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Abstract

Within the research project Wohlfahrtsstaatliche Politik im erweiterten Europa (Welfare policies
in the enlarged Europe), funded by the German Research Foundation (DFG), social security
programs of ten Central Eastern European (CEE) Countries were investigated. As a result of the
research project, the applicant Prof. Dr. Detlef Jahn (University of Greifswald), published the
Comparative Welfare Entitlements Dataset 2 (CWED2) in collaboration with Prof. Lyle Scruggs
(University of Connecticut, USA) and Dr. Kati Kuitto (Finnish Centre for Pensions, Finland).
CWED?2 is a comprehensive dataset that contains information on replacement rates, important
policy parameters, and generosity scores on public social security programs as unemployment,
sickness, pension, and minimum pension benefits in 33 OECD countries from 1970-2010. The
dataset and its codebook is accessible free-of-charge on the website www.cwed2.org. An evaluation
of publications published via peer-review process reveals that more than 200 articles, chapters in
edited volumes, and books use CWED2 when analyzing replacement rates and generosity scores.

The analysis of replacement rates of CEE countries and established Western welfare states
conducted within the project revealed a multitude of developments can be observed: 1) We
can still observe welfare regime clusters 2) CEE countries continuously increase the generosity of
their social security programs over time and approximate their Western counterparts, 3) empirical
analysis reveals that CEE countries do not form a homogenous and disjoint cluster, 4) we can not
empirically observe general trends (i.e. race to the top, race to the bottom, universal convergence
or divergence) for all welfare regimes, 5) economic growth, partisanship, and economic openness
have only minor impacts on replacement rates, 6) most of the countries experience high degrees of
path dependencies, 7) diffusion of social policies has an non-uniform influence on policy making
processes with varying degree, and 8) socio-economic pressures (i.e. dependency ratios, number
of benefit recipients) as well as institutional factors (notably the degree of corporatism) have

substantial impact on reforms of replacement rates.
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Kurzzusammenfassung

Das von der Deutschen Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG) geforderte Projekt Wohlfahrtsstaatliche
Politik 1m erweiterten Furopa diente der Erforschung wohlfahrtsstaatlicher Sozialversicherungs-
programme in zehn mittelosteuropéaischen Landern. Aus der Zusammenarbeit des Antragsstellers
Herrn Prof. Dr. Jahn (Universitdt Greifswald) mit Prof. Lyle Scruggs (University of Connecti-
cut, USA) und Dr. Kati Kuitto (FInnish Centre for Pensions, Finnland) resultierte dabei der
Comparative Welfare Entitlements Dataset 2 (CWED2). Dieser Datensatz enthélt Informationen
zu Lohnersatzraten und Kriterien der Leistungsberechtigung in den zentralen Sozialsicherungs-
programmen (Arbeitslosen-, Kranken- und Rentenversicherung, sowie allgemeiner Grundsiche-
rung) sowie der Generositit der einzelnen Teilprogramme und des gesamten wohlfahrtsstaatli-
chen Engagaments fiir insgesamt acht Haushalts- und Einkommenstypen von 33 OECD-Léndern
fiir die Jahre 1970 bis 2010. Dieser Datensatz ist frei verfiighbar und kann auf der Webseite
www.cwed2.org inklusive des Codebuches heruntergeladen werden. Eine Evaluierung der An-
zahl der Publikationen, die CWED2-Daten benutzen, zeigt bereits zu dem Zeitpunkt des Pro-
jektabschlusses auf, dass der Datensatz frequentiert genutzt wird und innerhalb von tber 200
Publikationen, die ein peer review-Verfahren durchlaufen haben, genutzt wird.

Die innerhalb des Projektes durchgefiihrte Analyse der neu gewonnenen Daten iiber 6ffentli-
che Sozialversicherungsprogramme in mittelosteuropéischen Léndern und etablierten Wohlfahrts-
staaten westlicher Lénder zeigte auf, dass sowohl in den jiingeren Wohlfahrtsstaaten der mitte-
losteuropéischen Léander, als auch in den etablierten Wohlfahrtsstaaten der westlichen Lander
eine Vielzahl von Entwicklungen zu beobachten sind: 1) Es lassen sich nach wie vor wohlfahrts-
staatliche Regimecluster beobachten, 2) mittelosteuropéische Wohlfahrtstaaten n&hern sich be-
ziiglich der Lohnersatzraten an die westlichen Wohlfahrtsstaaten an, 3) empirische Analysen
zeigen, dass mittelosteuropdische Wohlfahrtsstaaten kein eigenstédndiges, homogenes Cluster bil-
den, 4) allgemeingiiltigen Trends (race to the top, race to the bottom, allgemeine Konvergenz
oder Divergenz) beziiglich der Reformierung der o6ffentlichen Sozialversicherungen beobachten,
5) Wirtschaftswachstum, Parteiendifferenzhypothese und wirtschaftliche Offenheit iiben ledig-
lich geringen Einfluss auf die Reformtétigkeit aus, 6) Pfadabhéngigkeiten schrianken nach wie
vor die Reformrichtung massiv ein, 7) Difussionsprozesse finden statt, haben jedoch einen un-
einheitlichen Einfluss und 8) sozio-6konomischer Druck (Anzahl der EmpfangerInnen von Sozi-
alleistungen) und institutionelle Faktoren (insb. der Korporatismusgrad) stellen grofse Einfliisse

auf Lohnersatzraten dar.
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2 Arbeits- und Ergebnisbericht

2.1 Ausgangsfragen und Zielsetzung des Projekts

Moderne Wohlfahrtsstaaten sind durch eine Vielzahl von nationalen und internationalen Ein-
fliissen gepréagt. Der demographische Wandel in den entwickelten Industrienationen, eine weit
verbreitete fiskalische Austeritatspolitik sowie eine zunehmende Internationalisierung durch 6ko-
nomische Globalisierung sind die dabei entscheidenden Faktoren. Inwieweit die Mitgliedsstaaten
der EU im Allgemeinen sowie die mittelosteuropéaischen Staaten im Besonderen auf diese Fakto-
ren reagieren konnte aufgrund der Datenlage bisher nicht in einem umfassenden vergleichenden
Rahmen analysiert werden.

Sowohl etablierte westeuropéische Demokratien als auch die neuen Demokratien Mittelosteu-
ropas sehen sich seit Jahren mit vielfaltigen Herausforderungen an ihre Wohlfahrtsstaatlichkeit
konfrontiert. Angesichts der wirtschaftlichen Globalisierung und der Offenheit der Mérkte stehen
europdische Wohlfahrtsstaaten zunehmend unter Wettbewerbsdruck. Gesellschaftliche Umwand-
lungsprozesse wie eine zunehmend alternde Bevolkerung, der Wandel wirtschaftlicher Produk-
tionsstrukturen, zunehmende Arbeitsmarktbeteiligung von Frauen sowie Immigration bedeuten
neue Herausforderungen fiir Gestaltung und Umfang sozialer Sicherungssysteme. Umfangrei-
che Verpflichtungen in den Bereichen Arbeitslosen- und Alterssicherung, verbunden mit einer
stetig wachsenden Zahl leistungsberechtigter Biirger, haben zur permanenten Austeritét der So-
zialversicherungssysteme gefiihrt. Zudem erdffnet die sozialpolitische Dimension der EU fiir die
europdischen Wohlfahrtsstaaten neue Perspektiven, bringt aber auch Einschrankungen in der Ge-
staltungsautonomie mit sich. Diesen Herausforderungen begegnen westliche Wohlfahrtsstaaten
seit den spiten 1970er Jahren — dem Ende der ,goldenen Ara* des Wohlfahrtsstaates — mit zum
Teil umfassenden Reformen. In den postkommunistischen Staaten Mittelosteuropas standen die
Wohlfahrtssysteme nach dem Systemumbruch 1989/90 unter den Bedingungen der politischen
und wirtschaftlichen Transformation génzlich zur Revision. Gleichzeitig sind sie zunehmend mit
denselben Herausforderungen konfrontiert wie die etablierten Wohlfahrtsstaaten Westeuropas.

Die moglichen Entwicklungsrichtungen und Konvergenztendenzen der européischen Wohlfahrts-
staatlichkeit werden angesichts der internationalen und nationalen Herausforderungen sowie der
wachsenden Interdependenzen in der vergleichenden Wohlfahrtsstaatsforschung verstérkt seit den
1990er Jahren debattiert. Die Reformwelle in den européischen Wohlfahrtsstaaten, die sich in den
1990er Jahren intensiviert hat, hat sowohl die 6ffentliche Wahrnehmung als auch Wissenschaft-
ler dazu veranlasst, vom ,, Abbau“, von der ,Krise” oder gar vom ,Ende* des Wohlfahrtsstaates
zu sprechen. Gerade im Hinblick auf die Neujustierung mittelosteuropéischer Wohlfahrtsstaaten
wurde befiirchtet, dass der eventuelle neoliberale Kurs zusammen mit dem zunehmenden Wett-
bewerbsdruck als Folge der Offenheit der Méarkte zum sozialen Dumping im gesamten Europa

fithren wiirde. Ob die Befiirchtungen um die Konvergenz der européischen Wohlfahrtsstaatlichkeit
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Tabelle 2.1: Hypothesen aus dem Arbeitsprogramm

Nummer Name Inhalt

Al Regimecluster FEuropéische Wohlfahrtsstaaten weisen nationale Varianz auf. Sie gruppie-
ren sich in verschiedene Regimetypen (sozialdemokratisch, konservativ,
liberal, mediterran).

A2a Mittelosteuropaische Mittelosteuropéische Wohlfahrtsstaaten weisen deutliche nationale Vari-

Wohlfahrtsstaaten I anz auf. Einzelne Staaten n&hern sich einem der westlichen Regimetypen
an.

A2b Mittelosteuropaische Mittelosteuropéaische Wohlfahrtsstaaten bilden im Vergleich zu den restli-

Wohlfahrtsstaaten 11 chen européischen Staaten einen eigenen Typus von Wohlfahrtsstaatlich-
keit.

B1 Konvergenz Européische Staaten ndhern sich einander im Zeitverlauf beziiglich ihrer
wohlfahrtsstaatlichen Politikmuster an.

B2a Race to the bottom Européische Wohlfahrtsstaaten nidhern sich beziiglich ihrer Politikmuster
an. Dabei geht der Trend in Richtung niedriger sozialer Standards/in
Richtung eines minimalen Wohlfahrtsstaates.

B2b Race to the top FEuropéische Staaten nédhern sich beziiglich ihrer wohlfahrtsstaatlichen
Politikmuster an. Dabei geht der Trend Richtung hoher sozialer Stan-
dards/in Richtung eines umfassenden Wohlfahrtsstaates.

B2c Neues Modell Européische Staaten n#&hern sich beziiglich ihrer wohlfahrtsstaat-
lichen Politikmuster und dabei entsteht ein neues Modell der
Wohlfahrtsstaatlichkeit.

