 1 

Cyprus FS Yes 75 60 63% 76 0 1 

Czechia STW No 25 60-100 85-114% 92 1 0.5 

Denmark STW Yes 25 100 84% 20 1 0.5 

STW 

(FS) 

No 25 90 64% 64 0.5 0.5 

Estonia STW Yes 50 50-70 56-70% 8 0 0.5 

Finland FS No 100 40-90 - 42-57 1 1 

France STW No 75 70 159% 48/96 0.5/1 1 

Germany  STW No 75 60-87* 89% 100 1 1 

Greece STW Yes 0 60* - 100 0 1 

STW (FS) Yes 75 Flat rate 17-45% 100 0 1 

Hungary STW Yes 75 70* 30% 16 0 1 

WS1 Yes 0 70* 65% 16 0 1 

WS2 Yes 0 70* 86% 12 0 1 

Ireland WS Yes 100 Flat rate 37% 100 0 1 

Italy STW No 75 80 36-43% 100 0.5/1 1 

Latvia STW Yes 100 50-75 65-92% 96 0 1 
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Lithuania STW Yes 75 70-90 51-76% 100 0 1 

Luxembourg STW No 75 80 84% 96 0.5 1 

Malta WS Yes 100g Flat rate 52% 100 0 0.5 

Poland WS Yes 75 50 40% 12 1 0.5 

Portugal STW No 50 66-92 122% 24/100 0.5 0.5 

Romania STW Yes 100 75 75% 100 0.5 1 

Slovakia STW No 25 60-80 80-100% 96 0.5 1 

Slovenia STW Yes 50 80-100 100% 48/60 0.5 1 

Spain STW No 75 50-70 48-62% 100 0.5 1 

Sweden STW No 75 88-96 114% 68 1 0.5 

The 
Netherlands 

WS Yes 75 100 215-229% 100 0.5 0.5 

Source: Own elaboration based on Drahokoupil and Muller (2021), Baptista et al (2021), Sakai et al (2022), and the 
Eurofound’s Covid-19 EU PolicyWatch Database of national-level responses 

To sum, JR schemes show significant variation both across countries and over time. 
Building on the systematized information collected in this section, and the 
operationalization of qualitative institutional variables into quantitative variables, we can 
study the interplay between JR schemes’ institutional design and the actual take up. 
Before doing this, we propose our operationalization of the dependent variable, i.e. take 
up rate. 

A PROXY FOR JOB RETENTION SCHEMES’ TAKE-UP USING THE EU LFS 

Data on the use of STW is usually obtained from administrative sources (Hijzen and Venn 
(2011), Cahuc and Carcillo (2011)). There are only few studies using the LFS, but only in 
country specific cases (Spain and Italy for Arranz et al. (2019) or Switzerland for Hijzen 
and Salvatori (2022)), since the EU-Labour Force Survey7 (EU-LFS) does not provide a 
variable that allows for the precise identification of workers on STW. We therefore try to 
build a proxy for workers on STW based on some additional variables provided by the EU-
LFS. 

The EU-LFS is a quarterly representative household survey providing harmonised labour 
market data for each Member States. It is the main dataset used to produce EU-level 
official statistics. Yearly files are constructed by merging (a subsample of) quarterly files 
for each year. Quarterly is our preferred frequency since our interest is on the role of 
STW schemes to absorb effects of economic shocks on the labour market. However 
quarterly files contain less variables than yearly ones. More importantly, quarterly files 
are not available for Germany in 2020 and we hence opt to construct quarterly data from 
the yearly samples. We restrict the sample to employees aged 15-64 and working only 
one job. This is the usual reference population in studies of STW schemes, but the 

 
7 By EU-LFS, we refer to anonymized microdata for scientific usage provided by Eurostat and not LFS often 
provided by national statistical agencies. 

https://www.etui.org/sites/default/files/2021-09/Job%20retention%20schemes%20in%20Europe%20-%20A%20lifeline%20during%20the%20Covid-19%20pandemic_2021_0.pdf
https://socialprotection.org/es/discover/publications/social-protection-and-inclusion-policy-responses-covid-19-crisis-analysis
https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/Departmental-Papers-Policy-Papers/Issues/2022/03/02/European-Labor-Markets-and-the-COVID-19-Pandemic-Fallout-and-the-Path-Ahead-512327
https://static.eurofound.europa.eu/covid19db/index.html
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pandemic saw governments expand eligibility to workers on atypical form of employment 
(e.g., temporary workers). Therefore, we also keep these workers in our sample. 

In what follows, we discuss the construction of our proxy variable for STW take-up rates, 
and present some adjustments, including seasonality, required before using EU-LFS data. 
We then compare our take-up rate series with administrative data for the GR and the 
Covid-19 crisis. We conclude this section with descriptive statistics on our proxy take-up 
rates. 

PROXY VARIABLES FOR WORKERS ON STW 

To build our proxy for JR schemes’ take up, we use variables on absence from work 
(NOWKREAS) and reasons for hours worked being different from usual hours 
(HOURREAS). These two variables contain a category ‘Slack work for technical or 
economic reasons’ which we use as our main proxy for JR. For absence from work, we 
further check for the continuing receipt of the wage or salary (SIGNISAL8). Finally, some 
countries record individuals under the status of ‘Was not working because on lay-off’ 
which implies that the worker is expected to be recalled and/or is still receiving pay from 
her employer. These individuals are, however, not considered as employed and their 
labour force status is either unemployed or out of the labour force depending on whether 
they meet the conditions to be recorded as unemployed. Information on the continuing 
receipt of wages is available for these individuals and we therefore include them in our 
analysis.  

The three types of workers (absent, on reduced hours and on layoff) could potentially be 
on JR schemes given that we focus on the reason ‘slack work for technical/economic 
conditions’ and we ensure that these workers still receive (a share of) their wages. The 
remaining categories for the variables NOWKREAS and HOURREAS are unlikely to capture 
workers on JR schemes given that they are either very specific (Maternity/Paternity 
leaves) or should not be correlated with economic cycles (e.g., bad weather). One 
exception is the category ‘Other reasons’ which is likely to aggregate workers absent from 
work/on reduced hours for different reasons, including those unsure about their answers. 
Furthermore, during the Covid-19 pandemic, many Member States activated schemes for 
workers who had to take leave or reduced their hours worked for care reasons. Eurostat 
explicitly recommended9 that such workers be recorded as absent from work/on reduced 
hours for ‘Other reasons’. These schemes are different from STW, but they ultimately 
pursue the same goal, which is to avoid a separation and maintain an attachment 
between workers and employers. As such, these schemes are also of interest to us, and 
we use information on these workers (together with SIGNISAL for those absent from 
work) to build a broader measure of JR schemes. Our use of the word JR scheme is 

 
8 SIGNISAL is not available for Denmark after 2011 and France before 2013. 
9 See https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/datacovid-19-support. 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/metadata/covid-19-support-for-statisticians
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therefore a bit loose, and our proxy variable includes workers not necessarily on such 
schemes. Our proxy variable is better thought as capturing workers who maintained an 
attachment with their employers which is likely to originate from a scheme supported by 
governments. 

