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Abstract 

In the current public and academic discourse the phenomenon of social insecurity is widely 

discussed. Apparently, various new social risks undermining biographical stability and status 

security are spreading out across many Western European countries – not just in the 

aftermath of the severe economic crisis 2008/2009. In most accounts it is assumed that these 

changes also affect the subjective feelings of security and insecurity. It is hypothesized that 

perceived insecurity is associated with substantial changes on the labor market, fundamental 

transformations of the social security system and intensified pressures of competition 

triggered by processes of globalization and internationalization. 

Using data from the fourth round of the European Social Survey (2008) for 20 European 

countries, we test this assumption by scrutinizing three kinds of perceived social risks: the risk 

of job loss, the risk of the inability to make ends meet, and the risk of insufficient healthcare 

provision. Notable differences regarding national levels of subjective socio-economic insecurity 

(measured by an additive subjective insecurity scale) raise the question whether country-

specific socio-economic and institutional factors as well as factors of globalization and 

internationalization can be hold responsible for these differences. For tapping such effects we 
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conduct linear multi-level regression analyses with perceived insecurity as dependent variable 

and country-specific (independent) variables at the context level while controlling for 

composition effects. 

We find that socio-economic and partly institutional factors are indeed relevant with respect 

to feelings of insecurity, whereas factors of globalization and internationalization – 

astonishingly – play a minor role. At the individual level, our results indicate well-known 

patterns with female respondents, less-educated respondents and respondents in lower 

occupational classes reporting higher levels of subjective socio-economic insecurity.
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Introduction 

The phenomenon of social insecurity has assumed a central role in contemporary social 

discourse. Compared to Western societies of the 1960s-1980s, today in ever broader segments 

of these societies social risks now appear to be spreading. They threaten to undermine the 

ability of individuals to achieve stability in the life course, to maintain their socio-economic 

status, and to secure prosperity (Kalleberg 2009; Lengfeld/Hirschle 2009; Ranci 2010). Often 

understood as the counter-concept to security and stability, social insecurity denotes a lack of 

stabilizing societal framework conditions, discontinuity in the life course and the prevalence of 

social risks. Sociologists have typically attributed social insecurity to changes in the labor 

market, welfare state retrenchment, and competitive pressures stemming from globalization 

and internationalization of the economy (Brown et al. 2010; Esping-Andersen 2002; 

Gautié/Schmitt 2010; Gilbert 2002). These insecurities also have extensive social consequences 

and can contribute to stress and health problems (Domenighetti et al. 2000; Ferrie et al. 1998). 

Analyses of insecurity often do not distinguish between objective and subjective insecurity. 

Worse yet: It is often assumed that changes in objective insecurity lead directly to changes in 

subjective insecurity. Yet the relationship between objective and subjective insecurity has not 

been sufficiently researched (as noted e.g. by Erlinghagen 2008). The extent to which a social 

situation or life condition is perceived to be secure – and which risks individuals are exposed to 

– depends on the one hand on supra-individual, namely cultural factors (Douglas/Wildavsky 

1982; Furedi 2006), and on the other on individual habits of security and capacities to cope 

with insecurity (Gerhold 2009; Tulloch/Lupton 2003). The research deficit concerning the 

complex of security and insecurity makes it difficult to assess relevant policies and their 

consequences. In a programmatic article for the American Sociological Review, Arne Kalleberg 

(2009: 16) notes: “*S+ociologists today have a tremendous opportunity to help shape public 

policy by explaining how broad institutional and cultural factors generate insecurity and 

inequality. Such explanations are an essential first step toward framing effective policies to 

tackle the causes and consequences of precarity and to rebuild the social contract.” 

When economists speak of economic insecurity, they are referring to “the anxiety produced by 

a lack of economic safety” (Osberg 1998: 23) and hence to feelings of insecurity caused by lack 

of economic security. In our approximation we speak of subjective socio-economic insecurity 
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and hereby refer to perceptions of risk and fear of loss with regard to material security, status 

and welfare. We will analyze these comparatively using data from the European Social Survey 

from 2008 (Round 4). Since descriptive comparative analyses reveal large differences between 

countries with high and those with low levels of subjective security, we will attempt to explain 

these differences. We will focus our attention on the question of the extent to which socio-

economic insecurity can be explained by conditions of objective insecurity. In the following 

section, we will introduce the central questions guiding our comparative analysis as well as the 

approach of our study. In our empirical analysis we will first present descriptive comparative 

findings and then, on the basis of multivariate multi-level analyses, assess the explanatory 

power of both contextual and individual (above all class-affiliation) factors. 

 

1. Research questions and approach 

In observing social security it is essential to distinguish between objective and subjective 

security. Subjective security is dependent not only on objective standards of security, but also 

on expectations and mentalities which have formed over time. Related to this is the question 

of the extent to which insecurities are tolerated and endured (see for example Hofstede 2001 

on cultural differences in risk aversion). Perceptions of insecurity are nonetheless by no 

means, and certainly not solely, idiosyncratic states of mind. In terms of subjective job 

insecurity – a highly significant indicator – many have argued that this constitutes a fairly good 

predictor of future job loss, even better than various objective indicators (Green et al. 2001; 

Stephens 2004). A systematic connection can be traced between transformations in the labor 

market (e.g., the increase in atypical employment, flexibilization, and part-time employment) 

and perceptions of employment insecurity. Diminishing job security and growing 

precariousness impact worker’s assessments of their subjective security. This is revealed on 

the one hand in comparisons over time (Fullerton/Wallace 2007; Goos/Manning 2007; Valetta 

1999) and on the other in group comparisons. Those groups of workers who are exposed to 

greater real risks perceive a much lower degree of security, whereby subjective security can 

refer to job security in the narrow sense (Erlinghagen 2008; Näswall/De Witte 2003) or also to 

income insecurity (Burgoon/Dekker 2010). 
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The majority of previous studies of the subjective dimension of social insecurity have focused 

on subjective job insecurity, not on a more comprehensive construct of subjective insecurity. 

Such a construct would have to address individual perceptions of socio-economic vulnerability 

in light of myriad risks, as well as encompass risks processed through institutional coping and 

compensation arrangements. For this reason, our approach to analyzing subjective socio-

economic insecurity encompasses not only subjective job insecurity but also fear of economic 

deprivation and the fear of not receiving sufficient health care in case of illness. We focus on 

the explanation of subjective socio-economic insecurity comparatively in terms of macro-level 

factors. National differences do not interest us here per se; rather, we are interested in 

important contextual parameters which influence the degree of insecurity, and which exhibit 

cross-national variation. We are thus guided by the following questions: Which macro-level 

factors are responsible for the production of subjective socio-economic (in)security and 

ultimately for the explanation of cross-national differences? To what extent do socio-economic 

or institutional factors, respectively, influence subjective feelings of security? Have 

globalization and internationalization exacerbated insecurity? To answer these questions, we 

distinguish systematically – along the lines of the relevant literature – between socio-economic 

factors, institutional factors and factors related to internationalization. 