B3 Divergenz Européische Staaten ndhern sich im Zeitverlauf beziiglich ihrer wohl-
fahrtsstaatlichen Politikmuster nicht an, sondern entfernen sich vonein-
ander.

C1 Parteiendifferenz Es besteht ein Zusammenhang zwischen der programmatischen Positio-
nierung der Regierungsparteien und der wohlfahrtsstaatlichen Politik.
Linke Regierungen tendieren dabei dazu, umfangreichere wohlfahrtsstaat-
liche Politik zu betreiben.

C2 Pfadabhéngigkeit Der institutionalisierte Typus des Wohlfahrtsstaates determiniert die wei-
tere Entwicklung der Wohlfahrtsstaatlichkeit.

C3 Transformation Erfolge der wirtschaftlichen Transformation determinieren die wohlfahrts-
staatliche Politik in den postkommunistischen Staaten.

D1 Wirtschaftliche Offen-  Wirtschaftliche Offenheit beeinflusst die wohlfahrtsstaatliche Politik im

heit Sinne der Effizienz- oder Kompensationshypothese.

D2 Diffusion Diffusionsprozesse zwischen den europdischen Staaten beeinflussen im
Zeitverlauf die wohlfahrtsstaatliche Politik im Sinne der Konvergenzhy-
pothese.

E1l Kontrollvariablen Wohlfahrtsstaaten werden nicht nur von nationalstaatlichen und interna-

tionalen Faktoren, sondern auch von wirtschaftlichen, strukturellen und
demographischen Einflussgrofsen beeinflusst.

auf den kleinsten gemeinsamen Nenner (race to the bottom) sich als reell erweisen, ob im Gegen-
satz dazu in Europa ein gemeinsames éuropaisches Sozialmodell"mit hohen sozialen Standards
entsteht oder ob die von [Esping-Andersen (1990) identifizierten wohlfahrtsstaatlichen Regime,
welche verschiedene Auspriagungen national divergierender wohlfahrtsstaatlicher Arrangements

darstellen, weiterhin Bestand haben, blieb bislang offen. Die meisten Analysen konzentrierten
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sich bisher auf die westlichen OECD-Léander. Die nach dem Systemumbruch 1989/90 entstan-
denen wohlfahrtsstaatlichen Arrangements in Mittel- und Osteuropa sind dagegen bis jetzt nur
rudimentér systematisch empirisch und vergleichend untersucht worden, so dass unser sozialwis-
senschaftliches Wissen iiber den Charakter der sich neu formierenden Wohlfahrtsstaaten sowie
iiber die Determinanten der wohlfahrtsstaatlichen Politik in den neuen Demokratien Mittel- und
Osteuropas noch unzureichend ist. Systematische Erkenntnisse iber gesamteuropéische Entwick-
lungen der Wohlfahrtsstaatlichkeit gerade im Hinblick auf Parallelen im westlichen und 6stlichen
Europa blieben daher eher liickenhaft. Das vorliegende Forschungsprojekt soll zur Schlieffung
dieser Forschungsliicke beitragen.

Eines der urspriinglichen Ziele des vorliegenden Forschungsprojektes war es die wohlfahrts-
staatlichen Politikmuster von 27 EU-Mitgliedsstaaten sowie Norwegen und der Schweiz zu iden-
tifizieren. Des weiteren sollte die Entwicklung im Hinblick auf die postulierten Konvergenz- bzw.
Divergenztendenzen im Zeitraum von 1995 bis 2006 analysiert werden. Weiterhin sollte empi-
risch getestet werden, welchen Einfluss internationale Faktoren, die unter den Stichworten Glo-
balisierung und Internationalisierung zusammengefasst werden kénnen, unter Berticksichtigung
zentraler nationalstaatlicher Faktoren auf die wohlfahrtsstaatliche Politik im erweiterten Europa
ausiiben. Das urspriingliche Ziel der Identifizierung der wohlfahrtsstaatlichen Politikmuster hat
sich im Verlauf des Projektes auf insgesamt 33 Staaten ausgeweitet. Die Konvergenztendenzen
der mittelosteuropéischen Staaten wurden bereits ausfiihrlich im Zwischenbericht ausgewertet.
Abschliefsend galt es die erhobenen Daten im Hinblick auf den Einfluss von nationalen und
internationalen Charakteristika zu untersuchen, wie wir in den vorangegangen Abschnitten auf-
zeigten. Die Veroffentlichung des Datensatzes mit den neuen Haushaltstypen stellt den finalen
Schritt des Projektes dar. Damit ldsst sich abschlieftend sagen, dass die Ausgangsfragen des

Projektes beantwortet werden konnten und die Zielsetzungen tbererfiillt wurden.

2.2 Entwicklung der durchgefiihrten Arbeiten

Die Durchfiihrung der Arbeiten folgte dem Ziel einen Datensatz mit umfassenden Daten zur
Sozialversicherung fiir die vorgestellte Analyse zu erstellen. Die Erhebung der Daten erwies sich
dabei als vielschichtiger und komplexer als urspriinglich angedacht. Bei der Erfassung von Daten
fiir lainger in der Vergangenheit zuriickliegende Zeitpunkte stielfen wir wiederholt das Problem der
Datenverfiigbarkeit. Dies trifft insbesondere auf die Formierungsphase der Mittelosteuropéischen
Wohlfahrtsstaaten Anfang bis Mitte der 1990er Jahre zu, fiir die wir teilweise nur begrenzt
Daten finden konnten, weshalb innerhalb des Datensatzes die Datenpunkte fiir diese Lander erst
einheitlich ab dem Jahr 1995 vorliegen. Oftmals gelang es uns bei einigen Léndern erst nach
mehrmaliger Kontaktaufnahme mit den entsprechenden Behorden in den jeweiligen Landern die
von uns angeforderten Daten (oder zumindest entsprechende Aquivalente) zu erhalten.
Ebenfalls als aufwéndig und zeitintensiv erwies sich die Einarbeitung von studentischen Hilfs-
kraften in das Forschungsfeld und die ausgesprochen anspruchsvolle Art und Weise der Date-
nerhebung. Entsprechende Verzogerungen setzten demnach ein, wenn Hilfskréfte die Arbeit im
Projekt beendeten (bpsw. durch Studienabschluss oder -ortswechsel) und neue, geeignete Hilfs-

krifte gefunden und anschliefend eingearbeitet werden mussten.
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2.3 Ergebnisse

Die Haupterrungenschaften des Projektes Wohlfahrtsstaatliche Politik im erweiterten Europa sind
zum einen die neu erhobenen Daten, die den Umfang des bisherigen Datensatzes um ein viel-
faches iibersteigen und zum Anderen die dadurch ermdglichten Analysen und deren Ergebnisse.
Die Arbeit im Projekt fithrte zur Verdffentlichung des neuen Comparative Welfare Entitlement
Dataset 2 (CWED2)-Datensatzes mit Informationen zu Lohnersatzraten und Generositatsindi-
zes von vier zentralen Sozialversicherungsprogrammen (Arbeitslosigkeit, Krankheit, Altersrente
und Sozialrente) mit insgesamt acht Haushaltstypen und weiteren parametrischen Indikatoren
eben dieser Programme im Zeitraum von 1970 bis 2010 fiir 33 Lander. Zehn dieser Lander sind
mittelosteuropéische Staaten, die in vorangegangenen Versionen des Datensatzes bisher nicht
enthalten waren. Der Datensatz ist online auf der Webseite www.cwed2.org frei zum Download
verfligbar und kann aufgrund der vorhandenen Einstellungsméglichkeiten nach Belieben modifi-
ziert werden.

Das Hauptziel des CWED2-Datensatzes ist es dem Kollegium von Forschenden einen umfas-
senden und adéquaten Datensatz mit einer Vielzahl an Inidkatoren und Indizes bereitzustellen.
Dabei basiert der Datensatz auf dem anerkannten social citizenship-Ansatz fiir die Analyse von
Wohlfahrtsstaatlichkeit (Danforth and Stephens, 2013} |Esping-Andersen, [1990; Korpi and Palme,
1998, 2003}, [Marshalll, [1950; [Scruggs, 2007; [Scruggs and Allan), 2006, 2008; [Titmuss, 1974).[1-] Der
Hauptfokus dieses Ansatzes liegt auf der Bereitstellung von Daten zu wohlfahrtsstaatlichen Pro-
grammen die Lohnersatzleistungen bei Arbeitslosigkeit, Krankheit, oder Altersrente, basierend
auf nationaler Gesetzgebung, bereitstellen. Darauf aufbauend, werden Lohnersatzraten, Qualifi-
kationskriterien, Abdeckungsraten, sowie die Generositidt der wohlfahrtsstaatlichen Programme
analysiert um Wohlfahrtsregime zu identifizieren.

Der erste offentlich zugéngliche Datensatz war der CWED1-Datensatz von Lyle Scruggs (2004]) EI
Dieser Datensatz enthielt jahrlich erhobene Zeitreihen zu den oben genannten wohlfahrtsstaat-
lichen Programmen fiir 18 OECD-Léander (spéter folgte der sog. Social Citizenship Indicator
Program (SCIP)-Datensatz mit langeren 5-Jahreszeitreihen fiir das gleiche Landersample von
Walter Korpi und Joakim Palme (2007))). Der CWEDI1-Datensatz erlangte eine grofe Popu-
laritdt innerhalb der Gemeinschaft der Forschenden grofte Popularitdt und ist einer der meist
verwendeten und zitierten Datensétze innerhalb der vergleichenden Wohlfahrtsstaatsforschung.

Die Lohnersatzraten innerhalb des CWED1-Datensatzes wurden in Referenz auf den durch-
schnittlichen Arbeitslohn im sekundéren Sektor (sog. average production worker wage) fiir Single-
und Partnerhaushalte erhoben. Diese fiktiven, reprasentativen Personen (auch notional persons
genannt) reprisentierten die Durschnittsempféngerinnen und -empfanger und galten als geeig-
netes Maf um die Generositét von wohlfahrtsstaatlichen Progammen zu messen. Diese fiktiven
Personen und die daraus resultierenden Haushaltstypen verloren jedoch im Laufe der Zeit konti-
nuierlich an Bedeutung und wurden zunehmend ungeeigneter um zentrale Fragen der vergleichen-
den Wohlfahrtsstaatsforschung, die sich beispielsweise mit der Generositit fiir Teilzeitbeschéf-

tigte oder Geringverdiende oder dem Grad der Disparitit der Generositéit von Sozialleistungen

L Fiir eine neuere Diskussion um die theoretischen Implikationen und methodischen Herausforderungen dieses
Ansatzes siehe auch: |Danforth and Stephens| (2013)); |[Ferrarini et al.| (2013); [Scruggs| (2013).