We have a total of five quantities that we can use to build our proxy: 

• 𝑚𝑚1 ≡ absent from work – slack work – continuous receipt of salary/wage 
• 𝑚𝑚2 ≡ absent from work – other reasons – continuous receipt of salary/wage 
• 𝑚𝑚3 ≡ absent from work – on layoff – continuous receipt of salary/wage 
• 𝑚𝑚4 ≡ Reduced hours – slack work  
• 𝑚𝑚5 ≡ Reduced hours – other reasons  

which are normalised by the stock of employees (plus the stock of workers on layoff) to 
generate the proxy take-up rates, 𝜋𝜋1 to 𝜋𝜋5. We then construct two take-up rates from 
these quantities. One is more restrictive and only aggregates workers on layoff or 
absent/reporting lower hours for slack work reasons: 𝜙𝜙1 = 𝜋𝜋1+ 𝜋𝜋3+ 𝜋𝜋4. The second take-
up rate is more encompassing as it includes workers absent/on reduced hours for other 
reasons: 𝜙𝜙2= 𝜙𝜙1 + 𝜋𝜋2 + 𝜋𝜋5 

To provide support for our choice of categories, Table 4 displays yearly averages for 𝜋𝜋1, 
𝜋𝜋2, 𝜋𝜋4 and 𝜋𝜋5 and the ‘take up rate’ obtained for all the remaining categories aggregated 
together. Averages are computed for four different periods: The Great Recession (GR), 
2009-2010, the Euro Area (EA) crisis, 2012-2014, the Covid pandemic, 2020, and periods 
of expansions, 2006-2007 and 2015 to 2018. The figures in Table 4 are expressed in 
difference from the yearly mean values in expansion periods. For instance, Table 4 shows 
that the yearly averaged for 𝜋𝜋1 during the Covid-19 period was 1.6 points above the 
yearly averaged value during expansion periods. This table indicates that 𝜋𝜋1 and 𝜋𝜋4 tend 
to be greater, on average, during the GR and Covid-19 periods than during expansions. 
This is particularly true for 2020 as the blue colouring indicates. The average take-up rates 
obtained for the categories ‘Other reasons’ are also greater during the year 2020. These 
observations constitute first evidence that our measures increase during the period in 
which STW schemes were particularly used. 

Moreover, average values during the Euro Area crisis do not tend to be much greater 
than average values during expansion periods (except for CY and IT) consistent with the 
exceptional use of STW schemes during the GR and Covid-19 Recession. Finally, results 
for the remaining categories do not seem to show any particular pattern across periods. 
They do not appear to be systematically below or above average values during 
expansions. The Covid-19 Recession constitutes perhaps an exception but the difference 
in average values tend to be negative in most EU countries. This can be explained 
primarily by a decrease in absence/reduced hours for holiday reasons. 
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Table 4. Absence from work and Reduced hours 
  Absent from work   Reduced hours 
 Slack work Oth. reasons Rest cat.   Slack work Oth. reasons Rest cat. 