 

Socio-economic factors: prosperity level, unemployment and social inequality 

In the broadest sense, markets are producers of welfare and, as such, influence individuals’ 

and households’ quality of life (Zapf 1984). In a first approximation, we can therefore assume 

that economic prosperity and development contribute to a reduction in insecurity, for they 

make possible the satisfaction of the material needs of broad segments of the population. 

Hence comparative analyses have shown that less developed countries as well as those in 

economic transition experience the greatest levels of insecurity, while insecurity in developed 

economies is comparatively low (Böhnke 2008; Haller/Hadler 2006). 

A high unemployment rate also threatens those (still) employed, for the level of economic 

insecurity tends to follow the unemployment rate (Burchell 1993; Mendenhall et al. 2008). This 

nexus between a high unemployment rate and subjective job insecurity can easily spread to 
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the larger question of subjective well-being. Here, numerous studies point to a connection 

between unemployment and negative feelings. The latter often entail subjective socio-

economic insecurities (see for example Clark/Oswald 1994; Frey/Stutzer 2000 and 2002). We 

would thus expect that especially in countries with considerable prosperity and low 

unemployment, people feel subjectively comparatively secure. 

Further, the extent of social inequality in a country is related to subjective perceptions of 

security, to feelings of subjective well-being, and to general life satisfaction (Anderson et al. 

2009; Böhnke/Kohler 2008). On the basis of the findings of comparative studies, Wilkinson und 

Pickett (2009) in particular have pointed persistently to the fact that socio-economic inequality 

leads to myriad social problems and impairs the well-being of not only the lower strata. The 

authors attribute this to the fact that unequal societies evince a greater degree of status 

insecurity and competition. Moreover, international studies regularly relate the negative 

consequences of high Gini coefficients to various health indicators. Kim et al. (2008) find, for 

example, a positive relationship between income insecurity and health risks. They identified a 

strong negative correlation between income inequality and life expectancy at birth (De Vogli et 

al. 2005) or perceived health status (Hildebrand/van Kerm 2009). 

From this follows a first hypothesis, H1: The poorer the country, the higher the level of 

unemployment and the higher the income inequality, the greater is subjective socio-economic 

inequality. 

 

Institutional factors: Labor market regulation and social policy intervention 

Institutional interventions aimed at affecting perceptions of security can be directed either at 

the labor market itself or at the system of social protection. The latter provides a safety net 

and risk compensations external to the labor market. In a comprehensive sense, state 

intervention can serve as a correction to “normal market mechanisms” (Katznelson 1988: 517) 

by minimizing risk (Esping-Andersen 1990; Mau 2003; Taylor-Gooby et al. 1999). 

Labor-market regulation not only affects working conditions and income, but is also essential 

to workers’ job security. Labor-market regulation determines the level of protection workers 
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enjoy (e.g. via dismissal protection) as well as the costs employers bear in the case of worker 

dismissal. However, a high degree of regulation can also raise entrance barriers to the labor 

market. Comparative studies on labor-market flexibilization show that atypical forms of 

employment such as temporary and part-time employment increase job insecurity 

Clark/Postel-Vinay 2005; Giesecke 2009; Green et al. 2001). A large share of temporary 

employment means that employers can quickly adapt to their order situation and market 

cycles by releasing employees. Research in political economy, however, finds that labor-

market conditions and regulations have a direct impact on feelings of security 

(Burgoon/Dekker 2010; Näswall/De Witte 2003). Still, some studies have failed to identify a 

clear relationship between structural and institutional conditions on the one hand, and 

subjective assessments of job security on the other (Erlinghagen 2008). Comparative studies 

reveal, however, that for example in Scandinavia a high employment and low unemployment 

rate correspond with a low rate of subjective job insecurity, while in less developed (and less 

regulated) economies as well as in transformation societies, job insecurity is relatively high 

(Green 2009). 

Complementary to the market’s role as producer of welfare is that of the welfare state as 

producer of security. Welfare-state interventions are successful when they actually reach 

those they are intended to affect or favor (Bradshaw 2008). Thus political actors proceed from 

the assumption that social security is not only institutionally supplied, but that such efforts at 

risk mitigation and security production indeed result in greater feelings of subjective socio-

economic security. That a well-developed welfare state – in contrast to a rudimentary system 

of social protection – provides its citizens with a high degree of objective and subjective 

security, does seem plausible. Welfare-state benefits indeed offer situational relief from 

existential concerns.1 Esping-Andersen’s (1990) concept of decommodification measures 

welfare state policy primarily in terms of the degree to which it contributes to a lessening of 

citizens’ dependency on the market for their welfare. In the Social-Democratic welfare regime 

type, which is characterized by a high degree of decommodification, market volatilities, market 

risks and (temporary) exits from the labor market are cushioned by collectively financed 

compensatory benefits. Studies regularly point to this coupling of welfare state protection and 

subjective dimensions of the quality of life, well-being and life satisfaction. Radcliff (2001: 947; 

see also Pacek/Radcliff 2008) underscores, for example, that the “*s+ubjective evaluation of life 
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quality ... is enhanced by the extent to which states reduce market dependence through the 

decommodification of labor and, in general, adopt a social democratic welfare regime.” 

From this stems Hypothesis H2: The more unregulated the labor market and the more limited 

the welfare state’s public expenditure, the greater is subjective socio-economic insecurity. 
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Factors of internationalization: economic globalization and migration 

In the social-scientific literature, globalization is often considered to be a source of new 

insecurities and vulnerabilities, for it challenges the closed, integrated and 

institutionally stable nation-state order (Blossfeld et al. 2007; Garrett 1998; 

Milberg/Winkler 2010; Razin/Sadka 2005). Economically, globalization entails an 

increase in the mobility of workers, goods, services and capital and – as a result – stiffer 

international competition. Whereas in the Golden Age of the nation state 

(Leibfried/Zürn 2006) it was possible to effectively shield national markets from 

international competition, today this is far less feasible. As a result, the state has lost 

much of its ability to broadly shape market developments through tax policy, 

redistribution and regulation (Genschel 2004). At the same time, workers are now 

exposed to greater market volatility and intensified competition. Not only is the 

productive factor capital mobile; labor can also emigrate, or new and cheaper workers 

can offer competition in the domestic market through immigration (Scheve/Slaughter 

2004). Garrett (1998: 788) makes this point very clearly: “[M]arket integration has not 

only increased the exit options of producers and investors; it has also heightened 

feelings of economic insecurity among broader segments of society.” Hence it can be 

assumed that the integration of countries into the global market can produce feelings of 

insecurity (Koster 2010; Standing 2008; Swank und Betz 2003). 