2 Aus Griinden der Verstandlichkeit sprechen wir vom CWEDI-Datensatz um auf die erste Version zu rekurrieren,
auch wenn dieser Datensatz CWED hief und die zusétzliche Versionsnummer nicht enthielt.
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fiir unterschiedliche Einkommensniveaus beschéftigten, zu beantworten. Einige Projekte versuch-
ten diesem Problem durch Mikrosimulationen, die auf Umfragedaten basieren, entgegenzuwirken
(bspw. das taz-benefit micro-simulation model der Européaischen Union EUROMOD; [Sutherland
and Figari (2013)), was unter anderem den gesteigerten Bedarf an differenzierteren Daten de-
monstriert.

Mit dem CWED2-Datensatz wurden die bereits angesprochenen Defizite bisher bestehender
Datensétze beseitigt und die Entwicklungstendenzen beziiglich der Form der Beschaftigung sowie
der sich verédndernden Rolle der Frau und Familie in der post-industriellen Gesellschaft (Bonoli,
2006; [Esping-Andersen|, [2002; [Hemerijck, 2013; (Taylor-Gooby, [2004) durch die Implementati-
on neuer Haushaltstypen beriicksichtigt. In der neuen Version des Datensatzes sind nun acht
Haushaltstypen, zehn Mittelosteuropéische Lander sowie Griechenland, Spanien, Portugal und
die beiden asiatischen Staaten Taiwan und Siidkorea enthalten. Zusétzlich sind die enthaltenen
Zeitreihen um acht Jahre langer und enden im Jahr 2010. Die sechs neuen Haushaltstypen bein-
halten nun Beschéftigte mit geringem und hohem Einkommen sowie alleinerziehende Eltern in
Teilzeitarbeit. Die Veroffentlichung des CWED2-Datensatzes?| wurde innerhalb der Gemeinschaft
der Forschenden positiv aufgenommen (siehe bspw. Schmidt}, 2015; Wenzelburger and Zohlnhofer,
2014]).

2.4 Indikatoren im CWED?2-Datensatz

Innerhalb des CWED2-Datensatzes werden systematisch erhobene Daten zu staatlichen Sozial-
versicherungsprogrammen in 33 OECD-Léandern fiir die Jahre 1970 bis 2010 erfasst. Der Daten-
satz Informationen fiir vier zentrale staatliche Sozialversicherungsprogramme (Arbeitslosigkeit,
Krankheit, Minimal- und Altersrente). Diese vier Programme haben zusammen genommen den
bei weitem grofiten Anteil an aggregierten Sozialausgaben in westlichen Industrienationen (siehe
bspw. Kuitto, |2011; |Obinger and Wagschal, 2010; [Pierson) 2001)).

Die Arbeitslosenversicherung deckt 6ffentlich finanzierte Versicherungsprogramme ab und schliefst
Programme wie Arbeitslosenhilfe und privat oder betriebliche Programme aus. Die Kranken-
versicherung beinhaltet Programme zur Lohnabsicherung im Falle von nicht-arbeitsgebundener
Krankheit (bspw. Betriebsunfille). Dazu zdhlen auch gesetzliche Regelungen, bei denen der Ar-
beitgeber die Lohnausgleichszahlung leistet. Rentenprogramme sind ausschlieflich 6ffentlich fi-
nanzierte Programme der gesetzlichen Altersvorsorge aus der ersten Sdule. Erwerbsbasierte oder
private Vorsorgeprogramme sind aufgrund ihrer variablen Form der Verzinsung und Auszahlung
nicht berticksichtigt. Neben lohngebundenen Rentenprogrammen sind in CWED2 auch Daten zur
Mindestrente /Grundsicherung enthalten. Diese Programme erfassen die Sicherung fiir Personen
mit unzureichender Qualifikationsgrundlage (bspw. unzureichende Erwerbshistorie) fiir die oben
genannten Programme.

Die in den einzelnen Sozialversicherungsprogrammen enthaltenen Lohnersatzraten werden nach
derselben Methodik errechnet wie in den fiir CWED2 grundlegenden Publikationen CWED1
(Scruggs, [2004) und dem SCIP (Esping-Andersen, [1990; |[Korpi and Palme, 2007). Grundla-

ge fiir die Berechnung sind dabei mehrere standardisierte Haushaltstypen, die unterschiedliche

3Der Datensatz kann unter folgender URL heruntergeladen werden: www.cwed2.org.
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Personen- und Einkommenskonstellationen berticksichtigen. Die Lohnersatzraten sind dabei defi-
niert durch das Verhéltnis von Nettosozialleistung zu Nettolohn (siehe Gleichung . Im Detail
ergibt sich die Nettosozialleistung aus der Bruttosozialleistung abziiglich Steuern und Sozial-
versicherungsbeitrégen (siehe Gleichung E| Der Nettolohn ergibt sich aus dem Bruttolohn

abziiglich (Lohn-)Steuern und Sozialversicherungsbeitrégen.

Nettosozialleistung
Lohnersatzrate (RR) = 2.1
ohnersatzrate (RR) Nettolohn (2.1)
RR— Bruttosozialleistung — Steuern — Sozialversicherungsbeitrige + Sonstiges (2.2)

Bruttolohn — Steuern — Sozialversicherungsbeitrige + Sonsitges

Die in CWED2 enthaltenen Haushaltstypen konnen in folgende zwei Subgruppen unterteilt
werden: a) Single- und b) Partnerhaushalte. Fiir diese beiden Gruppen werden Lohnersatzra-
ten fiir jeweils vier Haushaltstypen (insgesamt acht), die zwar fiktiv, jedoch représentativ fiir
die Gesamtpopulation sein sollen, berechnetﬂ Eine tabellarische Auflistung der vorhandenen
Haushaltstypen findet sich in Tabelle 2.2] Die Gruppe der Singlehaushalte ist definiert durch
alleinstehende Personen, die 50% bis 200% des sog average production worker-Lohnniveaus, das
von der OECD festgelegt wurde, Verdienenﬁ Die zweite Gruppe von Haushaltstypen werden
durch verheiratete Paare mit zwei Kindernm reprasentiert mit einem zwischen 50% und 150%
variierenden Lohnniveau ]

Auf Basis der acht Haushaltstypen ist es moglich neue Indizes zu erstellen, die das Einkom-
mensniveau bestimmer Haushaltstypen, die ein &hnliches Einkommensniveau besitzen, zusam-
menfassen (siche Tabelle untere Halfte). Durch das Vorhandensein der neuen Indizes ist es
nun moglich das Niveau und die Entwicklung von aggregierten Lohnersatzraten verschiedener
Einkommensgruppen zu untersuchen. Dadurch ermdéglicht der Datensatz die Untersuchung von
neuen Fragestellungen, die explizit die Unterschiede in der Reformbereitschaft einzelner Regie-
rungen gegeniiber bestimmten Einkommensgruppen in den Fokus riicken.

Zusétzlich zu den Lohnersatzraten und den aggregierten Indizes werden Informationen zu
der Berechtigung von Leistungsempfingerinnen und -empfanger (bspw. Bedingungen zur Inan-
spruchnahme, Linge des Auszahlungszeitraums) angegeben. Diese Indikatoren werden anschlie-
flend genutzt um den allgemeinen Umfang eines Sozialversicherungsprogramms mittels des sog.

Generositatsindex (generosity score) zu beschreiben (Scruggs, 2013, [2014)).

“Andere (Zusatz-)Leistungen wie bspw. Kindergeld werden unter dem Sammelbegriff “Sonstiges” gefiihrt. Dies
gilt ebenfalls fiir die Berechnung des Nettolohnes.

5Die gewshlten Haushaltstypen folgen dem Kodierungsschemata des CWED1-Datensatzes und sind im Codebuch
dokumentiert. Downloadlink: http://cwed2.org/Data/Codebook.pdf.

SFalls die Hohe der Lohnersatzraten und die Zeitspanne deren Auszahlung abhingig sein sollten vom Alter der
betroffenen Person und deren bisheriger Arbeitsbiographie, so gehen wir aus praktikablen Griinden davon
aus, dass diese Person 40 Jahre alt ist und die letzten 20 Jahre Thres Lebens ununterbrochen gearbeitet hat.
Ebenfalls gehen wir davon aus, dass die betroffene Person ménnlich ist, insofern dies von Relevanz sien sollte.
Die Gruppe der Singlehaushalte enthélt aufserdem eine alleinerziehende Person mit einem Lohnniveau von
50% und mit zwei Kindern im Alter von sieben und zwolf Jahren.

"Wie bereits bei der alleinerziehenden Person, sind auch hier die Kinder sieben resp. zwolf Jahre alt.

8 Fiir den Fall dass die Generositit der wohlfahrtsstaatlichen Programme vom Familienstatus abhéingen, gehen
wir davon aus, dass der/die Ehepartner/in abhéingig vom Ehepartner ist. Wie bereits bei den Singlehaushalten
gehen wir davon aus, dass der Hauptverdiener des betroffenen Haushaltes eine ménnliche Person ist, falls dies
in dem jeweiligen Wohlfahrtssystem eines Landes von Belang ist.
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Tabelle 2.2: Haushaltstypen in CWED2

Einkommensniveau Beschreibung

Singlehaushalt

50% Niedriges Einkommen /Teilzeitarbeit

50% Alleinerziehnd, zwei Kinder; niedriges Einkommen /Teilzeitarbeit

100% Durchschn. Einkommen, vorhanden in CWED1

200% Hohes Einkommen

Partnerhaushalt

50%, 50% Niedriges Einkommen /Teilzeitarbeit, beide

100%, 0% Durchschn. Einkommen, finanziell abhéngiger Partner; vorhanden in CWED1

100%, 50% Durchschn. Einkommen, finanziell abhéngiger Partner hat niedriges Einkom-
men/ Teilzeitarbeit

150%, 150% Hohes Einokmmen, beide

Indizes

Niedriges Einkommen® 50% Single, 50%/50% Partner

Mittleres Einkommen 100% Single, 100%/0% Partner, 100%/50% Partner

Hohes Einkommen 200% Single, 150%/150% Partner

¢ Aufgrund unzureichender Datenverfiigbarkeit ist der alleinerziehende Single nicht im aggregierten Index ent-
halten.

2.4.1 Beschreibung Indikatoren und Variablen; Haushaltstypen

Eine weitere Haupterrungenschaft ist die erstmalige Analyse der Entwicklung von Lohnersatz-
raten fiir verschiedene Einkommensniveaus in dem gesamten Sample im Allgemeinen und fiir
Mittelosteuropa im Besonderen. Wie wir in der Analyse zeigen, erlaubt die programmatischen,
inhaltlichen und geographischen Erweiterungen des neuen Datensatzes aufgrund ihrer Vielfaltig-
keit und neu ermoglichten Aggregationsmoglichkeiten eine bisher unerreichte analytische Tiefe,
die mit anderen Datensétzen nicht moglich ist. Die vorliegenden Ergebnisse zeigen, dass nationale
und internationale Faktoren die Wohlfahrtsstaalichkeit in den analysierten Landern beeinflussen.
Je nach Art der Sozialversicherung (Arbeitslosengeld, Krankengeld, Altersrente) und dem Ein-
kommensniveau der Empfangerinnen und Empfinger der jeweiligen Sozialleistung kénnen die
Ergebnisse jedoch stark variieren.