  GR EA COV GR EA COV GR EA COV   GR EA COV GR EA COV GR EA COV 

AT 0 0 1.6 0.1 -0.1 1 0.1 0.5 0.9   0.1 0 5.2 0.3 0 1 2 1.3 1.3 

BE 0.2 0.1 2.8 0.2 0 1.6 0.2 -0.4 -0.2   0.3 0.1 2 0 0.1 1.2 -0.1 1 -0.7 

BG 0.2 0 0.9 0 0 0.2 -0.1 0 0.5   0.5 0 0.3 0 0 0.5 1.5 -0.6 1 

CH 0.1 0 1.4 0.2 0.1 0.9 -0.9 0.3 -0.9   0 -0.1 2.8 0.1 -0.1 0.9 -2.4 -1.1 -2.5 

CY -0.1 0.3 6.8 0 0 0.2 0.8 -0.1 -0.4   0.1 0.4 0.4 0 0 0.3 3.1 0 -0.2 

CZ 0.1 0 0.2 0 0 1.6 0.8 -0.2 -0.1   0.7 0.1 0.4 0.1 0 1 -3 -0.2 1.3 

DE 0.2 0 1.4 0 0.4 0.2 -1 0.8 -0.7   0.9 0 2.3 -0.1 0.3 0.5 1.1 -0.7 -4.4 

DK 0.2 0.2 1.9 -0.1 0 0.6 -1.5 1.5 -0.4   -0.1 -0.2 1.1 -0.7 -0.6 1.2 0.9 -1.9 0.3 

EE 0.2 0 0.1 0.2 -0.1 1.1 0.7 0.4 1.7   0.9 0 0.5 0 -0.1 0.7 1 2.9 2.6 

ES 0.1 0.1 6.1 0 0 0.1 0.5 0.1 -0.1   0.1 0.1 1.1 0 0.1 1.2 1 -0.3 -1.4 

FI 0.4 0.1 1 0.2 0.2 0.3 2.7 2.5 1.5   0.1 0 0.5 0 -0.1 0.1 -2.2 -0.2 -1.3 

FR 0 0 4 0.1 0 0.1 3.4 0.1 -2.1   0.4 0.1 1.8 1 -0.4 0.3 -3.2 1.1 0.5 

GR 0 0.1 3.1 0 0.1 5.1 0.7 -0.3 0.5   0.2 0.1 2 0 0.4 0.2 2.8 -2.5 -1.9 

HR -0.1 0 1.6 -0.1 0 1.5 -1.9 -1.3 1.9   0.3 0.1 1.3 -5.8 -3.3 -0.4 -0.1 1.2 1.7 

HU 0.1 0 0.6 0 0 0.6 -0.4 -0.3 0.7   0.1 0 0.3 0.1 0 0.8 -7.4 0.9 0.2 

IE 0.1 0.1 2.1 0 0 5.1 0.4 -0.1 -1.2   0.8 0.2 0.1 -0.2 -0.1 2.4 -2.2 0.3 -4.3 

IT 0.9 0.8 4.2 0 0 1.9 0.1 -0.1 0.1   0.4 0.3 2 0 0 0.9 -1.3 -1.7 -3.3 

LT 0.6 0.1 0.5 0 -0.1 1.5 0.6 1.1 0.6   0.1 -0.1 0 -2.5 -2 -2.2 -1.9 -1.8 4.8 

LU 0 0 1.1 0 -0.3 1.2 2 1.5 -2   0.2 0 1.3 0.3 0.2 1.8 -9.5 -2.3 -2.2 

LV 0.4 0 0.9 0.1 0.1 0.4 -0.6 -0.3 1.2   0.7 0 0.4 0.2 0 0.1 1.2 0.7 1.1 

MT 0 0 3.7 -0.1 0 1.3 0.1 0.6 0.3   0.3 0.1 3.5 0.4 0.1 0.7 -11.2 -3.3 -4.1 

NL 0 0.2 0.3 0.1 -0.1 1.3 -0.6 0.3 -1.2   0.1 0.2 0.6 0.3 -0.2 1.7 0.8 -2 -3.4 

PL 0.1 0.1 1.4 0 0 0.9 0 0.1 0.6   0.1 0 0.9 0 0 0.4 -0.9 0.4 3.4 

PT 0.2 0 4 0.2 -0.1 0.6 -0.3 0.4 0.2   -0.1 0.2 2.8 -0.2 0.2 0 -3.1 -0.9 -1.1 

RO 0.2 0 2 0 0 0.3 0.4 0.2 1   0 0 0.5 0 0 0.7 0 0.5 0.4 

SE 0 0 0.5 -0.1 -0.1 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.2   0 0 1.9 0 0 -0.1 -0.9 0.5 -2.1 

SI 0.4 0 4.4 -0.1 0 1.1 0.9 -0.5 -0.5   0.3 0.1 0.3 -0.1 -0.1 1.3 -4 0.1 -6.1 

SK 0.2 0 1.3 0 0 3.5 0 0.3 0.3   0.5 0.1 0.5 0 0 1.5 -0.2 0 -2.6 

Avg 0.2 0.1 2.1 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.3 0.3 0.1   0.3 0.1 1.3 -0.2 -0.2 0.7 -1.4 -0.3 -0.8 

Source: Own elaboration based on EU-LFS data. 
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DATA ADJUSTMENTS 
The data extracted from the EU-LFS needs to be seasonally adjusted. Furthermore, there 
are potential breaks in the data which can generate abrupt or permanent change in the 
time series. To adjust our series for these two issues, we use the program Demetra10 
developed and used for the seasonal adjustment of official statistics published by 
Eurostat. Seasonal adjustment can be performed using the X13-ARIMA procedure from 
the U.S. Census Bureau or the TRAMO-SEATS method from the Bank of Spain. Both 
methods proceed in two steps such that deterministic effects (e.g., calendar, trading 
days) and outliers are corrected in the first step before the seasonal adjustment is 
performed in a second step. We can therefore use Demetra to correct for potential 
outliers in our series. We seasonally adjust each of the five measures (𝑚𝑚1 to 𝑚𝑚5) and the 
stock of employees used to construct take-up rates. We include indicator variables for 
each quarter of 2020 in order to absorb the large effects of the pandemic which is a solution 
in line with Eurostat seasonal adjustments guidelines for Covid-19 affected data11. 

Moreover, we take advantage of the opportunity offered by Demetra to construct a third 
proxy for the take up rate. One issue with the use of the category ‘Other reasons’ is that, 
on average, its level can be quite different from zero whereas we would expect our take-
up rate to decrease as economies recovers and less workers enter STW schemes. As a 
matter of fact, our more restrictive take-up rate, 𝜙𝜙1, tends to decrease between the GR 
and the COVID pandemic for most countries (Figure 1). For measures based on the 
category ‘Other reasons’ (i.e., 𝑚𝑚2 and 𝑚𝑚5), we include additional indicator variables for 
each quarter during the GR (from 2008Q4 to 2011Q4). These variables will absorb effects 
above or below these two series’ trends during this specific period. Some estimates could 
be negative and these are removed one by one starting from the one with the highest p-
value12. Once our final (often empty) set of (positive) coefficient(s) is identified, we add 
these estimates, including those for the Covid-19 Recession, to our more restrictive take-
up rate, 𝜙𝜙1. Hence, this alternative take-up rate, 𝜙𝜙3, is equal to 𝜙𝜙1 except during the GR 
and Covid-19 periods (Figure 1). 

EVALUATING THE PROXY VARIABLES 

Evidence in Table 4 indicates that our proxy variables show similar cyclical characteristics 
to take-up rates obtained from administrative data. We go a bit further in this section by 
directly comparing our proxy variables to administrative data for the GR obtained from 

 
10 See https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/demetra. 
11 See https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/dataCOVID-19-support  
12 At most, one significant and negative effect at the 5 % level is found for very few series. In that case, we 
remove the variable and run Demetra to see if an outlier is detected for this period. If yes, the outlier is 
removed. 

https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/demetra
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/dataCOVID-19-support
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Hijzen and Venn (2011) and the Covid-19 Recession, based on the country sheet provided 
by the ETUI13. 

Figure 2 and Figure 3 display the LFS take-up rates 𝜙𝜙1 and 𝜙𝜙3, against take-up rates 
obtained from administrative data14. Figure 2 shows that our proxy variables 
underestimate quite substantially administrative series for Belgium and Spain during the 
GR15. Reassuringly, the take-up rates for Germany, France and Italy are quite similar 
across data sources.  

Figure 1. Take-up rates – 𝝓𝝓𝟏𝟏 and 𝝓𝝓𝟑𝟑 – 2006Q1 to 2019Q4 

 
Source: Own elaboration based on EU-LFS data. 

 
13 These country sheets can include figures for multiple schemes which we aggregate together, if it is 
relevant to do so. Some figures also refer to the number of applications. The frequency of data are monthly 
and we compute quarterly data as monthly averages 
14 Actually, Figure 3 displays stocks of workers rather than take-up rates. 
15 As explained by Hijzen and Venn (2011), administrative data for Belgium includes observation from a pre-
existing STW scheme. Data for Spain is obtained from Arranz et al. (2019). 
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Figure 2. Take-up rates – 𝝓𝝓𝟏𝟏, 𝝓𝝓𝟑𝟑 and Hijzen and Venn (2011) – 2007Q1-2010Q1 

 

Source: Own elaboration. 