A final component of internationalization is the process of migration and the presence of 

sizable groups of foreigners. It can be surmised that these groups are perceived by segments of 

the population as a potential threat. The theory of ethnic competition (Olzak 1992) presumes 

this as well; this suggests that the perception of growing competition between migrants and 

the native population unleashes insecurities which can lead to a rejection of these groups (see 

also Scheepers et al. 2002). Using identity theory, Stephan and Stephan (2000) have argued 

that insecurities are induced not only by economic competition but also by new forms of 

cultural difference and diversity. We understand migration as an independent and meaningful 

facet of the opening of national societies. In general we proceed from the assumption that a 

high share of immigrants can be expected to have a negative impact on feelings of social 

security (Quillian 1995). 
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From this follows Hypothesis H3: The greater the degree of globalization and the more 

immigration, the greater is subjective socio-economic insecurity. 

Besides these factors located on the country level, we also suspect considerable group-level 

differences in subjective insecurity. 

 

Class differences 

In group-level comparison we are concerned primarily with the role of social class affiliation 

and the market positions associated with this. As mentioned above, most studies focus on job 

(in)security in the narrow sense and adduce therefore a series of individual characteristics 

which are possible predictors (e.g. skill level, employment sector, firm size, type of labor 

contract). These are proxies which indeed are well-suited to measuring job security. It is hence 

unsurprising that these variables are found to have effects on subjective job security. From an 

inequality perspective, however, it is less random individual characteristics than rather bundles 

of characteristics that determine risk. A central sociological concept for this is that of social 

class.2 In the tradition of Weber, we can speak of classes when a majority of people share a 

specific causal component of their life chances and this component is predicated on economic 

property, earnings and a characteristic market position. According to Breen and Rottman 

(1995a: 157), “class analysis retains a focus on groups: the positions that constitute a class 

share a commonality in their position in labour markets and the means of production. They are 

not simply grouped together because (at least potentially) they share more or less common 

life chances: rather, they share common life chances because of the shared position they 

occupy.” 

That socio-economically defined classes face different conditions of risk is evident. In their 

class analysis, Erikson und Goldthorpe (1992: 236) have focused on the employment 

relationship because it encompasses “experiences of affluence or hardship, of economic 

security or insecurity, of prospects of continuing material advance, or of unyielding material 

constraints”. In support of this theoretical perspective, extensive research has demonstrated 

that affiliation with a specific socio-economic class position is closely related to the experience 

of (in)security. Whether a person is a blue-collar worker, a clerical worker or an executive and 
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which skills (s)he possesses has a tremendous impact on his or her market position and has a 

demonstrably strong influence on his or her employment risk – and hence also on subjective 

perceptions of security (Emmenegger 2009). It has been argued further that workers are far 

more dependent on their market income and that they have hardly any alternative resources 

at their disposal (Gallie et al. 1998). The socio-economic risk position of those in lower social 

classes becomes particularly clear in the context of internationalization: While higher social 

status facilitates achievement of a privileged market position in the competition for jobs and 

living space, those in lower social classes often see themselves threatened by immigrants, with 

whom they compete for the same jobs at the lower end of the prestige scale as well as for 

welfare state benefits (Coenders/Scheepers 2003: 318). It is thus unsurprising that some 

economists see those in lower social classes – at least in developed countries – as the losers of 

globalization due to their higher employment risk, lower wages and low-wage competition 

from developing countries (e.g., Wood 1994). Even when these threats prove to be 

unsubstantiated in reality, the research finding remains that disproportionately, blue-collar 

workers feel threatened by globalization and the influx of migrants (Scheve/Slaughter 2001a, 

2001b, 2004). 

 

2. Data, Analytical Strategy and Method 

In this article we are interested in an explanation of national and group-level differences in 

subjective socio-economic insecurity. On the macro-level we have identified three central 

dimensions which could provide possible explanations for different levels of insecurity: socio-

economic factors, institutional factors and factors related to internationalization. For our study 

of the relationship between these factors and subjective socio-economic insecurity we use 

data from the European Social Survey (ESS) from 2008 (Round 4, Edition 3, published on 

3/24/2010). The ESS is run by the European Commission, the European Science Foundation 

and national research institutes. Since 2002/03 (Round 1), every two years representative 

surveys are conducted in 28 countries (as of Round 4); the response rate ranged in 2008 from 

45.7 percent (Croatia) to 78.1 percent (Cyprus), averaging 63 percent. Persons of at least 15 

years of age in private households were surveyed by means of a standardized survey 
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instrument, between September and December 2008. The raw data set contains information 

on over 54.988 individuals.3 

In the spirit of our research question on subjective socio-economic insecurity, which is related 

to unemployment risks among other things, the sample used for our empirical analyses 

encompasses only persons engaged in the labor market, i.e. those who declared having been 

either gainfully employed or unemployed and looking for work in the last seven days. Since we 

do not have access for all 28 countries in the ESS4 database to comparable data for the 

contextual variables we have selected, we limit our empirical analysis to 20 countries: Belgium 

(n=931), Denmark (n=851), Germany (n=1.411), Estonia (n=866), Finland (n=1.206), France 

(n=1.099), Greece (n=1.176), Great Britain (n=1.246), The Netherlands (n=920), Norway 

(n=982), Poland (n=728), Portugal (n=864), Sweden (n=1.132), Switzerland (n=978), the Slovak 

Republic (n=735), Slovenia (n=527), Spain (n=1.277), the Czech Republic (n=946), Turkey 

(n=558) and Hungary (n=582). After both of these restrictions and a casewise exclusion, 19,015 

cases remain in the data set. 

Our analytical strategy is to begin with descriptive comparisons across countries. Here we will 

observe three specific types of insecurities as well as aggregated levels of insecurity. 

Thereafter, we will conduct linear multi-level analysis to study the determinants of subjective 

socio-economic insecurity and, for this purpose, utilize explanatory variables on both the 

macro (national) and micro (individual) levels. This approach allows us to assess the data from 

both a comparative and group-level perspective. 