Dies weist letztlich auf, wie wichtig der von uns erstellte Datensatz fiir eine detaillierte und
differenzierte Analyse von Wohlfahrtsstaaten und Sozialversicherungsprogrammen ist. Die Ergeb-
nisse weisen eine analytische Tiefe auf, die mit den bisher verfiigbaren Daten nicht zu erreichen
war. Mogliche weitere Anwendungen fiir den Datensatz sind Deskriptionen und explorative Da-
tenanalysen, die die soziale Absicherung von Wohlfahrtsstaaten vergleichend beschreiben. Eben-
falls moglich sind vergleichende x- oder y-zentrierte Untersuchungen der Ursachen und Folgen

der unterschiedlichen Generositat von Wohlfahrtsstaaten denkbar.

2.5 Verwertbarkeit der Daten

Der CWED2-Datensatz wird innerhalb der Forschungsgebiete der Politikwissenschaft und Sozi-
alwissenschaften im Allgemeinen und der vergleichenden Policy-Forschung im Besonderen fre-
quentiert genutzt. Eine Auflistung von Artikeln in Fachzeitschriften, Monographien und Heraus-

geberschatfen zeigt, dass bereits tiber 200 quantitativ-empirische Studien erschienen sind, die den
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Tabelle 2.3: Evaluation der Hypothesen aus dem Arbeitsprogramm

# Name Kurzbeschreibung Evaluation

Al Regimecluster Gruppierung in verschiedene Regimetypen Angenommen
A2a MOEI Ann#herung an westlichen Regimetypen Angenommen®
A2b MOEII Bildung eines eigenen Typus Verworfen

B1 Konvergenz Anndherung der Wohlfahrtsstaaten Verworfen
B2a  Race to the bottom Annéherung durch Riickbau Verworfen
B2b  Race to the top Annéherung durch Ausbau Verworfen

B2c  Neues Modell Anndherung und Bildung eines neuen Typus Verworfen

B3 Divergenz Auseinanderstreben der Wohlfahrtsstaaten Verworfen

C1 Parteiendifferenz Regierung beeinflusst Reformen Verworfen®

C2 Pfadabhéngigkeit Eingeschrankte Entwicklung Angenommen
C3 Transformation Wirtschaftswachstum begilinstigt Ausbau Verworfen

D1 Wirtsch. Offenheit Wirtschaftliche Offenheit bewirkt Reformen Verworfen

D2 Diffusion Diffusionsprozesse begiinstigen Konvergenz Angenommen®
E1l Kontrollvariablen Institutionelle/Demographische Faktoren Angenommen?

“ Konvergenz in einzelnen Sozialversicherungsprogrammen und Finanzierungsformen beobachtet, jedoch nicht
bei (aggregierten) Sozialausgaben.

® Je nach Einkommensniveau und Sozialversicherungsprogramm; keine Evidenz fiir aggregierte Lohnersatzraten.
¢ Fiir die Mehrheit der untersuchten Sozialversicherungsprogramme zu unterschiedlichen Graden.

4 Dies gilt insbesondere fiir den Korporatismusgrad eines Landes.

Qualitdtsmerkmalen der genannten Publikationsformen entsprechen und CWED oder CWED2-
Daten verwendenﬂ Die Statistiken zum Webseitenaufruf der Homepage www.cwed?2.org zeigen,
dass seit Weblaunch etwa 28.000 Besucher die Webseite besuchten um den Datensatz herunter-
zuladenH Aufgrund der oben genannten Anzahl der Verdffentlichungen sowie der Nutzerstatis-
tiken, gehen wir davon aus, dass der Datensatz sich auch in Zukunft grofer Beliebtheit erfreuen
wird. Zusatzlich werden die neu erhobenen Haushaltstypen, Lander, Zeitraume und aggregierten
Indikatoren dazu beitragen, dass Forscherinnen und Forscher in Zukunft eine noch groflere Viel-
falt an Forschungsfragen mittels des Datensatzes bearbeiten kénnen. Die genannten Punkte zur
Verfiigbarkeit und Héaufigkeit der Verwendung der Daten zeigen, dass Verwertbarkeit der Daten

in einem hohen Mafe gegeben ist.

2.6 Kooperationspartner, Projektmitarbeiter

Prof Lyle A. Scruggs, Ph.D.
UConn Department of Political Science

University of Connecticut

Storrs, CT, USA

9Eine ausfiihrliche Auflistung der Publikationen befindet sich im Appendix
ODetaillierte Nutzungsstatistiken sowie Diagramme zur Verlaufsstatistik im Appendix
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Dr. Kati Kuitto

Senior Researcher

Finnish Centre for Pensions
Helsinki, Finnland

2.7 Qualifikationsarbeiten

Im folgenden werden Dissertationen, Magister- und Masterarbeiten sowie Bachelorarbeiten ge-
listet, die Daten aus CWED2 benutzen.
Doktorarbeiten
Kuitto, Kati (2012). Emerging Patterns of Welfare Policies in Central and Eastern Europe. Post-
Communist Welfare States in the European Context. Dissertation, Universitat Greifswald.
Magister- und Masterarbeiten

Diipont, Nils (2009) Linke Regierung — rechte Sozialpolitik? Zum Zusammenhang von Partei-
positionen und Wohlfahrtsstaatstatigkeit.

Helmdag, Jan (2015) Same Shift — Different Dynamics? The Conditionality of Diffusion of
Successful Labor Market Policies in the OECD.

Horn, Alexander (2010) Autonomieverlust der Politik? Zum Zusammenhang zwischen Partei-

positionen und wohlfahrtsstaatlichem Riickbau in OECD-Léandern.

Masch, Lena (2013) Welfare Regimes and Obesity. A multilevel cross-sectional analysis of na-

tional welfare regime characteristics and individual obesity risks.

Radloff, Julien (2015) Bildung als Menschenrecht: Eine globale Analyse von Einflussfaktoren

zur Erreichbarkeit eines erfolgreichen Bildungssystems.

Stark, Martin (2015) Einfluss familienpolitischer Mafnahmen auf die Fertilitat. Ein Vergleich

européischer Staaten

Szelinski, Bjorn (2016). Lassen sich Wohlfahrtsstaaten wie in Esping-Andersens "The three
Worlds of Welface Capitalism"typologisieren? Ein Replikationsversuch seiner Ergebnisse
mit den Daten des CWED-Projektes.

Todua, Maia (2010) Zivilgesellschaft und Wohlfahrt im Zuge von Transformation in Georgien.

Bachelorarbeiten

Awe, Katrin (2012). Okonomische Effekte von Sozialsystemen.
Brandt, Torben (2015). Globalisierung und wohlfahrtsstaatliche Politik.
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3 Zusammenfassung (max. 1 A4-Seite)

Die Arbeiten im Projekt Wohlfahrtsstaatliche Politik im erweiterten Europa sind abgeschlossen
und haben grofse internationale Aufmerksamkeit gefunden. Die arbeitsteilige Forschungskoopera-
tion mit Professor Lyle Scruggs (University of Connecticut) hat zu der Finalisierung des Compa-
rative Welfare Entitlements Dataset 2 (CWED2) gefiihrt, der auf der Webseite www.cwed2.org
frei heruntergeladen werden und fiir Forschungsvorhaben genutzt werden kann. Der neu entstan-
dene Datensatz CWED?2 enthélt Informationen zu den Lohnersatzraten und Kriterien der Leis-
tungsberechtigung in den zentralen Sozialsicherungsprogrammen fiir insgesamt acht Haushalts-
und Einkommenstypen fiir 33 LéinderE] Zehn dieser Lénder sind mittel- und osteuropéische Léan-
der, die neu in den Datensatz integriert worden sindE] Daten zu den Sozialversicherungspro-
grammen dieser Lénder sind fiir die Jahre 1995 bis 2010 im CWED2 enthalten. Damit stellt der
CWED?2 die derzeit umfassendste Datenquelle fiir européische Sozialversicherungssysteme dar,
mit der quantitativ-empirische Vergleichsstudien durchgefiihrt werden kénnen. Eine Evaluierung
der Anzahl der Publikationen, die CWED2-Daten benutzen, zeigt bereits zu diesem Zeitpunkt
auf, dass der Datensatz frequentiert genutzt wird.ﬁ Vorrangig ist die Nutzung dabei im internatio-
nalen Kontext zu verzeichnen, was sich wiederum in einer hohen Sichtbarkeit des Datensatzes in
renommierten Journals niederschlégt. Das erklérte Ziel, die Bereitstellung eines frei zugénglichen
Datensatzes, der es Forscherinnen und Forschern vergleichenden Wohlfahrtsstaatsforschung er-
moglichen soll, differenziertere Aussagen iiber den redistributiven Charakter und die Generositéit
zentraler sozialpolitischer Institutionen zu treffen, wird damit als erfiillt angesehen.

Unsere Analyse hat gezeigt, dass sowohl in den jiingeren Wohlfahrtsstaaten der Mittelosteu-
ropaischen Lénder, als auch in den etablierten Wohlfahrtsstaaten der westlichen Lander mithilfe
der Daten des CWED2-Datensatzes nach wie vor Reformen zu beobachten sind. Dariiber hinaus
ist es mithilfe neu erhobenen Haushaltstypen nun erstmals moglich Entwicklungen der Sozi-
alversicherungen in verschiedenen Einkommensschichten der Gesellschaften zu analysieren. Die
geographische und analytische Erweiterung des Datensatzes wird auch in Zukunft dafiir sorgen,
dass der CWED2-Datensatz sich innerhalb der Gemeinder der Forschenden einer hohen Beliebt-
heit erfreuen wird und frequentiert fiir makro-6konomische Analysen genutzt wird.

Aufgrund der in diesem Abschlussbericht inhaltlich aufgefiihrten Ergebnisse, der Verodffent-
lichung des Datensatzes und der Erfiillung der formellen Anforderungen an den Antragssteller
kann das Projekt Wohlfahrtsstaatlichkeit im erweiterten Furopa somit als erfolgreich abgeschlos-

sen angesehen werden.

!Zum Vergleich: Der CWED(1)-Datensatz enthielt Informationen zu zwei Haushaltstypen in 18 Léndern.

2Folgende Mittelosteuropéische Lander wurden neu in den Datensatz integriert: Bulgarien, Estland, Lettland,
Litauen, Ungarn, Polen, Ruménien, Tschechische Republik, Slowakei und Slowenien.