Figure 3. Stock of Workers on JR schemes in thousands – LFS and ETUI 

 
Source: Own elaboration. 
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For the Covid-19 Recession, Figure 3 indicates that, in general, both take-up rates tend 
to be consistent, in particular 𝜙𝜙3 (e.g., for AT, BE, CZ, ES, FI), and display a similar dynamic 
with a peak in Q2, and a sharp decrease in Q3 followed by a small rebound in Q4. There 
are however important differences for some countries for example DE, EE, FR or HR which 
does not affect the observation that the dynamic through the year 2020 remains similar 
for both data sources. Figure 3 shows that LFS take-up rates tend to be smaller than 
administrative data ones with few exceptions in the case of ES, IE, PL, PT and SK. 

Table 5 provides some final evidence to support our STW proxy. This table presents take- 
up rates, 𝜙𝜙1, by sectors. The results confirm that higher (annual) take-up rates are 
observed for the Manufacturing and Construction sectors during the GR. On the other 
hand, take-up rates are much greater in the Accommodation sector during the Covid-19 
Recession. Furthermore, take-up rates in other service sectors (e.g., Wholesale/retail 
trade or Administrative/Real Estate/Professional activities) tend to be greater than their 
respective values during the GR. This evidence suggests that even though our proxy take-
up rates can differ substantially from administrative data, the sectoral composition is 
consistent across both data sources. 

Table 5. Take-up rate by sector – 𝝓𝝓𝟏𝟏 
  Great Recession   Covid-19 Recession 
  Manu Cons Acco Trns admin Whl Elec. Educ.   Acco Manu Whl admin Cons Educ. Trns Hlth 
AT 1.2 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.1   22.7 9.1 8.6 8.2 4.8 3.6 8.1 3.2 
BE 2.9 2.4 0.6 0.7 0.4 0.3 0.6 0.1   22.6 6.8 5.5 6.8 6.1 4.9 4.1 2.6 
BG 1.8 2.2 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1   7.9 0.7 1.2 1.5 1.5 1.2 1.2 0.4 
CH 1.7 1.4 2.1 1.1 1.1 1 0.2 1   21 6.5 6.7 5.7 2 4.1 6.4 2.8 
CY 0.8 2.2 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.2 0 0   27.4 5.9 6.8 5.3 11.5 6.7 5.3 2.3 
CZ 2.1 1.5 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.1   3 0.9 0.6 1.1 0.3 0.9 0.1 0 
DE 4.4 0.9 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.6 0   18.1 5.8 4.5 3.4 1 1.9 4.2 1.5 
DK 1.1 1.8 5.3 1.4 1.8 1.5 1.2 1.5   14.8 3 5.2 5 1.6 4.2 4.9 2.9 
EE 2.7 3.7 0.5 1.5 0.5 0.6 0.3 0.8   2.2 1.3 0.2 1.1 2.4 0.5 1.2 0.6 
ES 1 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.1   29.5 6.2 8.2 5.9 7.6 4.4 5.1 3.2 
FI 3.1 1.9 0.7 1 0.7 0.7 0 0.7   11.2 3 2.2 2 1.8 0.8 2.6 1.1 
FR 2.4 1.8 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.2 0 0.2   27 7.8 7.5 6.3 6.5 3.9 5.6 1.9 
GR 0.3 3.1 0.5 0.2 0.1 0.1 0 0   12.5 3.1 4.1 3.8 7.8 11.6 2.6 2.3 
HR 0.7 1.9 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.1 0.7   10.5 2.7 3 4.5 3.5 4.4 3.1 1.6 
HU 0.6 1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0 0.1   3.6 1.3 0.9 0.8 1.3 1.1 0.6 0.5 
IE 2 4.1 2.6 0.9 1.5 1.6 0.4 0.4   11.5 1.8 3.3 2.2 5.3 2.1 1.4 1.6 
IT 7 2.4 1.5 1.5 1.3 1.2 0.6 0.8   22.3 9.3 8.2 7.4 10.2 6.7 6.2 3.1 
LT 1.7 3.2 0.7 1.1 0.7 0.6 0.2 0.5   4.4 0.7 1 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.8 
LU 2.2 0.1 0 0.1 0.4 0.8 0 0.1   9.9 5.4 4.2 3 4.2 1.1 1.8 2 
LV 2.8 4 0.7 1.4 0.7 0.9 0.8 0.4   9.4 1.7 1.4 2.5 2.4 0.6 1.1 0.3 
MT 1.3 0.4 1.2 0.3 0.7 0.3 0 0   27.8 7.8 8.7 8.2 2.7 5.4 10.9 0.8 
NL 1.2 0.9 3.6 1.6 1.5 1 0.4 0.5   9.4 1.2 1.7 2.2 0.7 2 1.9 1.1 
PL 0.6 1.4 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0 0.7   12.2 2.5 2 1.5 1.7 4.8 1.6 2.4 
PT 1.1 1.2 0.2 0.6 0.1 0.2 0.6 0.4   21.3 7 6.5 7.4 3.5 8.8 6 5.2 
RO 0.5 0.8 0 0.1 0 0.1 0.2 0   12.4 4.3 1.9 1.4 2.1 2.3 0.9 0.8 
SE 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.1   9.2 6.6 4 3.3 1 0.4 3.4 0.6 
SI 2.1 1.1 0.7 1 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.1   21.2 4.2 4.9 4.4 3.2 6.6 4.4 1.9 
SK 2.5 0.7 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2   6.8 2.5 1.4 1.1 1.8 2.9 1 0.3 
Avg 1.9 1.7 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.3   14.7 4.2 4.1 3.8 3.5 3.5 3.4 1.7 

Source: Own elaboration based on EU-LFS data. 
Note: Manu stands for Manufacturing, Cons for Construction, Acco for Accomodation, Trns for transport, storage and 
communications, Admin for administrative support, professional, scientific and real estate activities, Whl for wholesale 
and retail trade, Elec for electricity, gas and water supply, Educ for education and Hlth for health and social work. 
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Other than the proxy nature of our variable, there are many reasons to expect differences 
between series from LFS and administrative data. Firstly, Hijzen and Salvatori (2022) 
points that LFS data counts workers potentially on a STW scheme, in one week of the 
quarter (the week in which the individual is interviewed or reference week). On the other 
hand, administrative data include all workers on a scheme at any moment of a month 
and quarterly series are then obtained as monthly averages. These observations should 
lead to an underestimation (overestimation) of take-up rates in the LFS (administrative 
data), particularly when there are substantial variations between months of a given 
quarter – which administrative data seems to indicate for the Covid-19 Recession with, 
in general, a spike in April and a rapid decrease after. 