 

Dependent variables 

We measure socio-economic insecurity through three ESS4 questions. The first question refers 

to subjective job insecurity (Item D47): “Please tell me how likely it is that during the next 12 

months you will be unemployed and looking for work at least four consecutive weeks?” The 

second question touches upon fears of material deprivation (Item D49): “And during the next 

12 months how likely is it that there will be some periods when you don’t have enough money 

to cover your household necessities?” The third question addresses the fear of not receiving 

sufficient health care in case of illness (Item D50): “And during the next 12 months how likely is 
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it that you will not receive the health care you really need if you become ill?” In answering 

these questions, respondents could choose among four answers: (1) “not at all likely”, (2) “not 

very likely”, (3) “likely” und (4) “very likely”. The bivariate correlation coefficients among the 

three items all have the same sign and are significantly different from zero at the 1 percent 

level via a two-sided test (rD47,D49 = 0,524; rD47,D50 = 0,339; rD49,D50 = 0,502). Cronbach’s Alpha is 

0,709; this value shows that the three items reliably measure the same latent dimension, 

namely socio-economic insecurity. The factor analysis (with main component analysis) thus 

extracts only one factor, which explains 63.62 percent of total variance. Using the three items 

mentioned above, we created an additive subjective insecurity scale. The items were first 

recoded to the value range 0 (not at all probable) to 3 (highly probable), so that the insecurity 

scale values range from 0 (no insecurity) to 9 (high insecurity). 

 

Independent variables: macro-level4 

On the macro level we distinguish three dimensions, for which we employ a total of seven 

indicators. The choice of indicators was informed in part by the availability of suitable data for 

the 20 ESS4 countries under study. To be able to conduct a precise cross-sectional analysis, 

whenever possible we use contextual data from 2008. 

The first dimension encompasses socio-economic factors. These concern aspects of economic 

and social development that describe overall levels of social problems and risk constellations. 

We chose the following three macro-level variables: 

 Gross Domestic Product (GDP) serves as a measure of the economic strength and 

general economic condition of a country. The data for GDP per capita come from the 

United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (data from 2008). 

 The unemployment rate can also be taken as a general measure of the economic 

condition of a country. At the same time, high unemployment is closely related to a high 

risk of unemployment, income bottlenecks, and poverty and deprivation. These data 

also stem from the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (data from 2008). 
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 The Gini coefficient reflects the degree of inequality in income distribution. These data 

are from Eurostat and the OECD (data from 2008). 

The second dimension stands for institutional factors, namely social policy interventions aimed 

at moderating or minimizing social insecurities. It makes sense to distinguish here between the 

two dimensions of job security and social protection, as Kalleberg (2009: 15) does with his 

reference to the distinction between job insecurity and labor-market insecurity.5 To this end 

we have selected the following two macro-level variables: 

 The OECD produces an index of employment security (Employment Protection Index 

2008). It is a synthetic index that uses 21 items to assess countries’ legal regulations 

governing new hires and dismissals in regular and flexible employment relationships. 

The values of this index range from 0 to 6, whereby high values indicate stronger 

regulation and job security (e.g. via mandatory periods of notice and severance pay). 

 The level of social expenditure (as % of GDP) serves as a measure of the social protection 

a country provides (often termed ‘welfare state effort’). These are Eurostat and OECD 

data from 2007. 

Finally, our third dimension accounts for factors of internationalization. We assume that these 

exacerbate insecurity because they make individuals more dependent on the market and 

enhance international competition. The following two macro-level variables serve as proxies 

for internationalization: 

 The KOF Index of Economic Globalization 2007 consists of a total of 9 variables and 

measures on the one hand trade and investment flows, and on the other, the extent to 

which countries protect themselves from competition via controls on the movement of 

goods, services and capital (see Dreher 2006; Rohwer 2008).  

 The share of the population born abroad (as a % of total population) serves as a measure 

of the presence of migrants in a given country. The data for this are from the OECD for 

2006 (Factbook 2009). With regard to social insecurity, we assume that this measure is 

better suited than the corresponding indicator for the foreign population living in a 

country. 
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Independent variables: the individual level 

On the individual level, i.e. when different groups are compared, Korpi (2006) claims that it is 

class position that predominately shapes the subjective perception of socio-economic 

vulnerability, as a function of both the distinct risks faced and resources available for coping 

with these risks. Individual class positions are captured in the international comparative 

schema of Erikson, Goldthorpe and Portocarero (1979; in the following: EGP), which is 

derivable in the ESS4 data set from ISCO codes. In the following, we use a six-class version of 

the EGP schema. Moreover, we assume that gender, age and education impact insecurity 

perceptions, and hence these are included as control variables: 

 It is well-documented that the attributive characteristic gender is a significant cause of 

inequality and that it differentiates the objective risks faced by women and men, 

particularly on the labor market (Blossfeld et al. 2007). Thus Green (2009) for example 

emphasizes the greater level of insecurity among women, which can also be explained 

by the high share of women in atypical employment relationships (Burgoon/Dekker 

2010). 

 With regard to the attributive characteristic age, the preponderance of evidence 

suggests a positive relationship between age and insecurity (Erlinghagen 2008; Green 

2009; Osberg 1998): With increasing age, the level of insecurity tends to increase, 

perhaps because older persons fear that they will be displaced on the labor market by 

younger competitors (Lippmann 2008). Less commonly, younger persons are explicitly 

considered to be particularly burdened by insecurity (Blossfeld et al. 2007: 672). 

Occasionally a non-linear relationship between age and insecurity is assumed; it shows 

higher insecurity values in middle age (De Witte 1999; Fullerton/Wallace 2007). 

 The relevance of the acquired characteristic education to insecurity is obvious: better 

educated persons occupy more privileged class positions in that they pursue more 

secure and better paid jobs. Hence in coping with insecurity they have more extensive 

resources at their disposal (Green 2009; Maurin/Postel-Vinay 2005; Näswall/De Witte 

2003). 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 
 

 Page 17 of 40 

 

We refrain from looking at household income, for this individual variable in the ESS4 data set 

evinces too many missing values (19 percent of the 19,015 cases under observation). 

 

Method 

To determine the degree to which individual and country-level characteristics respectively 

explain the variance in our dependent variable (the insecurity scale), we have conducted linear 

multi-level analysis. Given the comparatively low number of cases on the higher (country) 

level, using a conservative asymptotic (quasi-)likelihood approach for the multi-level analysis 

would create greater risk of distorted estimates. Hence we decided to use a Bayesian approach 

instead and have carried out our estimates on the basis of the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (in 

the following: MCMC) method. From a statistical perspective, this approach offers above all 

the advantage that the estimation of the variance does not have to assume normal distribution 

of the data at hand (Hox 2010: 273). Another advantage of this method is that the estimates 

are reliable even when the sample on the higher level – as in this case – is comparatively small. 