3Eine ausfiihrliche Auflistung von ca. 200 Publikationen, die ein peer review-Verfahren durchlaufen haben und
Daten aus CWED?2 in der empirischen Analyse benutzen, befindet sich im Appendix
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4 Empirical Analysis]|

Modern European welfare states are challenged by a mutlitude of (socio-)economical and institu-
tional pressures. Increasing competition as a consequence of economic globalisation, demographic
ageing, and fiscal austerity are the most prominent of those factors. Due to the absence of reli-
able data, the levels of welfare provision and its trends in the Central Eastern European (CEE)
could not be put in perspective in a comprehensive and comparable manner. The first aim of the
project was to identify whether there are trends in convergence or divergence of welfare policies
of CEE countries and their matured counterparts in Western Europe. The second aim of the
project is to identify the key factors that drive welfare state reform in Eastern and Western
Europe. In providing comparative data and identifying trends in welfare state reform and their
causal dependencies, this project marks a substantial contribution to the understanding of recent
welfare state reforms in OECD countries in general and CEE countries in particular.

In the following sections we will discuss the main achievements and characteristics of the
CWED2-dataset 1] and we will discuss the variables and indices used In section we
birefly present the previous results on the formation as well as the convergence and divergence
of welfare states, which we already extensively discussed in the interim report of the project
(Jahn et al., 2011). Subsequently, in section we will discuss the developments of the social
security programs within the CEE countries and how the empirical forms of these countries align
with the ideal types of welfare regimes. Following this, we will perform an even refined analysis
of aggregated replacement rates for different income levels in section [I.5] and try to answer the
question who benefits most from social security programs and their reforms in CEE and non-CEE
countries. Thereafter, in section [f.6] we analyze the replacement rates for unemployment, sick-
ness, and standard pension replacement rates for different income levels and show how this new
approach brings new insights in the distinction of different welfare regimesﬂ Finally, we analyze
the effects of different exogenous factors in section [£.7, before we come to a final conclusion in

the conclusing section [4.8]

4.1 The Comparative Welfare Entitlements Dataset Il

The main accomplishment of the project Wohlfahrtsstaatliche Politik im erweiterten Furopa is
the introduction of the CEE countries, a generally longer period of observation, and six additional
household types with the Comparative Welfare Entitlements Dataset 2 (CWED2). Comprising

!Die Ausfithrungen innerhalb dieses Abschnittes des Arbeits- und Ergebnisberichts sind in englischer Sprache
verfasst, um eine groftmogliche Reichweite der Leserschaft zu erzielen und um die Verwendung von irrefithren-
den deutschen Bezeichnungen fiir innerhalb des Forschungsfeldes etablierte Fachtermini zu vermeiden.

2This is an additional and refined testing of the hypotheses on regime clusters, additionally to the ones we
already performed in the interim report of the project at hand (Jahn et all 2011)).
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data on 18 countries for two household types spanning from 1970 to 2002, previous VersionsE]
of the CWED2 lacked both the broadness of the sample as well as the substantial depth of
indicators. Since the project is finished, the new dataset is complete and available to the public.

The purpose of the CWED?2 dataset is to provide the scientific community with an encompass-
ing, methodologically sound and conceptually rich macro-comparative dataset of social policy
indicators. CWED2 contributes to a well-established research tradition and subsequent social
science data generation stemming primarily from the influential ‘social rights of citizenship’ ap-
proach for analyzing welfare states (Danforth and Stephens, 2013}, [Esping-Andersen), |1990; |Korpi
and Palmel, (1998, |2003}; [Marshall, 1950} |Scruggs|, 2007} [Scruggs and Allanl, [2006), 2008}, [Titmuss,
1974)E] The focus of that approach is on welfare provision as it is anchored in national legislation
and provided by welfare entitlements in social protection programs such as unemployment, sick-
ness, and pension schemes at various stages of citizens’ lives. Thus, replacement rates, eligibility
criteria, coverage, and, ultimately, the benefit generosity of such schemes unfold decommodifying
and stratifying effects for the individual and society and also determine differing types of wel-
fare regimes. Furthermore, social rights have far-reaching consequences for equality and poverty
reduction in industrial democracies (Esping-Andersen, 1990, 1999; Korpi, [1989). Consequently,
empirical indicators were developed to measure these dimensions of welfare policies. However,
the first dataset to include longer time series and numerous countries publicly available to the
scientific community, the CWED was first published in 2004 by Lyle Scruggs (2004) and later
followed by the Social Citizenship Indicator Program (SCIP) by Walter Korpi and Joakim Palme
(2007). The CWED dataset gained huge popularity in the scientific community and, nearly thir-
teen years after its initial release, is one of the most cited social science datasets worldwide.
Meanwhile, the OECD has published advanced data on some social security programs (OECD
Tax and benefits indicators database; Pensions at a glance; Family database).

Common to all datasets was that the amount and the conditions of the benefits were calcu-
lated with reference to a typical industrial worker with permanent full-time employment, being
either single or having a non-earning spouse and two children (the so called Average Produc-
tion Worker (APW) type case approach). This notional person was seen to best represent an
average beneficiary and therefore the average targeted generosity of the welfare benefits. As the
representativeness of this type case is increasingly becoming obsolete and the average generosity
of benefits is ill-suited to analyze several core issues of comparative welfare politics (e.g. on
the distributive effects of welfare benefits across income classes or class-related effects of wel-
fare reforms) the OECD started offering data across various income classes. Additionally, some
micro-simulation data projects seek to calculate benefit levels for any given individual, extracted
from survey data with the concomitant restrictions (e.g. the Tax-benefit micro-simulation model
for the European Union EUROMOD; Sutherland and Figari (2013)). These developments attest
to the growing need for data measuring a broad range of parameters of welfare policy programs.

With the Comparative Welfare Entitlement Dataset 2 (CWED2), jointly generated by Lyle

Scruggs, the applicant and Kati Kuitto, foundations were laid for a dataset which better responds

3For reasons of simplicity, we refer to previous versions of CWED2 as Comparative Welfare Entitlements Dataset
(CWED).

4For a more recent discussion on the theoretical and methodological issues on that topic, see for example:
Danforth and Stephens| (2013)); [Ferrarini et al.| (2013)); |Scruggs| (2013)).
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to the analytical demands rising from the changing needs structure of welfare policies especially
with regard to post-industrialization (Bonoli, 2006} |Esping-Andersen, 2002; Hemerijck,, |2013;
Taylor-Goobyl, 2004). CWED2 amended the original CWED dataset by eight more years, data
for the Central Eastern European (CEE) states as well as data for Greece, Spain, Portugal,
Taiwan and Korea. In addition to the existing two household types, data for six additional
household types including lone-parenting and two-earner couples at different income levels. The
publication of CWEDQE] three years ago was widely and explicitly welcomed by the international
research community (see for example |Schmidt| 2015; [Wenzelburger and Zohlnhofer] 2014) and

has already reached visibility in top international journals.

4.2 Indicators in CWED2

The CWED2 data set provides systematic data on institutional features of social insurance
programs in 33 OECD countries from 1970 to 2010. The dataset contains information for three
social insurance programs: i) unemployment insurance, ii) sick pay insurance, and iii) public
pensions. These programs by far make up the biggest share of total social expenditure in matured
welfare states (see for example: [Kuitto, 2011; Obinger and Wagschal, [2010} Pierson, [2001)).

Unemployment insurance covers national insurance provisions earned without income test-
ing and excludes unemployment assistance as well as any provisions for unemployment under
collective bargaining contract. Sickpay insurance is captured by benefits paid in the event of
short-term non-occupational illness or injury. This includes provisions for mandatory private
(employer-paid) benefits in addition to public insurance. Public pensions considered here in-
clude only mandatory public programs and excludes occupational pensions. Mandatory private
savings schemes are not included due to variable returns in benefits. Besides earnings-related
mandatory public pensions, data is also provided for replacement rates of minimum pensions
(i.e., for persons with working histories non-sufficient for eligibility).

Following the conventions established by the CWED dataset (Scruggs, 2004)), the OECD for
calculating net unemployment benefits and the Social Citizenship Indicator Program (Esping-
Andersen, 1990; Korpi and Palme, [2007) the replacement rates are calculated as the ratio of net
social insurance benefit in the corresponding social security scheme (sickness, unemployment,
and pensions) to the net wage before the loss of income. We follow a type-case-approach in
which replacement rates for each of those programs are reported for certain standardized house-
hold types which are comparable across time and countries. The calculation of a replacement
rate is straightforward: First, we have to calculate the net wage for a given person by substract-
ing income taxes and social security contributions (SSC) from the gross wage. Then, we add
additional cash benefits (e.g. family benefits) if they are applicable. Finally, we divide the net
benefit by the gross wage:

Net benefit  Gross benefit — Taxes — SSC + Other
Net wage  Gross wage — Taxes — SSC + Other

Replacement rate (RR) = (4.1)

Replacement rates are calculated for eight household types, which are ficticious (yet represene-

5The dataset can be accessed via the following URL: www.cwed2. org.
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Table 4.1: Description of eight household types included in CWED?2.

Income level

Description

Single households

50%

50%

100%

200%

Couple households
50%, 50%

100%, 0%

100%, 50%

150%, 150%

Low income/part-time work

Lone parent with two dep. children; low income/part-time work
Average income, originally included in CWED

High income

Low income/part-time work, both

Average income, fully dependent spouse; orig. included in CWED
Average income, spouse has low income/part-time job

High income, both

Aggregates
Low Income®
Mid Income
High Income

50% single, 50%/50% couple
100% single, 100%/0% couple, 100%/50% couple
200% single, 150%/150% couple

¢ Due to unsufficient data availability, we excluded the lone parent from the aggregate index.

tative) cases of beneficiaries. The chosen case types follow the coding in the CWED I dataset
based on the assumptions for the notional person (see codebook). The household types can be
distinguished into two groups: single households and couple households.

The first group of household types is defined by single persons, earning 50%-200% of the Aver-
age Production Worker Wage level. Whenever benefits or the duration of benefits are dependent
on age or contributions, we are assuming the worker is 40 years of age with a fulltime working
history of 20 years. In case of relevance, the single person is assumed to be male. Additionally, we
coded one lone parent with a 50% income and two dependent children (aged seven and twelve).

The second group of household types refers to married couple with two childrenﬁ, where earn-
ings of spouses vary between 50% and 150% of the APW levelm Besides being married and
having two dependent children, the assumptions for the couple households do not differ from
those for single households made above.

On basis of these household types it is now possible to create new aggregate income level vari-
ables. In the very first paper analysing replacement rates from CWED, |Allan and Scruggs| (2004)
used the average of the only two available household types and called it average replacement rate.
In the following years the majority of researchers used that indicator to analyze welfare reforms.
Having six additional household types for different family and income types in CWED2 allows
for a multitude of new aggregates. For example, it is now possible to analyze social security
programs in regard to previous income levels of beneficiaries (low, mid, and level benefits) or
their family status (presence of children, having a spouse, and income of spouse).