Nevertheless, using the LFS also presents some advantages. For instance, it ensures some 
consistency in the measurements of take-up rates and the stock of employees, usually 
computed from LFS data16. Cross-country comparisons should also be more relevant 
given the harmonization in data collection imposed by the EU-LFS. Moreover, the LFS 
provides detailed personal characteristics which can be used to analyse take-up rates 
between different demographic groups. 

Overall, the evidence and the points discussed in this section suggests that our proxy 
variable is likely to be positively correlated with take-up rates from administrative data 
and we should therefore be able to use our proxy to study the effects of STW schemes 
on labour market dynamic. 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
Before turning to the empirical analysis, we quickly review descriptive statistics for our 
yearly averaged take-up rate, 𝜙𝜙1. Table 6 displays take-up rates by gender, age and 
education whereas Table 7 shows take-up by full/part time status, contract type and 
sector. The quarterly take- up rates are once again averaged to yearly frequency to avoid 
seasonality concerns and then averaged again over the GR period (2009-2010). 

A first point we can notice from Table 6 is that take-up rates among women are much 
greater and closer to men’s values during the Covid-19 Recession than during the GR. 
This observation holds for all Member States and likely reflects gender sectoral 
segregation. Indeed, Table 4 shows that unlike the GR period, take-up rates in the female 
dominated service sector, are similar to take-ups in the male dominated industrial sector. 
There does not seem to be any consistent differences in terms of age across the two 
recessions although it might be worth emphasizing that youth take-up rates are often the 
highest among the three age groups considered (e.g., for BE, DK, ES, IE, ...). With regard 

 
16 This could be particularly important during the COVID-19 Recession as we can anticipate large monthly 
variations in employment tracking the evolution of take-up rates. If this is indeed the case, then mixing 
sources of data does not seem appropriate to analyse the relationship between take-up rates (from 
administrative data) and employment (from the LFS). 
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to education, sectoral segregation effects are again probably influencing the results as 
take-up rates among highly educated workers tend to be closer to low and medium 
educated take-up rates during the Covid-19 Recession. 

As explained above, governments extended eligibility of STW schemes to atypical form of 
employment during the Covid-19 pandemic. Table 7 tends to confirm this point for 
workers on temporary contracts for which the take-up rates increased significantly 
between the two recessions and to level often close or above take-up rates for workers 
on open-ended contracts. The evidence for workers on part-time status seems to be 
more mixed as these workers often already have similar take-up rates to full-time workers 
during the GR. 

These descriptive statistics are therefore interesting as they seem to reveal fundamental 
differences between the GR, which was much more of a ‘traditional’ recession affecting 
primarily the cyclical and male dominated industrial sectors. On the other hand, the 
Covid-19 Recession was much more widespread across sectors which had repercussions 
on take-up rates by gender and education.  

These evidence are only descriptive and a much thorough analysis of determinants of 
take-up rates at individual level should be performed to draw more meaningful 
conclusions on this regard. 
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Table 6. 𝝓𝝓𝟏𝟏 – Descriptive statistics (1) 
      Gender   Age   Education 
 GR COV   GR COV   GR COV   GR COV 