Since the computational demands of MCMC estimation are enormous and only possible with 

the help of modern computer technology and advanced software, the method has become 

practicable only in recent years. For our calculations we have used the statistical software 

MLwiN 2.20, which has a fairly user-friendly MCMC interface. To limit the number of iterations, 

we have employed a re-parameterization procedure (hierarchical centering – see Browne 

2009: 401). While this does not change the estimated coefficients themselves, it does 

dramatically reduce the number of necessary iterations and thus computational time (Browne 

et al. 2009). Hence with a burn-in of only 500 iterations, a MCMC chain of 5,000 iterations and 

a thinning factor of 1, we achieved satisfactory results. Even though MCMC procedures yield 

confidence intervals rather than point estimates, in the interest of simpler presentation we 

identify only the individual mean values of the confidence intervals.6 

 

3. Empirical findings 

Descriptive section 
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We begin with a descriptive overview.7 As we expected, the prevalence of the three specific 

types of insecurity differs across the 20 ESS4 countries observed here (Table 1). 

--- table 1: about here --- 

Here it is striking that the probability of becoming unemployed in the next 12 months is 

perceived to be very high above all in Turkey (62 percent) and in several Eastern European 

countries (Estonia: 47 percent; the Czech Republic: 41 percent; Hungary: 41 percent), whereas 

this subjective risk is far less prevalent in Norway (7 percent) and the Netherlands (9 percent). 

The circle of relatively well-positioned countries expands when one considers fears of 

deprivation due to monetary bottlenecks: Here respondents in the Scandinavian countries 

(Denmark: 6 percent; Norway: 6 percent; Sweden: 8 percent) and in the Netherlands (9 

percent) indicate a comparatively low probability that they will not have enough money to 

meet their daily needs in the next 12 months. By contrast, respondents in Turkey (66 percent), 

Greece (47 percent) and Hungary (45 percent) are very concerned about this. With a view to 

the probability of not receiving sufficient health care in case of illness at some point over the 

next 12 months, again Turkey (54 percent) and Hungary (39 percent) evince the highest 

perceived levels of insecurity, while the situation in more privileged countries differs markedly 

with respect to this specific type of insecurity. Few respondents in Switzerland (3 percent), 

Spain (5 percent), Finland (5 percent) and the Netherlands (5 percent) fear receiving 

insufficient health care. 

These cross-national differences in specific types of insecurity are reflected cumulatively in our 

additive insecurity scale (Graph 1), which makes the different levels of aggregated subjective 

socio-economic insecurity evident at one glance. 

--- graph 1: about here --- 

In synopsis, one can discern three rough geographical clusters of countries with similar levels 

of insecurity. The first group includes nine Eastern and Southern European countries with high 

additive insecurity values. Within this cluster, Turkey stands out by far for its particularly high 

level of aggregate insecurity. In the middle of the pack are mostly core European countries, but 

also Great Britain and Spain.8 The third group consists of six countries with the lowest 

insecurity values: the Scandinavian countries, Switzerland and the Netherlands. 
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Bivariately, the three items indicating subjective socio-economic insecurity can be depicted 

with scatterplots (Graph 2). 

--- graph 2: about here --- 

A glance at these scatterplots reveals that all countries under study – with the exception of 

Turkey – lie in the third quadrant. This means that each of the respective pairs of items lie in 

the area that indicates improbability. 

 

Multivariate Analysis 

We now turn to the findings of our linear multi-level analyses. These sought to shed light on 

the determinants of subjective socio-economic insecurity on the individual and contextual 

levels. To get an initial overview of what portion of the variance can be explained solely via 

consideration of the macro (country-level) factors, we began with an ‘empty’ model without 

any explanatory variables (a ‘null model’) and calculated the intraclass correlation coefficient 

(Snijders/Bosker 1999: 17). This shows how much variance is situated at the higher (country) 

level. The corresponding value is 0.187, i.e. 19 percent of the variance with respect to our 

dependent variable is attributable solely to specific differences across the 20 observed 

countries. 

--- table 2: about here --- 

As we discuss in the following the degree to which the context factors contribute to the 

explanation of variance, this thus refers to the 19 percent of total variance located on the 

country level. With the help of the null model we have estimated, further, whether our 

calculations have been distorted by outliers. A glance at the ranked country residuals (not 

depicted) shows, however, that our data give no cause for concern in this regard. Hence in the 

following analyses we refer to all 20 of the aforementioned countries.9 

In the next step, we calculated a model which contained only the individual-level variables 

(Table 2, Model I). This showed that female respondents and those with a shorter period of 

education evince a significantly10 higher level of subjective insecurity than do male 
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respondents or those with longer periods of education. If one observes the findings with 

respect to the age variables (no effect of the metric variable versus a significant negative effect 

of the squared age values), we see that only people of higher ages differ significantly from 

other age groups, while there appear to be no statistical differences between younger 

respondents and those of middle age. 

On the level of social classes we see, as expected, clear differences among the individual 

groups. Compared to EGP’s Class VII (nonskilled manual workers outside of and in agriculture), 

which serves as the reference category, all other classes feel significantly less insecure. The 

group differences run vertically from the upper to the lower social classes. The least insecure 

compared to the reference category of manual workers outside of and in agriculture are those 

in the upper and lower service classes (EGP I and II), followed by routine non-manual 

employees (EGP III), and then technicians and lower-grade supervisors as well as skilled 

manual workers (EGP V and VI). Only the self-employed with small firms with and without 

employees (EGP IV) assume an intermediate position between the nonskilled workers and the 

other occupational classes. On the whole, this pattern of class differences is broadly consistent 

with previous studies, in particular those on perceived employment insecurity 

(Fullerton/Wallace 2007; Maurin/Postel-Vinay 2005; Näswall/De Witte 2003). 

We see further that some of the differences across countries are due to composition effects. 

Twenty-six percent of the cross-national variance can be explained by taking into account 

individuals’ socio-demographic characteristics (on calculation of the Pseudo R² value see Hox 

2010: 71). This suggests that country-level effects are also attributable to differences in age, 

education and stratification among these countries’ populations; national differences obtain 

with respect to gender ratios as well. A glance at the improvement in model fit (indicated by 

the change in the DIC value) shows, moreover, that taking into account individual 

characteristics is also statistically meaningful, for this model fits much better than the null 

model. 