Additionally to replacement rates and their aggregates, information on eligibility criteria (i.e.
qualifying conditions, duration of payment and waiting days) for each program is also provided.
We first include the period of qualification required for being eligible to draw benefits (in weeks).

This is in most cases defined as a certain minimum period of employment and/or contributions

5 Again, both children are aged seven and twelve.

“In case of benefits supplements or preferential tax treatment for spouses or family members with no income of
their own, we assume the second spouse to be dependent. Again, in case it matters, the working spouse is
assumed to be male.
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to social security schemes. Second, we include the duration of payment (i.e. the period for which
the benefit is paid, in weeks). Third, we report the waiting days a beneficiary must wait before

the benefit is paid (in days). These variables indicate the generosity of the benefit eligibilityﬁ

4.3 Social protection programs and welfare regimes

International and domestic developments, such as increasing economic competition and intensi-
fied interaction across states and international actors, along with similar demographic pressures,
hypothetically suggest a convergence of welfare policies in the enlarged Europe (Pierson) |1994,
2001). As we have shown in previous analyses of replacement rates, social expenditure, and
organizational principles of funding, empirically there can be observed no general trends of con-
vergence from the mid-1990s until recently (Jahn et al., [2011). This is in particular true for the
ubiquituously hypothesized ‘race to the bottom’. Empirically, if there is a race in any direction
at all, we can observe a slight trend towards the middle among the established Western European
welfare states, whereas the transitional welfare states in CEE can be found at the lower end of
the scale or even show decreasing levels of replacement rates. Given the transitional character of
the post-socialist countries and their particularly narrow economic leeway, their welfare policies
are most volatile compared with the rest of the European countries. Reversely, this indicates
that path dependency seems to play an important role in the mature welfare states, forcing pol-
icy makers to opt for incremental reform only. Together with the significant differences within
the CEE country group, this seems to suggest a diversification of welfare policy arrangements
rather than the emergence of a single Eastern European welfare model, not to mention a single
‘European model’.

Classifying welfare states has a long history in the social sciences. Starting out from identifying
various strategies of supporting the poor (Myrdal and Myrdal, [1935; [Titmuss, 1938), the basic
dichotomy of a Beveridgean and Bismarkian social benefits and transfers systems has inspired
researchers to classify types or regimes of welfare states. The Bismarckian model of the welfare
state is income maintenance for employees in the case that they are not actively working; either
for a certain period or, as in the case of pension, for the rest of their lives. The principle
is that employees get benefits which replace parts of their income more or less regardless the
previous income has been. In contrast, the Beveridge principle is the prevention of poverty
and is characterized by universal provisions of flat-rate benefits on the basis of need or residency.
Typical examples of the Beveridge model can be found in in the United Kingdom and other Anglo-
Saxon states as well as in the Nordic states. Richard Titmuss (1974) extends the distinction
in that he focuses on the distribution effect of social benefits. He distinguishes between an
‘achievement-performance model” which resembles the Bismarkian principle, on the one hand,
and the universalistic models in the Beveridge tradition, on the other. However, he subdivided
the latter model into two separate types in the Beveridgian tradition: a ‘residual model of
social policy’ and an ‘institutional-redistributive model of social policy’. With this framework
he laid the groundwork for the political distinction of the distribution effect of the welfare state

which Esping-Andersen elaborated most forcefully in his distinction of the three worlds of welfare

8Since there exists neither comprehensible nor reliable data on coverage of social security schemes for CEE
countries, we exclusively gathered data on replacement rates for these countries.
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capitalism.

Esping-Andersen turned the debate into an ideological power discourse by referring to the-
ories of social rights and justice. In the way that he labels his types of welfare regimes into
political categories of liberal, conservative corporatist and socialist, he focuses explicitly on the
distribution effect of welfare policies. In his own words, the liberal welfare state is character-
ized by “modest social insurance plans |[...|. Benefits cater mainly to a clientele of low-income”
(Esping-Andersen, 1990, p. 26). This type of welfare state applies mainly to countries of the
Anglo-Saxon family of nations (Castles| [1993; (Castles and Mitchell, |1993). The aim of liberal
welfare states is to prevent extreme poverty. If employees with higher incomes are becoming
inactive they get relatively little support as long as they do not fall into the category of poor.
Since this system of social benefits is aimed to prevent extreme poverty, its benefits are small
and just enable the individual to survive. There is neither the intention nor the effect of any
redistribution in this model. The conservative corporatist welfare state prevents status differen-
tials. Based on Catholicism and the principle of subsidiarity, the system is built on the principle
that employees are able to maintain their status in society. This means that the social benefits
are in principle higher in the conservative corporatist systems than in liberal welfare states but
that there are no redistribution effects. Esping-Andersen locates conservative corporatist states
in Austria, France, Germany, Italy and other continental countries.

The social-democratic welfare state provides social benefits which reach beyond just surviving
and makes a social living beyond the labor market possible and, in addition, has redistributional
effects. The former aspects are related to the political claim that employees have universal social
rights and that the state is responsible for ensuring that individuals are able to make a living
even in situations when they become inactive on the labor market. Esping-Andersen grasps this
point by the degree of decommodification, which he defines as the degree of decoupling of an
individual from the labor market in the case of income of loss. A distinctive redistribution effect
leads to low income groups being favored in relation to employees which are better off. In other
words, social-democratic welfare states aim to change the social stratification of society in favor
of lower income groups or if one prefers to express it in political terms: in favor of the working
class.

During the debate of types of welfare states new categories have been suggested which add to
the three classical regimes (Abrahamson, [2000; Arts and Gelissen, |2002; Bambray, [2007; (Castles
and Obinger, 2008, for a recent overview see |Kuitto, 2016, Chapter 3). Castles 1998 suggests
that Australia and New Zealand are distinct from the liberal welfare states in that they are
more inclusive than pure liberal welfare states. Another group of scholars suggests a Southern or
Mediterranean Model of welfare states which is characterized by favoring those participating in
the core of the labor market. This would mean that employees with higher income are favored
and that the lower income groups are marginalized and left with very little in terms of social
benefits (Bislev and Hansen, 1990; Ferreral |1996; [Leibfried, 1992} Rhodes et al., [1997). These
kinds of welfare states which are supposed to be present in Spain, Portugal and Greece, have

been labelled “particularist-clientelistic welfare states” (Ferreray 1996, p. 25).
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4.4 The Central Eastern European countries

Until the release of CWED2, comparing levels and changes of social security programs of CEE
countries was difficult (and to some degree nearly impossible) due to the lack of reliable as well as
comparable data. Hence, gathering data on social security programs for the CEE countries now
enables researchers to analyze the degree of social security in these countries. Furthermore, we
can now assess the varieties, idiosyncracies, and commonalities of those countries that are part of
the latest Eastern enlargements of the European Union. Since these countries vary remarkably in
their characteristics of social security provision, it is our goal to identify whether there are trends
in convergence or divergence of welfare policies of CEE countries and their matured counterparts
in Western Europe. In our initial application we had deductively derived fourteen hypotheses
from five different perspectives on the welfare state. Those hypotheses are listed in table
We present our evidence and the results of our hypotheses tests in the following sections.

Research on welfare states in CEE has triggered the question of whether these states resemble
a particular pattern of existing welfare states or whether they form a new class of their own.
As a third option it was hypothesized that they form a hybrid type of welfare state or a mix-
ture of several types. In view of the first assumption early prognoses said that CEE countries
would resemble the liberal welfare state because of the pressure of globalization and the following
race to the bottom (Esping-Andersen) (1996} |[Ferge and Kolberg, 1992; Kornai, [1992). Interna-
tional pressure and the communist legacy have been used to suggest that all CEE states joint
the same model type. Others thought that the welfare states in CEE display the same types
of welfare states as in the established OECD world: a liberal-capitalist system in Hungary, a
post-communist conservative corporatist system in Poland and a social-democratic type in the
Czech Republic and Slovakia (Deacon, 1992). Referring to diffusion research some predict that
the welfare states in CEE resemble the one with which a country has the highest interaction.
That would mean that the Baltic States come close to the Scandinavian model, and the Visegrad
countries meet the principle of the conservative corporatist model. Finally, Inglot (2008) and
Caramani (2008) predict a certain mixture of universalist and conservative corporatist welfare
states. The idea that CEE welfare states are hybrids of established welfare states is most force-
fully expressed in the most elaborated and extensive study of clustering welfare states in CEE
to date (Kuitto, 2016)). Aside from the fact that all CEE countries are hypothesized to have
lower benefits than their Western counterparts, they are distinct from each other. Hungary and
Slovenia “align rather with the Southern and conservative corporatist model of welfare states
than with the CEE type. The configuration of all CEE welfare states gives a strong indication
of an axiomatically Bismarckian type of welfare model, combined with universalist elements.”
(Kuitto, 2016] p. 165). In this sense, we could affirm the established notion that welfare states
cluster into regimes (Hypotheses A1), but could not find evidence on an emerging regime that
has an isomorphous character, which only corresponds to CEE countries (Hypotheses A2a and
A2D).

In the interim report of the project at hand (Jahn et al., 2011) we already tested the hypothe-
ses of groups A (regime cluster) and B (convergence/divergence) articulated in table We
found that rather a dual split along the ‘old” member states and the new CEE countries emerges,

whereas the CEE countries lag behind in many respects (Hypothesis B1). While there is some
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Table 4.2: Initial hypotheses on welfare regimes and their developments

# Name Description

Al Regime cluster Welfare states exhibit country-specific variance and can be clustered
into regime types (i.e. social-democratic, conservative, liberal, and
Mediterranean).

A2a  CEE welfare states [ Welfare states in CEE countries converge to the characteristics of Western
types.

A2b CEE welfare states I~ Welfare states in CEE countries form a distict Eastern welfare regime.

B1 Convergence European welfare states converge over time.

B2a  Race to the bottom European welfare states exhibit a downward convergence.

B2b  Race to the top European welfare states exhibit an upward convergence.

B2c  New model European welfare states convergence and form a new model of welfare regime
(i.e. a distinct European welfare regime).

B3 Divergence European welfare states diverge over time.

C1 Partisan influence Parties do matter in reforming welfare states. Leftist parties correlate with
higher replacement rates, while righist parties correlate with lower replacement
rates.

C2 Path dependency The type of welfare state determines the range of future developments within
itself.

C3 Transformation Economic growth within the transformation phase of CEE countries deter-
mines the development of the welfare state.

D1 Economic openness Economic openness has an effect on the development of the welfare state.

D2 Diffusion Policy diffusion has an effect on the convergence of European welfare states.