        M F M F   15-24 25-54 55-64 15-24 25-54 55-64   Low Med. High Low Med. High 

AT 0.7 7.5   0.8 0.5 7.5 7.6   0.6 0.7 0.7 7.9 7.5 7.5   0.7 0.7 0.6 7.5 7.9 7.1 

BE 0.9 5.2   1.3 0.4 5.5 4.9   0.9 0.9 0.7 7.3 5.1 4.9   1.8 1 0.2 7.4 6.3 3.7 

BG 0.9 1.4   1.1 0.7 1.3 1.6   1.1 0.9 0.8 3.9 1.4 1.2   1.1 1.1 0.1 1.3 1.5 1.4 

CH 1.1 5.2   1.1 1.2 4.5 6   1.1 1.1 1.2 4.9 5.2 5.7   1.2 1.4 0.7 4.5 6.1 4.5 

CY 0.4 7.6   0.7 0.2 7.5 7.7   0.6 0.4 0.4 11.7 6.9 8.8   1.1 0.4 0.1 9.1 9.3 5.8 

CZ 1 0.7   1.2 0.7 0.7 0.8   1.2 1 0.8 0.2 0.8 0.8   1.5 1 0.3 1.3 0.7 0.6 

DE 1.2 3.8   1.9 0.5 4 3.5   0.5 1.4 1.1 2.8 4 3.6   1.3 1.4 0.7 4.2 4 3.2 

DK 1.5 4.4   1.7 1.3 4.4 4.5   3.9 1 1.3 9 3.9 3.2   2.4 1.3 0.9 6.1 4.7 3.4 

EE 1.6 1.2   2.1 1.2 1.3 1   1.2 1.7 1.8 1.4 1.1 1.1   2.3 1.8 1.2 2.6 1.2 0.8 

ES 0.6 8   0.7 0.4 7.7 8.5   0.5 0.4 1.6 12.4 8 7.2   0.8 0.6 0.3 9.8 10.3 6 

FI 1.9 3.4   3 0.9 3.6 3.3   1.9 2 1.7 6.8 2.7 4.3   2.9 2.5 1 6.4 4.3 2.2 

FR 0.8 6.1   1.1 0.5 6.5 5.8   1 0.8 0.7 6.8 6.1 6.1   1.1 0.9 0.4 8.4 7.2 4.6 

GR 0.4 5.6   0.6 0.2 5.2 6.1   0.7 0.4 0.5 6.5 5.5 6.4   1 0.4 0.1 5.8 5.2 6 

HR 0.6 3.3   0.8 0.3 3.6 2.9   0.8 0.6 0.5 4.8 3.2 3.1   1 0.5 0.5 2.2 3.8 2.4 

HU 0.4 1.1   0.4 0.3 1.1 1.2   0.4 0.4 0.3 1.7 1.2 0.9   0.7 0.4 0.1 1.6 1.2 0.8 

IE 1.5 4.9   1.9 1.2 4.8 5.3   1.9 1.4 1.4 9.7 4.3 5.2   2.4 1.9 0.8 8.3 7.3 2.9 

IT 2.6 7.6   3.1 1.9 7.5 7.8   1.8 2.7 2.5 8.1 7.8 6.8   3.9 2.2 1 9.6 7.8 4.8 

LT 1.1 0.8   1.6 0.6 0.6 0.9   0.9 1 1.3 2.2 0.6 0.8   2.1 1.4 0.4 1 0.9 0.6 

LU 0.3 2.4   0.4 0.2 2.5 2.3   0.4 0.3 0.3 4.9 2.3 2.1   0.7 0.4 0.1 4.7 2.9 1.5 

LV 1.6 2.1   2 1.2 1.6 2.6   2.2 1.5 1.6 8.7 1.6 2.2   3.3 1.6 1 2.8 2.8 1 

MT 1.2 7.9   1.3 1 7.8 8.2   1.3 1 2.1 9.9 7.7 8.2   2 0.5 0.2 9.8 8.5 5.9 

NL 1.2 2   1.2 1.2 1.8 2.2   2.5 0.8 1.4 4.1 1.6 1.6   1.9 1.2 0.5 3.3 2.1 1.3 

PL 0.4 2.6   0.6 0.3 2.2 3.1   0.5 0.4 0.5 4.5 2.4 2.5   0.9 0.4 0.3 3.8 2.9 2.1 

PT 0.5 7.3   0.6 0.5 6.5 8   0.3 0.5 1 7.6 7.1 8   0.7 0.3 0.2 7.8 7.9 5.9 

RO 0.3 2.5   0.3 0.2 2.3 2.8   0.2 0.3 0.2 3.3 2.5 2.5   0.3 0.3 0.1 2.4 2.9 1.7 

SE 0.2 2.6   0.2 0.1 3 2.2   0.4 0.1 0.2 2.6 2.6 2.6   0.3 0.2 0.1 3 3.2 2 

SI 0.9 4.8   1 0.7 4 5.7   0.6 0.8 1.8 5.2 4.7 5.2   2.2 0.9 0.3 6.1 5.7 3.4 

SK 0.8 1.9   1 0.6 1.9 2   0.8 0.9 0.7 3.9 1.9 1.7   0.9 1 0.3 4.2 2.1 1.2 

EU27 1.0 4.7   1.4 0.6 4.7 4.7   1.0 1.0 1.1 5.1 4.7 4.5   1.7 1.1 0.5 6.9 4.7 3.7 

Source: Own elaboration based on EU-LFS data. 
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Table 7. 𝝓𝝓𝟏𝟏 – Descriptive statistics (2) 
        Full/Part time   Contract type   Sector 

  GR COV   GR COV   GR COV   GR COV 

        FT PT FT PT   OE Temp OE Temp   Ind Serv Ind Serv 

AT 0.7 7.5   0.5 0.4 7.3 7   0.5 0.4 7.4 4.8   1 0.3 7.4 7.8 

BE 0.9 5.2   1 0.4 5 5.8   0.9 0.6 5.2 5   2.6 0.3 6.2 5.5 

BG 0.9 1.4   0.8 1.5 1.3 0   0.7 2.3 1.3 2   1.7 0.2 0.8 1.8 

CH 1.1 5.2   1 1.4 4.7 6.1   1.2 0.6 5.6 2.8   1.6 1 4.8 5.6 

CY 0.4 7.6   0.4 0.7 7.1 13.8   0.4 0.3 7.4 8.9   1.5 0.2 8.6 8.7 

CZ 1 0.7   0.9 1 0.7 0.6   0.9 1 0.7 0.8   1.8 0.3 0.7 0.7 

DE 1.2 3.8   1.6 0.3 3.8 3.7   1.4 0.3 3.9 2.8   3.5 0.3 4.6 3.9 

DK 1.5 4.4   0.9 3.2 3.5 7.5   1.4 2.6 4.1 7.1   1.3 1.6 2.5 5 

EE 1.6 1.2   1.4 3.3 0.9 2.6   1.5 4.5 1 2.7   3.1 0.9 1.5 0.9 

ES 0.6 8   0.3 0.4 6.9 10.5   0.3 0.4 7.7 6.5   0.7 0.2 6.3 8.5 

FI 1.9 3.4   1.1 1.7 1.7 5.3   1.2 0.8 2.2 1.8   2.6 0.7 2.4 2.3 

FR 0.8 6.1   0.7 0.4 5.9 6.9   0.7 0.7 6 5.9   2 0.3 6.9 6.4 

GR 0.4 5.6   0.4 0.5 5.1 7.4   0.4 0.9 5.1 7.6   1.3 0.2 3.9 6.2 

HR 0.6 3.3   0.5 1.9 3.2 6.9   0.5 1.1 3.1 4.5   0.9 0.3 2.8 3.9 

HU 0.4 1.1   0.3 0.4 1 1.7   0.3 0.5 1 1.6   0.6 0.1 1.2 1.1 

IE 1.5 4.9   1.1 2 2.2 5.5   1.3 2 2.6 4.9   2.4 1.2 2.6 3.1 

IT 2.6 7.6   2.5 1.5 6.8 9.4   2.5 1.4 8 3.5   5.6 1 9 7.7 

LT 1.1 0.8   0.9 2.3 0.7 1.9   1 1.5 0.7 1   2.1 0.6 0.6 0.9 

LU 0.3 2.4   0.3 0.2 2.1 4.1   0.3 0.3 2.3 3   1.2 0.2 4.3 2.6 

LV 1.6 2.1   1.3 3.1 1.4 4.8   1.3 3.3 1.6 0.8   2.9 0.9 1.6 1.9 

MT 1.2 7.9   0.4 1.3 6.6 14   0.4 1.2 7.3 8.3   0.9 0.3 6.1 8.5 

NL 1.2 2   0.7 1.7 1.4 2.6   0.8 3.1 1.5 4.1   1.1 1.2 1 2.2 

PL 0.4 2.6   0.4 0.9 2.4 5.5   0.3 0.6 2.3 3.7   0.7 0.3 2.2 3.1 

PT 0.5 7.3   0.5 1.6 7 10.3   0.5 0.7 7 7.9   1.1 0.2 5.9 8.2 

RO 0.3 2.5   0.2 1.8 2.4 9   0.2 0.4 2.5 2.7   0.5 0 3.4 2.3 

SE 0.2 2.6   0.1 0.3 2.7 2.2   0.1 0.5 2.8 1.6   0.3 0.1 4.2 2.5 

SI 0.9 4.8   0.8 1.5 4.7 6.5   0.9 0.6 4.6 6.4   1.8 0.4 3.8 5.8 

SK 0.8 1.9   0.7 3.5 1.8 4.5   0.8 0.8 1.8 4.6   1.9 0.2 2.3 1.9 

EU27 1.0 4.7   0.8 1.0 5.4 4.3   0.8 1.0 4.4 4.5   1.4 0.4 4.7 5.0 

Source: Own elaboration based on EU-LFS data.  
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TAKE-UP RATES AND INSTITUTIONAL FEATURES OF JOB RETENTION 

SCHEMES 

In this section, we explore the potential links between our proxy take-up rates and the 
main features of JR schemes institutional design displayed in Table 2 and Table 3. More 
precisely, we focus on four dimensions: 

• The novelty (or absence) of scheme (New) 
• The eligibility conditions (Eligibility) 
• The replacement rate (Rep. wage) 
• Financing burden of the scheme (Financing) 

All variables are categorised and indicator variables are then created for each of the 
categories (except New which is already an indicator variable). This accounts for the fact 
that increments in the original variable do not have a precise interpretation and it offers 
a simple way to deal with country schemes providing a flat wage replacement rate. Four 
indicator variables are created for Eligibility (the fourth and fifth categories are merged 
together to increase the number of observations), five for the replacement rate (below 
or equal to 60%, 60-70%, 70-80%, greater than 80% and flat rate) and three for Financing 
corresponding to the three possible values (0, 0.5 and 1) found in Table 2 and Table 3.  