In the next stage of our analysis we have estimated, in addition to the set of individual-level 

characteristics, the extent to which specific characteristics of the 20 countries impact the 

insecurity perceptions of citizens (Table 3). For a better overview we have refrained from 

depicting individual characteristics; each model in Table 3 thus includes all four characteristics 
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(gender, age, education and class affiliation) from Model 1 (Table 2). Due to the in some cases 

high correlations between the respective macro-level variables and because of the small 

sample size, we have conducted separate multi-level analyses for each macro indicator. 

We consider first the findings with respect to the socio-economic dimension (Table 3, Models II 

through IV). Our assumption here (Hypothesis H1) was that a generally high level of economic 

performance across the entire society, low unemployment and a low degree of social 

inequality serve to reduce insecurities and vice versa. The positive effect of the macro 

indicator (GDP per capita, in $1,000) confirms our assumption with regard to the role of a 

nation’s economic prosperity on risk perceptions of its citizens (Model II): With increasing 

prosperity, individual feelings of insecurity decline significantly. A similar dynamic was found in 

relation to the unemployment rate (Model III): the greater the percentage of unemployed, the 

stronger the effect on subjective insecurity. The last socio-economic factor we examined was 

the influence of the Gini coefficient (Model IV). Here we found that more income inequality is 

associated with a significant increase in insecurity, whereas individuals who live in relatively 

egalitarian societies are less concerned about the future. 

In the second stage of our analysis we examined, guided by Hypothesis H2, whether 

perceptions of insecurity are possibly caused by contextual factors in the realm of social-policy 

institutions. Hence in Models V and VI we have estimated the statistical influence of job 

security as well as that of the scope of state social benefits. With respect to the factor job 

security, operationalized via the Employment Protection Index, no effect is evident (Model V). 

Without taking into account other institutional factors, the degree of regulation of national 

labor markets apparently has no influence on the degree of concern individuals have about 

their near future (similar to the findings of Erlinghagen 2008). This finding appears thoroughly 

plausible in light of the success for example of the flexicurity system in Denmark, in which low 

job security (Denmark has the third lowest value for job security) coexists with a high 

probability of reintegration into the labor market. We get a different picture, though, when we 

look at the scope of welfare state effort, operationalized via the indicator of state social 

expenditures (Model VI). Here we see that indeed those who live in countries with 

comparatively generous welfare states are considerably less concerned about their future than 

individuals living in countries with comparatively low welfare state expenditures. 
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In a final step we examine the impact of factors of internationalization. Proceeding from the 

assumption (Hypothesis H3) that individuals in countries with a high degree of 

internationalization might be confronted with feelings of insecurity relatively more often, we 

examined the statistical influence of both macro factors, globalization and migration (Models 

VII and VIII). Here we found that neither the KOF Index of Economic Globalization (Model VII) 

nor the share of foreign-born persons in the population (an indicator for migration; Model VIII) 

had a significant influence on the perception of material risk within the European societies 

under study. Thus, our findings concur with other studies that have shown that countries that 

(can) take part either not at all or only minimally in globalization suffer greater disadvantages 

(de la Dehesa 2006).11 

In sum, our findings provide a mixed picture with regard to our original assumptions. We were 

able to show that, as expected, all the economic factors taken into account (GDP per capita, 

income inequality and unemployment) exert influence on subjective socio-economic 

insecurity. On the institutional side, we were able to determine that the extent of welfare state 

effort shapes the risk perceptions of individuals. On the other hand, the degree of 

internationalization, at least in Europe, appears to have a negligible impact on insecurity 

perceptions; we observed an effect neither of the degree of economic globalization nor of the 

share of the foreign-born population.  

Finally, with regard to those models with a significant macro effect, it remains to be 

determined which of the multi-level models presented here contributes most to the 

explanation of cross-national variance. A review of the corresponding model fit criteria (DIC 

values) shows that our models do not provide any robust indications of an answer to this 

question. With the exception of the comparison between the null model and all other models, 

the DIC values tell us that none of the models containing contextual data can be preferred over 

another one (see Spiegelhalter et al. 2002: 613). Going forward it thus seems essential to apply 

our research question to an even broader array of countries in order to be able to conclusively 

determine which of the significant macro criteria elucidated here prove to be particularly well-

suited to prediction of insecurity perceptions. 

--- table 3: about here --- 
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4. Conclusions 

In this article, we began by considering the subjective socio-economic insecurity of citizens of 

various European countries, and then examined the determinants of their perceptions of 

insecurity on the contextual and individual levels. To answer these central questions we 

analyzed data from the European Social Survey (2008). Our fundamental assumption that 

major differences existed in the subjective levels of (in)security across these countries was 

confirmed. The greatest insecurities with respect to employment, making ends meet and 

health care provision in case of illness were found among those in Eastern and Southern 

Europe, whereby respondents in Turkey showed the highest levels of concern in all three types 

of insecurity. Intermediate insecurity levels were measured among those surveyed in 

European core countries, including Germany, as well as in Great Britain and Spain. 

Respondents in the Scandinavian countries, Switzerland and the Netherlands are fortunate in 

having strikingly low insecurity values. To the extent that anxieties about the future, such as 

those explored here, reduce individuals’ quality of life, our findings can be related to existing 

studies of the quality of life and of life satisfaction in Europe. In the process, it becomes clear 

that our empirical findings with respect to privileged and disadvantaged countries are clearly in 

line with the major findings of the 2003 and 2007 European Quality of Life Surveys (see Alber 

et al. 2004; Anderson et al. 2009; Böhnke 2008; for a good overview especially of the quality of 

life in Turkey see Rose/Özcan 2007). 