El Controls Welfare state reform is influenced by institutional, economic, corporatist, and

(socio)demographic factors.

convergence in some social security programs (e.g. minimum income protection and unemploy-
ment benefits), social spending differs to an increasing degree. We have shown, that the common
concern that an enlargement of the EU would result in a race to the bottom (Hypothesis B2a)
or a race to the top (Hypothesis B2b) of the generosity of social security programs and social
expenditure is empirically unsubstantiated. Our findings have shown that we can neither observe
the emergence of a common ‘European model” (Hypothesis B2c) nor a substantiated divergence
of the welfare states within Europe (Hypothesis B3).

Our results are in line with the findings of previous studies, which suggest modest convergence
in the years after World War II for social expenditure, but slight divergence later on and no signs
of a race to the bottom (see for example Alber and Standing, 2000; Attia and Bérenger, 2007
Bouget), |2003; |(Castles, 2004; |O’Connor}, (1988 |Sosvilla-Rivero et al., [2003; [Tomka, [2003)). Also in
line with previous studies is the evidence that social rights are more subject to retrenchment by
either tightening eligibility criteria or cutting replacement rates (Kangas, 2004; Montanari, 1995,
2001; Montanari et al} [2007). In contrast to earlier studies, however, we do not witness a general
downward trend in unemployment generosity, but rather stability or even raising standards in

former laggard countries. The former dualism in funding principles — tax-based systems vs. social
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contribution-based types — shows a strong convergent trend to a balanced funding, which is also
in line with former evidence (Attia and Bérenger, 2009; |Greve, 1996) and that especially funding
principles are path-dependent (Bonoli et al (1996 |Palme et al., 2009). If this is to continue, at
least with respect to funding, a more universal model of organizing the funding of welfare policies

with a balanced share of social contributions and taxes as sources of financing seems to emerge.

4.5 Cui bono? ldentifying welfare regimes based on (dis)favoring

income levels via social policies

With some noticeable exceptions (Bonoli, |1997; (Castles, 1998; |[Kuitto, 2016|) current research
on welfare regimes so far builds their analysis on (averaged) replacement rates (RRs) of the
average production worker (Esping-Andersen, 1990; |Korpi and Palme] (1998} [Scruggs and Allan),
2006). The downside of such an approach is that it cannot distinguish whether certain income
groups are favored or disfavored. However, the distribution effect is highly relevant in the field
of welfare state research because it addresses the question of whether welfare states do not just
prevent social hardship but also promote social equality. We are therefore interested which
groups in society are favored by social benefits. In so far we ask which income group benefits
when receiving social benefits in relation to other income groups and which basic principle is
underlying the distribution of social benefits. Taking such a perspective we call our approach
the cui bono approach.

As a heuristic advice we refer to the concept of various types of capitalism and welfare state
regimes (Beramendi et al., [2015; [Esping-Andersen, 1990)@ In this tradition, favoring low income
groups may have two different motivations. On the one hand, it may support groups most in
need with marginal benefits. This approach would have little redistributive effects and comes
close to how the liberal welfare state (Esping-Andersen, (1990, p. 26) or competitiveness-oriented
capitalism has been described.m Countries which fit into this category are mainly found in the
Anglo-Saxon world. When benefits are high and low income groups are favored, we may conclude
that a redistribution takes place. This pattern, reinforcing social equality, may be most likely to
be expected in social democratic welfare states or in equality-oriented capitalism which has its
home in the Nordic countries. Another pattern of welfare distribution is that benefits maintain
the status differences in society. That means that no redistribution occurs. This distribution pat-
tern can be expected in continental status-oriented capitalism. A less researched and considered
redistribution effect of welfare states are those which favor the high-income groups. Beramendi
et al. (2015) identify this as capture-oriented capitalism which has a legacy of privileging well-

organized manufacturing workers and small businesses. This distribution pattern is based on

9As a classification of different forms of capitalism we prefer the newly developed concepts of Beramendi et al.
(2015) because it is more encompassing than the Varieties of Capitalism (VoC) approach which basically dis-
tinguishes only two types of capitalism and also systematically includes the Mediterranean and other countries
which are ignored in the welfare state typology of Esping-Andersen. Furthermore, it is less static since it takes
into account various circumstances which lead to changes in the regime type (Beramendi et al.,|2015] p. 57-62).
0We disagree with the conclusion of (Beramendi et al. 2015, p. 43) that competitiveness-oriented capitalism
contains “highly redistributive programs targeted to the very poorest”, because the benefits are simply too low
to be redistributive. This is made very clear by (Esping-Andersen, [1990, p. 64-65) when he states that the
liberal social-insurance scheme of the liberal welfare state regime which comes close to the competitiveness-
oriented capitalism “reproduces the profile of the stratification of the market”, i.e. has no redistribution effect.
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Table 4.3: Distribution regimes and types of capitalism

Favoring low income Equal (status-oriented) Favoring high income

groups benefits groups

Marginal contributions ) Competitiveness-  (III) Status-oriented cap- (IV)  Capture-oriented
oriented capitalism italism capitalism

Universal contributions (Im) Equality-oriented
capitalism

the relatively late industrialization and democratization of countries practicing this distribution
regime (Rueda et al, [2015)). Furthermore, this type of capitalism is characterized by ignoring the
needs of the poor: “There is little to no redistributive solidarity toward the poor” (Beramendi
et all 2015, p. 49). In the same vein, |[Ferrera (1996)) suggests that welfare distribution may be
“particularist-clientelistic welfare states.” (ibid. p. 25). This kind of welfare state may corre-
spond with the Mediterranean welfare state regime. These considerations about the cui bono
aspect can be cross-tabulated with the amount of benefits and the resulting distribution regimes
in various kinds of capitalism as is done in table

4.6 The (re)distribtution regimes of welfare states in 33 countries

The income come levels defined in the previous section can be used to identify clusters of welfare
states in the area of unemployment and sickness benefits as well as standard pension. Referring
to the different income types enables us to use more sophisticated categories and to analyze
which income type is systematically favored by a redistribution regime. We use the replacement
rates for low, middle and high income groups only. This means of course that we do not measure
the generosity in general. We have to do this because we have too many missing data for the
duration, waiting days and coverage of the programs which would be necessary to calculate
generosity. Nevertheless, our analysis illuminates new and important aspects of different welfare
states.

We use two dimensions in order to place welfare states into the four distribution regimes
described above. The first dimension asks which cui bono principle dominates: favoring low
income groups, favoring high income groups or distributing welfare benefits according to former
incomes regardless of the income level. The first aspect we operationalize by using the ratio
between favoring the low income group in relation to the average of the mid and high income
groups. The same procedure is used in order to find out whether the high income groups are
favored. Here we measure the relation between the RRs of the high income group to the average
of the mid and low income groups. The last category identifies the variance between the three
income groups by using the standard deviation. The lower the variance the more the distribution
regime follows the principle of the status-oriented capitalism. In order to find out which principle
dominates we use the z-scores of each aspect. According to the highest z-score of each country
in one of the three categories we group the countries as favoring the low or the high income
group or whether the RRs are relatively equal. In order to distinguish the competitive and the

equality-oriented capitalism which both favor the low income groups we use a second dimension.
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Table 4.4: Distribution regimes for unemployment replacement rates in 33 countries

Equality-oriented Competitiveness- Status-oriented Capture-oriented
capitalism oriented capitalism  capitalism capitalism
Non-CEE Belgium Ireland Australia Greece

Denmark New Zealand Austria France
Japan South Korea Canada Portugal
Sweden United Kingdom Finland

Germany

Ttaly

Netherlands

Norway

Spain

Switzerland

Taiwan

United States

CEE Bulgaria Lithuania Slovakia Estonia
Czech Republic Poland Slovenia Latvia
Hungary
Romania

Note: Data refers to country-specific averages from 2000-2010.

The second dimension is simply the average RRs for the low income group of a country. This
dimension is important because some countries may favor low income groups but the social
benefits are so low that one can hardly speak of social benefits which make it possible that the
recipient is able to live from it (competitiveness-oriented capitalism). On the other hand, welfare
states may favor the low income group with substantial welfare state benefits. In this case we
speak of a redistributive welfare state which we find in equality-oriented capitalism. In empirical
terms, we use the mean of the social benefits for the low income group in order to distinguish
between these two types of welfare states. This principle and operationalization rules of clustering
welfare states we use in the following for unemployment, sickness and standard pension benefits,

as well as for an index using the aggregate of these three areas of social benefits.

4.6.1 Cluster of Unemployment Replacement Rates

Unemployment RRs vary substantially between the 33 welfare states under investigation. When
taking the average over all three income types they range from 39% in South Korea to 97% in
Portugal with an average of 65%. The mean between the OECD countries (excluding the CEE
countries, South Korea and Taiwan) is 67% and for the CEE it 65%. This shows that both
regions do not differ so much. Over all countries the low income group has the highest RR
(mean 77%), followed by the mid income group (65%) and the high income group (58%). In the
CEE countries the low income group has a higher RR than in the OECD countries and the RR
for the high income group is lower. Single cases which fit best the four regimes are Denmark
for the equality-oriented capitalism, Austria and Germany for the status-oriented capitalism,
New Zealand and Poland for the competitiveness-oriented capitalism, and Greece, Lithuania and
Estonia for the capture-oriented capitalism. Table 2 shows the results for aggregated data from
2000-2010.

Of course some countries fit very well the regime type and other are more border cases. Above
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we mentioned already the most distinguished countries for each regime type. It might be a
bit surprising that the United States, Canada and Australia are in the status-oriented group.
However, these countries are a bit special and can be distinguished from the rest of the OECD
countries in this group. Australia has clearly a status-oriented distribution system but the RR
is very well below the mean (36%). In so far one can actually doubt whether the Australia
is unemployment benefits are sufficient for any income type. The United States scores below
the mean of all z-scores and is only negatively (the highest value below the mean) classified
as status-oriented. Furthermore, the welfare configuration of the United States clearly support
higher incomes due to tax breaks and private insurance incentives (Hacker, 2008} [Howard, |1997)).
Only Canada fits relatively well in the status-oriented benefit group since it has relatively high
RRs and clearly qualifies as such a country in terms of unemployment RRs. For Taiwan the
same applies as for the US. Additionally Taiwan has a very low RR (44%). In these terms it
is different from the other countries in this group and seems to constitute a subgroup together
with Australia and the United States. For South Korea it is also so that it scores below the
mean of all z-scores but the closest value to the mean brings it into the competitiveness-oriented
capitalism. This is also legitimized by the very low RRs for the low income group (45%). The
last ambiguous case is the Czech Republic. Also here are all scores below the mean and the
difference between the score for the status- and equality-oriented capitalism is very small so that
the country could fit into both categories. All other countries could be very easily groups into
one or the other regime.