In theory, each of these designs aspects could have an effect on take-up rates. A new JR 
scheme could be associated with a learning curve for companies/employees but also for 
administrations, and we could therefore expect lower take-up rates in countries 
implementing a scheme for the first time. Similarly, a more encompassing scheme, open 
to workers on atypical form of employment, could increase take-up as could a higher 
replacement rate and a financial contribution from the State. Note however, that the 
association between take-up and institutional aspects could also be slightly more 
complicated than described just above. For example, greater eligibility or replacement 
rate coupled with no financing from governments could negatively affect the take-up.  

Hijzen and Martin (2013) have performed a similar analysis for the GR and 18 OECD 
countries without reporting any significant effects of institutional characteristics on take-
up rates. We follow their estimation strategy but also include data for the Covid-19 
Recession, with up-to-date institutional characteristics for this period available from 
Table 3. By considering both the GR and Covid-19 Recession, we include an additional 
source of variation in the data coming from designs changes across the two recessions. 
Therefore, identification of the effects does not solely rely on cross-country variations. 

We estimate four different specifications: two are static (pooled OLS and Fixed Effects) 
and two are dynamic and include the lag value of the take-up rate, instrumented using 
lags two to four of the take-up in the last specification. We follow Hijzen and Martin 
(2013) and include (100 times) the log of GDP and an indicator variable on employment 
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protection legislations constructed from the Economic Freedom Index. The two variables 
are also interacted together.  

The dynamic panel specification for country 𝑖𝑖 at time 𝑡𝑡 is the following: 

𝜙𝜙1,𝑖𝑖,𝑡𝑡 = 𝜌𝜌1𝜙𝜙1,𝑖𝑖,𝑡𝑡−1 + 𝛾𝛾𝐽𝐽𝐽𝐽𝑖𝑖,𝑡𝑡 + 𝛽𝛽𝑋𝑋𝑖𝑖,𝑡𝑡+ 𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖,𝑡𝑡 ,              𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖,𝑡𝑡~N(0,𝜎𝜎𝑖𝑖2)           (1) 

Where 𝐽𝐽𝐽𝐽𝑖𝑖,𝑡𝑡  corresponds to the JR scheme’s institutional feature tested. We start by 
including each of the four dimensions individually, and estimate (1) with all dimensions, 
in a second step. We always select the first category of a variable as reference (i.e., strict 
eligibility for Eligibility, low replacement rate for Rep. wage and no state financing for 
Financing).  

Table 8 displays the estimated coefficients obtained when each JR design aspect enters 
model (1) individually. A first result worth noting is that coefficients have the expected 
sign and are statistically significant, at the 5% level for at least one category of each 
variable. For instance, a new scheme is associated with a drop in the take-up rate ranging 
from 2.1 percentage points to 2.6 percentage points (ignoring OLS results). Schemes 
opened to alternative form of employment also tend to increase the take-up rate but 
only when eligibility criteria are the loosest. In this later case, the take-up rate is 
estimated to be more than four percentage points higher compared to take-ups 
prevailing under more restrictive schemes. Moreover, a higher or flat wage replacement 
rate increase take-up, as is it is also the case when governments finance the entire 
scheme. Evidence in Table 8 therefore indicates relatively high and positive responses of 
take-up rates to various aspects of institutional designin line with our hypothesis.  

Table 8. 𝝓𝝓𝟏𝟏 and JR schemes characteristics (1) 
  Static   Dynamic 
  OLS FE   FE IV 

New 
-0.32 -2.57**   -2.30** -2.08** 

(-0.31) (-0.93)   (-0.86) (-0.85) 
            

Eligibility 2 
0.25 -0.95   -0.95 -1.09 

 (0.34)  (1.35)    (1.35)  (1.44) 

Eligibility 3 
0.88**  0.29   0.29 0.25 
 (0.44)  (1.39)    (1.38)  (1.45) 

Eligibility 4 
3.45***  4.35***    4.31***  4.61*** 

(0.39)  (0.87)    (0.91)  (1.07)  
            

Rep. wage 2 
0.4 0.28   0.39 0.54 

(0.41)  (2.04)    (1.83)   (1.51)  

Rep. wage 3 
0.46 0.95   0.94 0.92 

(0.37)  (1.36)    (1.22)  (1.02)  

Rep. wage 4 
1.10**  3.19**    2.94**  2.62**  
(0.46) (1.49)    (1.36) (1.16) 

Rep. wage flat 1.77***  4.64***    4.15***  3.50***  
(0.50) (1.06)    (1.03) (0.98) 
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Financing 2 
0.86**  1.85   1.73 1.77* 
(0.40)  (1.11)   (1.02) (1.04)  

Financing 3 
2.10***  4.29***    3.98***  4.19***  

(0.41) (1.03)    (1.01)  (1.09) 
            
Num. country 26 
  Standard errors in parentheses 
  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Source: Own elaboration. 

Table 9 presents the results when all characteristics are included together (again, taking 
as reference the first category of each variable)17. The results indicate that the funding of 
the scheme, in particular when the state entirely finances it, still has substantial positive 
effects, of around 5 percentage points, on the take-up rate. The dynamic specifications 
(column 5) also now report positive and significant effects for partial funding from 
governments, although effects are smaller than full financing. However, estimated 
coefficients for other characteristics (i.e., New, Eligibility and Rep. wage) are no longer 
positive and/or significant. Moreover, JR schemes with mild eligibility criteria (categories 
2 and 3) or wage replacement rates between 60% and 70% have negative effects on take-
up rates (compared to strict eligibility criteria and low replacement rate). This result 
suggests potential interactions between various aspects of the JR scheme design of the 
sort explained at the start of this section. Additional investigation is therefore needed to 
better understand these interactions. 