Against the background of these clearly country-specific levels of insecurity, the question of 

the determinants – both on the country and individual levels – of subjective socio-economic 

insecurity emerges. We ascertained, by using multi-level modeling techniques, that barely a 

fifth of the variance in terms of subjective (in)security perceptions can be explained solely by 

differences among the countries in the sample. This is without a doubt a sizable share, but it 

also means that individual socio-demographic characteristics have an even greater effect than 

do contextual features. Another indication of the importance of individual characteristics is 

that the country variance can be reduced by around 26 percent solely by accounting for these 

characteristics. In other words: Variation in the socio-structural composition of each national 

population is an important factor in the differential insecurity perception levels. 
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The analysis of effects situated on the individual level revealed – with the exception of the 

finding that age is generally of subordinate significance (only at higher ages do people feel 

considerably less insecure) – unsurprising results. The fact that female respondents, 

respondents with relatively short periods of education, and respondents in disadvantaged 

(because lacking in coping resources) class positions feel significantly less secure, is in line with 

the findings of previous studies (see for example de Bustillo/de Pedraza 2010) and with our 

expectations. It also serves as a further evidence of the power of objective living conditions to 

shape subjective perceptions. Furthermore, our multi-level analysis of the effect of selected 

country-level characteristics on subjective insecurity yielded the following results: Socio-

economic factors such as GDP per capita, the unemployment rate and the Gini coefficient (a 

measure of the inequality of income distribution) prove to be determinants of socio-economic 

security or insecurity. This finding should be welcomed by proponents of the primacy of 

economy – even more so in juxtaposition with our finding that social policy interventions play 

a subordinate role in the production of subjective security. While a high level of state transfers 

indeed enhances feelings of security, this is evidently not the case with regard to strict 

regulation of national labor markets. Our most interesting finding, however, is that no decisive 

significance can be traced to factors of internationalization. Neither a high degree of economic 

globalization nor a large share of foreign-born population exacerbates people’s subjective 

insecurity. Overall, our findings support the view that welfare state interventions alone are 

hardly successful, but that favorable socio-economic development flanked by welfare state 

protection offers the best foundation for high levels of subjective security. 

 

Footnotes 

1. A variety of arrangements are available to serve this purpose. There are welfare-state models 

that achieve strong dismissal protection through labor-market regulation while also providing a 

comprehensive system of social protection. There are other arrangements, however, with more 

liberalized and flexible labor markets that provide security above all through comprehensive 

rights to social benefits (so-called “flexicurity” models: see Andersen/Svarer 2007 on the Danish 

flexicurity model and Viebrock and Clasen 2009 for a general overview). 
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2. According to Breen and Rottman (1995b: 453; emphasis in original) class analysis is “the 

empirical investigation of the consequences and corollaries of the existence of a class structure 

defined ex-ante”. It is thus not about uncovering the class structure on the basis of empirical 

data, but about comprehending how the life circumstances and risks experienced by individuals 

and families are defined by their class positions. 

3. The data of all the previous four rounds of the ESS are made available for free downloading by 

the Norwegian Social Science Data Services (NSD) (http://ess.nsd.uib.no/). Detailed information 

and documentation on all rounds of the ESS can be found at the internet presence of the 

European Social Survey (http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/). 

4. See Table A1 in the Appendix. 

5. In Denmark, for example, job security is relatively low, but labor-market security, provided by 

means of the system of social protection, is relatively high. The reason for this is that workers 

receive comprehensive income compensation as well as assistance with reintegration into the 

labor market (flexicurity). 

6. The complete MCMC diagnostics (confidence intervals, effective sample size, Brooks-Draper 

diagnostic, etc.) can be requested from the authors as needed. For a thorough discussion of the 

advantages and implementation of the MCMC method in practice, see Hox (2010: 271 ff.). 

7. All of the following findings stem from those respondents who stated that in the last seven days 

they were either engaged in gainful employment or unemployed and actively seeking work. 

8. Graph 1 shows that the aggregated mean insecurity values for Slovenia and France are very 

similar; here the categorical distinction occurs primarily on the basis of geographic location. 

9. Interestingly, Turkey does not stray that far from the pack, so that its outlier status mentioned 

in the descriptive section can presumably be explained predominantly by the specific socio-

demographic composition of its population. 

10. In the following, we consider ‘significant’ all effects that achieve a statistical level of at least p≤ 

0.05 on the individual level, and – due to the small sample size – at least p≤ 0.10 on the country 

level. 

11. To obtain a differentiated picture of the possible influence of our context variables, we have 

also examined how the interaction of the various macro indicators affects insecurity 

perceptions. Indeed, when globalization and GDP per capita are both taken into account 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 
 

 Page 26 of 40 

 

simultaneously, a significant (p<0.05) interaction effect is evident (without table). This means 

that in relatively prosperous countries with comparatively strong, open economies, significantly 

weaker feelings of insecurity are found. Contradicting our initial assumptions, economic 

globalization can thus actually have the effect of reducing insecurity perceptions, when it is 

accompanied by a high standard of living. 
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Table 1: Three Types of Socio-economic Insecurity (in percent at country level) 
 During the next 12 months how likely is it that… 

 

…you will be unemployed 

and looking for work for 

at least four consecutive 

weeks (%) 

…there will be some periods 

when you don’t have enough 

money to cover your household 

necessities (%) 

…you will not receive the health 

care you really need if you 

become ill (%) 

Belgium 19.4 16.2   6.4 

Czech Republic 41.4 31.7 23.6 

Denmark 11.8   5.6 14.6 

Estonia 47.0 41.6 28.4 

Finland 13.2 10.5   5.4 

France 28.9 27.3 14.8 

Germany 20.1 15.5 17.0 

Greece 36.8 46.9 27.7 

Hungary 40.5 44.5 38.8 

Netherlands   9.0   8.5   5.3 

Norway   7.0   6.1   8.4 

Poland 28.2 33.7 17.9 

Portugal 31.5 44.0 25.8 

Slovakia 30.3 26.5 16.2 

Slovenia 24.1 29.2 15.0 

Spain 31.8 29.5   5.4 

Sweden 15.1   8.1   8.6 

Switzerland 12.2   9.4   2.9 

Turkey 61.5 66.3 54.3 

United Kingdom 17.6 29.2 17.1 

Notes: The percentages refer to those respondents who answered “likely” or “very likely”. 
Source: European Social Survey 2008, ni (individuals)=19,015; nj (countries)=20 
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Graph 1: Socio-economic Insecurity: Additive Scale (mean values per country) 
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Source: European Social Survey 2008, ni =19,015; nj =20 

 

 

Graph 2: Three Types of Socio-economic Insecurity: Bivariate Scatterplots 

   
probability: unemployed and 

looking for work (X) vs. 
probability: not enough money (Y) 

probability: unemployed and 
looking for work (X) vs. 

probability: not to receive health 
care needed (Y) 

probability: not enough money (X) 
vs. probability: not to receive 

health care needed (Y) 

Notes: The values (originally coded 1 to 4) were recoded, with -1.5 indicating the lowest and +1.5 
indicating the highest probability. 
Source: European Social Survey 2008, ni = 19,015; nj = 20 
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Table 2: Determinants of Socio-economic Insecurity in Europe (MCMC-multilevel models) 
 Model 0 Model I 

 Coeff. S.E. Sig. Coeff. S.E. Sig. 

       

constant 2.953 (0.201) 
* 

3.661 (0.179) 
* 

   
 

  
 

gender (1=female)   
 

0.094 (0.029) 
* 

   
 

  
 

age   
 

0.010 (0.007) 
 

   
 

  
 

age (squared)/100   
 

-0.030 (0.008) 
* 

   
 

  
 

years of education   
 

-0.050 (0.004) 
* 

   
 

  
 

EGP I (service class I)   
 

-1.307 (0.053) 
* 

   
 

  
 

EGP II (service class II)   
 

-1.011 (0.048) 
* 

   
 

  
 

EGP III (routine non-manuals)   
 

-0.705 (0.046) 
* 

   
 

  
 

EGP IV (self-employed)   
 

-1.054 (0.053) 
* 

   
 

  
 

EGP V & VI (skilled manual workers)   
 

-0.574 (0.049) 
* 

   
 

  
 

EGP VII (unskilled manual workers)   
 

Ref. Ref. 
 

    
 

  
 

EGP schema not applicable   
 

-1.983 (0.270) 
* 

   

 

  

 

σ²e (residual variance, individual level) 3.564 (0.036) 
* 

3.276 (0.611) 
* 

   
 

  
 

σ²u (residual variance, country level) 0.822 (0.306) 
* 

0.611 (0.228) 
* 

      
 

intraclass correlation coefficient 0.187    

       

Explained variance (country level)    26% 

       

DIC (model fit) 78145.32 76554.75 

Notes: Ref.=reference category; S.E.=standard error; σ²u=residual variance (country level); explained 
variance (country level)=proportion of explained variance at the country level, referring to the null 
model: Sig.: * p≤0.05. Unstandardized coefficients (means of the MCMC confidence intervals) are stated, 
standard errors appear in parentheses. 
Source: European Social Survey 2008, ni =19,015; nj =20 
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Table 3: Country-level determinants of risk perceptions (results from 7 separate MCMC-
multilevel models) 

Model Dimension 

Coeff. 

(S.E.) Sig. σ²u R²2 DIC 

 Socio-economic factors      

II GDP per capita/1000 US-Dollar -0.072 

(0.011) 

* 0.161 

(0.062) 

0.80 76554.588 

III unemployment rate 0.137 

(0.070) 

† 0.523 

(0.198) 

0.36 76554.815 

IV Gini coefficient 0.078 

(0.030) 

* 0.453 

(0.172) 

0.45 76554.874 

 Institutional factors      

V employment protection 0.467 

(0.334) 

 0.579 

(0.219) 

0.30 76554.892 

VI social expenditure -0.101 

(0.027) 

* 0.347 

(0.132) 

0.58 76554.886 

 Internationalization factors      

VII economic globalization -0.033 

(0.024) 

 0.581 

(0.220) 

0.29 76554.899 

VIII share of foreign-born population -0.028 

(0.035) 

 0.627 

(0.237) 

0.24 76554.978 

Notes: Entries are results from 7 separate multilevel models, each one containing all level-1 covariates 
that appear in Model I, namely gender, age, education and class affiliation. S.E.=standard error. σ²u 
=residual variance (country level). R²2=proportion of explained variance at the country level (referring to 
the null model). Sig.: * p≤0.05; † p≤0.10. Unstandardized coefficients (means of the MCMC confidence 
intervals) are stated, standard errors appear in parentheses. 
Source: European Social Survey 2008, ni =19,015; nj =20 
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Appendix 

Table A1: Macro Variables 
 

socio-economic factors institutional factors 
factors of 

internationalization 

Country 
GDP per 

capita 
(2008)

1
 

unemploy-
ment rate 

(2008)
2 

Gini 
coefficient 

(2008)
3 

Employment 
Protection 

Index 
(2008)

4 

social 
expendi-

ture as % 
of GDP 
(2007)

5 

econom. 
global. 

index 
(2007)

6
 

share of 
foreign- 

born pop. 
as % of 

total pop. 
(2006)

7 

Belgium 33,604 7.0 27.5 2.61 28.0 91.94 12.5 

Czech Republic 23,210 4.4 24.7 2.32 18.0 88.43 5.5 

Denmark 34,139 3.3 25.1 1.91 28.1 88.58 6.6 

Estonia 18,881 5.5 30.9 2.39 12.3 91.66 18.4 

Finland 30,840 6.4 26.4 2.29 24.6 87.33 3.6 

France 30,564 7.8 28.1 2.90 29.0 78.35 8.3 

Germany 33,713 7.3 30.2 2.63 26.7 75.53 12.9 

Greece 27,123 7.7 33.4 2.97 23.8 75.16 10.3 

Hungary 17,996 7.8 25.2 2.11 21.9 90.45 3.4 

Netherlands 38,077 2.8 27.6 2.23 26.8 92.40 10.6 

Norway 49,071 2.5 25.1 2.65 22.3 76.92 8.7 

Poland 16,439 7.1 32.0 2.41 17.8 77.07 1.6 

Portugal 21,956 7.7 35.8 2.84 23.4 85.03 6.1 

Slovakia 20,518 9.5 23.6 2.13 15.4 87.25 5.6 

Slovenia 27,187 4.4 23.4 2.76 20.8 82.55 11.3 

Spain 28,312 11.3 31.3 3.11 20.5 85.11 11.9 

Sweden 34,235 6.2 24.0 2.06 29.0 89.42 12.9 

Switzerland 38,088 3.5 28.0 1.77 25.4 82.87 24.1 

Turkey 12,351 9.7 45.0 3.46 13.7 63.97 11.9 

United Kingdom 34,060 5.6 34.0 1.09 24.8 78.55 10.1 

1  
US$ in prices and purchasing power parity, 2005; Source: United Nations Economic Commission for Europe 
(http://www.unece.org/) 

2  
Source: United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (http://www.unece.org/) 

3  
Source: Eurostat (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/); exceptions: Switzerland 2005 (OECD StatsExtracts: 
http://stats.oecd.org) and Turkey 2003 (Eurostat) 

4  
Source: OECD (www.oecd.org/employment/protection); exceptions: France 2009 and Portugal 2009 

5  
Source: Eurostat (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/); exceptions: Turkey 2005 (OECD Factbook 2009: 
http://puck.sourceoecd.org/) 

6  
Source: KOF Index of Globalization 2007 (http://globalization.kof.ethz.ch/static/pdf/rankings_2010.pdf) 

7  
Source: OECD Factbook 2009 (http://puck.sourceoecd.org/); exceptions: Estonia 2000; Germany 2003; 
Greece 2001; Poland 2002; Turkey 2000 
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