Finally, Table 9 offers the possibility to check estimated coefficients for the remaining 
control variables which can also be useful to strengthen the above results obtained using 
our proxy take-up rates. A 1% decrease in GDP is estimated to raise the take-up rate by 
around 0.06 point which is a similar value to the semi-elasticity reported by Hijzen and 
Martin (2013). This indicates that take-up rates tend to be greater, the larger is the fall in 
GDP. The latter authors further estimate a positive effect of employment strictness 
legislation on the take-up rate which corresponds to effect reported in Table 918, 
although our estimated coefficients are never significant.  

Overall, estimation results in Table 8 and Table 9 indicate that JR scheme design 
characteristics could play an important role in raising take-up rates and ultimately, 
increase the potential positive effects of such schemes on the labour market. In 
particular, the results highlight the role of State financing as a key design characteristic. 

 
17 Table 9 also displays coefficients for the lag dependent variable and other control variables. These 
variables are included in the estimation of the results shown in Table 8 but are not displayed for space-
saving reasons. 
18 Economic Freedom indices are constructed such that high values are associated with looser labour 
market regulations. 



34 | FRANCESCO CORTI, ALEXANDRE OUNNAS AND TOMÁS RUIZ 

Further work is however required to better understand how the various characteristics 
interact among each other. 

Table 9. 𝝓𝝓𝟏𝟏 and JR schemes characteristics (2) 
  Static   Dynamic 
  OLS FE   FE IV 

𝜙𝜙1,𝑡𝑡−1       -0.08** -0.05 
      (0.04)  (0.15)  

ln(gdp)  -0.00  -0.06*   -0.06* -0.06*  
(0.00) (0.03)    (0.03) (0.03) 

labour reg.  -0.05 -5.48    -5.82  -5.69 
(1.90)  (3.56)   (3.84)  (3.74) 

ln(gdp) X labour reg. -0.00  0.01*    0.01 0.01*  
(0.00)  (0.00)    (0.00)   (0.00) 

            

New 1.23*** 0.29   0.36 -0.31 
(0.42)  (1.21)    (1.22)  (1.16) 

            

Eligibility 2 -0.96 -4.44**   -4.62**  -4.56***  
(0.82)  (1.64)    (1.75) (1.71) 

Eligibility 3 
-0.35  -3.51*    -3.69*  -3.59** 
(0.90)  (1.88)    (1.97)  (1.76)  

Eligibility 4 
2.11*** 0.26     0.31  0.31 
(0.78) (1.19)    (1.26) (1.23)  

            

Rep. wage 2 -1.11**  -3.00**    -3.33**  -3.17***  
(0.55)  (1.27)    (1.25)  (1.21)  

Rep. wage 3 -0.59  -1.20    -1.36 -1.27 
 (0.46)   (1.22)    (1.27)  (1.13) 

Rep. wage 4 0.05 0.89   0.86  0.90  
(0.51) (1.57)   (1.64) (1.55) 

Rep. wage flat 0.69  2.02   2.15  1.90  
(0.66)  (2.74)    (2.82)  (2.72) 

            

Financing 2 2.12*  3.76*    3.95*  3.86**  
(1.12) (1.93)    (2.02)  (1.81) 

Financing 3 2.85***  5.26***    5.60***  5.45*** 
 (1.07)  (1.60)    (1.67) (1.51)  

            
Num. country 26 
Observations 408 408   407 404 
𝐽𝐽2 0.24 0.35   0.36 0.40 
  Standard errors in parentheses 
  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Source: Own elaboration.  
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CONCLUSIONS 

At the beginning of this paper, we surveyed the most recent literature on job retention 
schemes and we concluded that a comprehensive study that analysis the changes in the 
institutional design of such schemes over the two crises, the impact on the take up and 
ultimately the effect on unemployment dynamics was missing.  

This paper offers a first systematic attempt to partially fill this gap, trying to explore the 
relationship between institutional design of JR schemes and take up. To this end, we build 
on a typology of job retention schemes that we derive from existing classification systems 
and elaborate our own operationalisation of the key JR schemes’ dimensions: eligibility, 
generosity, financing, role of collective bargaining. We notice first that JR schemes indeed 
change over time with significant changes introduced during both the GR and the 
pandemic. Such changes are, particularly during the recent economic crisis, principally 
aimed at expanding the coverage, i.e. the number of potential employers covered by 
these schemes, as well as easing the access for businesses. Furthermore, we notice an 
increasing role of the state in the financing of such schemes as well as in the payment of 
social security contributions to employers. The generosity is also expanded both in terms 
of duration and replacement rate of gross/net wages. Similarly, the role of collective 
agreement is strengthened by making them a mandatory requirement during the 
pandemic. This notwithstanding, significant variation persists across member states. 
Interestingly, despite the fact that many member states put in place JR schemes during 
the GR and the pandemic, only few of them transformed it to a permanent instrument. 

The expansion in scope and generosity of JR schemes between the two crises is also 
reflected in the increasing use of such schemes over time. The trends in the take up 
indeed follow that of the JR schemes’ expansion. We observe that take up rates for 
instance, increased significantly between the two recessions for workers on temporary 
contracts. Against this background, we test if there is a correlation between the design 
of these schemes and the actual take up. In this respect, our research shows some quite 
interesting results. The estimated coefficients obtained when each JR design aspect 
enters the model individually confirm our initial hypotheses. First, we find that the higher 
the coverage of the schemes the higher is the take up. Similarly, our empirical analysis 
confirms that a higher or flat wage replacement rate increase take-up. An additional 
aspect worth pointing out is that the existence of a JR scheme prior to the pandemic, 
when treated individually, is correlated significantly with a higher take up rate. Whereas 
this result should be further investigated, it provides support in favour of maintaining 
these schemes permanently and not activating them only ad hoc in case of crises. Finally, 
we find that the funding of the scheme, in particular when the state entirely finances it, 
has substantial positive effects on the take-up rate. These results constitute a first and 
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preliminary indication that institutional characteristics are important to impact take up 
rates, and therefore dampen the negative effects of economic crisis on the labour 
market. However, we stress that interactions could potentially exist between the various 
institutional aspects which would warrant further analysis. 

All in all, our research provides empirical evidence on the effectiveness and efficiency of 
the measures adopted, especially during the pandemic, to protect employment and 
safeguard employers-employees relationships. While further research is still needed, 
especially to grasp more complex interaction between different institutional 
characteristics, we provide empirical evidence that can be useful in the current EU debate 
on the future of a European instrument to support short time work schemes and – if the 
case for a SURE 2.0 – how this can be designed to make sure that the EU financial support 
is put on effective national policies. 
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