All in all the countries fit into the categories as one may expect from the literature on welfare
state regimes. Mediterranean countries are either status- or capture-oriented. Continental Eu-
ropean counties are mainly placed into the status-oriented regime and the anglo-saxon countries
into the competitiveness-oriented regime with the noticeable exceptions of Australia, Canada,
and the United States. However, the Nordic countries do not fit as well into one regime as sug-
gested in the literature. Denmark and Sweden are doubtlessly equality-oriented but Finland and
Norway fall into the status-oriented regime. However, already in Esping-Andersen’s study it has
been suggested that unemployment RRs are different from other policies as the low correlation
with the decommodification index in may suggestﬂ So far there are no hints that our data are

misleading. Instead they illuminate in further detail the distribution patterns of RRs.

4.6.2 Cluster of Sickness Replacement Rates

There are some similarities but also very important differences how countries cluster concern-
ing the sickness RRs. Belgium, Denmark, and Sweden are again equality-oriented countries.
Ireland, New Zealand, Lithuania, and the United Kingdom are again competitiveness-oriented
countries, and six of the the eight OECD countries are again status-oriented countries. Greece
and Portugal are again captured-oriented countries. The Anglo-Saxon countries all cluster this

time in competitiveness-oriented countries (for Canada and South Korea there are no data and

"1n the original study by Esping-Andersen (1990), unemployment RRs correlate only with 0.54 with the de-
commodification index in contrast to sickness (0.93) and pension (0.87). Leading countries here are the
Netherlands, Norway, Switzerland, Belgium, and Ireland which do not fit the social-democratic regime type of
Nordic countries. This weak correlation actually shed some doubts whether the three programs are suitable for
constructing a unidimensional index of a welfare state regimes. However, this issue is not of specific concern
in this study and should be treated separately.
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Table 4.5: Distribution regimes for sickness replacement rates in 31 countries

Equality-oriented Competitiveness- Status-oriented Capture-oriented
capitalism oriented capitalism  capitalism capitalism
Non-CEE Belgium Australia Finland Greece
Denmark Ireland France Japan
Netherlands New Zealand Spain Portugal
Sweden Taiwan Austria
United Kingdom Germany
Ttaly
Norway
Switzerland
CEE Czech Republic Lithuania Estonia Bulgaria
Slovakia Latvia Hungary
Poland
Romania
Slovenia

Note: Data refers to country-specific averages from 2000-2010. Canada, South Korea and United States are
missing because they have either no data or no public sickness benefit program.

the United States has no sickness benefit program). The association between both social benefit
programs is relatively high (Cramer’s V. = 0.56). On average the RR for sickness benefits is
76%. Again the highest RRs are for the low income group, followed by the mid income and
high income group. However, this time there are substantial differences between the established
OECD countries and the countries of CEE. The RRs are around twenty percentage points higher
in the CEE countries than in the OECD countries. The differences are highest among the high
income groups where the CEE countries have a twenty-five percentagte points higher replace-
ment rate than the OECD countries. The most typical countries for each regime are Denmark for
the equality-oriented regime, The United Kingdom and New Zealand for the competitiveness-
oriented, Norway and Austria for the status-oriented, and Portugal and above all Greece for
the captured-oriented regime. A borderline case for equality-oriented regime is the Netherlands
which score below the mean in all z-scores. The same is true for Lithuania for competitiveness-
oriented countries and Germany for the status-oriented ones. However, these countries could still

be unambiguously classified into one of the regime types.

4.6.3 Cluster of Standard Pension Replacement Rates

The cluster for standard pension replacement rates deviate most from the other patterns. The
association between the standard pension RRs and unemployment RRs is low (Cramer’s V =
0.33) and for sickness RRs relatively high (V' = 0.54). Standard pension RRs are the lowest
RRs for the three policy areas. On average and for all countries except Taiwan and South Korea
the RR is 62%. Korea and Taiwan have extremely low RRs (Taiwan 38% and South Korea
21%). The average RR in CEE is four percentage points higher than in the OECD countries
(again Taiwan and South Korea are excluded). Low income groups have the highest and high
income groups have the lowest RR. While the lowest income group receives a two percentage
points higher RR in the CEE countries than in the OECD countries the difference between both

groups disappears almost completely for the mid income group. However, the high income group
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Table 4.6: Distribution regimes for standard pension replacement rates in 31 countries

Equality-oriented Competitiveness- Status-oriented Capture-oriented
capitalism oriented capitalism  capitalism capitalism
Non-CEE Canada Australia Austria Germany
Denmark Ireland Belgium
Netherlands Japan Finland
New Zealand France

Italy

Norway

Sweden

Spain

Switzerland

South Korea

Taiwan

United Kingdom
United States

CEE Czech Republic Lithuania Hungary
Estonia Romania
Latvia Slovenia
Slovakia Bulgaria
Poland

Note: Data refers to country-specific averages from 2000-2010. No data on standard pensions for Greece and
Portugal.

Table 4.7: Esping-Andersen’s de-commodification index for pensions

Low Middle High
Australia Austria Belgium
Canada Ttaly Denmark
Ireland Japan France
Germany Netherlands Finland
United Kingdom New Zealand Norway
United States Switzerland Sweden

Note: See Esping-Andersen (1990, p. 50, Table 2.1). Values of the column for pensions are re-arranged into
three categories, i.e. low, mid, and high de-commodification.

receives more than 11 percentage points more in the CEE countries than in the OECD. This
indicates that the CEE countries may fall into the category of captured-oriented welfare states
for standard pension RRs. This first impression is forcefully confirmed in table where we
present the regime cluster of the 31 countries in this study with available da,taE-]

In contrast to the RRs for unemployment and sickness, the RRs for standard pension deviates
the most from the results in the literature. This shows a table of the degree of de-commodificaton
for old-age pension from Esping-Andersen (1990, p. 50) which refer to data for the year 1980.

The data simply puts the countries with the six lowest degree of de-commodification into the
first column, the six next in the second and the six highest in the last column. Of course it is not
clear if pension RRs changed most dramatically from 1980 to 2010 or if our way of calculating
the regimes makes the difference. It is of course remarkable that Canada falls into the group
of equality-oriented capitalism in our analysis. However, as we will see later it is a border case.

The Nordic countries mainly fall into the status-oriented regime leaving only Denmark in the

12Greece and Portugal are excluded because of missing information.
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Sweden United Kingdom United States of America
100 100 100

754 754 754

50 50 50
25+ 251 25+
04 0+ 0
T T T T T T T T T
1970 1990 2010 1970 1990 2010 1970 1990 2010
Year Year Year

Low income
————— Mid income

----------- High income

Figure 4.1: Trends in standard pension replacement rates in Sweden, United Kingdom and United
States, 1970-2010

category of equality-oriented countries. That Sweden moved from the equality-oriented to the
status-oriented regime may be a result of the cuts in replacement rates over the time of welfare
state retrenchment and the impact of globalization in this country. In contrast the United
Kingdom and the United States are status-oriented countries. Figure [4.1]impressively shows the
different trends of these three countries.

The figure shows impressively the rise and decline of standard pension RRs in Sweden. The
equal cuts of all three income types makes Sweden a status-oriented regime. Why this is so
for the United Kingdom and the United States has different reasons. In the United Kingdom
there is clear trend of convergence of the three income types. Since the conservative government
under Margret Thatcher, the standard pension RRs of the mid and high income types increased
substantially. This trend has been reinforced my Tony Blair’s Labour government. In this
period and the following conservative governments the gap between the three income types
closed considerably (this latter period is on which our regime classification is based). For the
United States there has not been much change since the late 1980s and also that means that the
RRs regime is status-oriented.

In terms of individual countries the Netherlands, Denmark and Estonia are the most pro-
nounced equality-oriented countries. Australia and New Zealand are clear competitiveness-
oriented countries. The status-oriented countries are most clearly Spain, Italy and Austria and

the captured-oriented countries are Hungary and Romania. There are also some border cases:
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Table 4.8: Distribution regimes in 33 Countries

Equality-oriented Competitiveness- Status-oriented Capture-oriented
capitalism oriented capitalism  capitalism capitalism
Non-CEE Belgium Australia Austria Greece
Denmark Canada Finland Portugal
Netherlands Ireland France
Sweden Japan Germany
New Zealand Italy
United Kingdom Norway
Spain
South Korea
Switzerland
Taiwan
United States
CEE Czech Republic Estonia Bulgaria
Poland Lithuania Hungary
Latvia
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia

Note: Data refers to country-specific averages of aggregated unemployment, sickness, and standard pension
replacement rates from 2000-2010.

Canada qualifies as equality-oriented country only because its RRs for low income groups is just
above the mean. Belgium, Japan, and Switzerland have z-scores which are below the mean for
all three income types. Nevertheless they can be clearly grouped into the regime types. Germany
also scores high for the status-oriented regime although the score for captured-oriented regime

is clearly higher.

4.6.4 Overall Distribution Regimes in 33 Countries

In order to give an overall picture of the distribution regimes in 33 countries we took the average
RRs for low, middle and high income groups as well as the average of the RRs of low income
groups over all the three policy areas. As in Esping-Andersen’s study the overall regime types
are most closely associated with sickness RRs (Cramer’s V = 0.69) and least closely with un-
employment RRs (0.50), leaving the association with standard pension RR in the middle (0.61).
Taking this perspective reaches a very familiar result of regime clustering except for the Nordic
countries. Belgium, Denmark, the Netherlands and Sweden are mainly equality-oriented coun-
tries. All these countries have the highest degree of de-commodification in Esping-Andersen’s
study (1990, p. 52). From the CEE countries the Czech Republic and Poland joins this camp. It
seems to be at odd that Poland qualifies for this regime because it never fell into this category
in the individual policy areas.

There is no surprise at all for the competitiveness-oriented regime. All are Anglo-Saxon and
Japan joint this group. Perhaps it is a bit of a surprise that only Estonia and Lithuania as a CEE
country falls into this category as well. The status-oriented countries are also close to Esping-
Anderson’s middle group of de-commodification with some exceptions. One is the United States
which is not in the competitiveness-oriented group and Norway which is no equality-oriented

country according to our data. No CEE country is in this category. When looking at Taiwan
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and South Korea one has to note that these countries fall most likely into the status-oriented
group but that they are very distinguished because of their extremely low RRs. The last group is
most illuminating. It is certainly no surprise that Greece and Portugal fall into this group which
was not considered in analytical terms by Esping-Andersen. This finding confirms studies which
speak of a Mediterranean kind of welfare state regimesE;] However, this kind of welfare state
regime is more common than assumed since almost all CEE countries have captured-oriented
distribution regimes. This result makes clear how important it is to use this type of welfare
states in the research on welfare state regimes.

Closing this part of the report with a methodological note: there are only very few border
cases. Japan and Sweden score below the mean in all three areas, however, they are clearly
to classify. The only ambiguous country is Estonia. Here the score of competitiveness- and
capture-oriented regime is very narrow. Again, this shows that the CEE welfare states align
strongly to the captured-oriented type of capitalism. This leads us to the conclusion that the
newly emerging welfare states of CEE form a common type of welfare state which has not been
in the focus of established studies of the core OECD countries.

This last remark underlines that a regime placement of the 33 countries according to a cui bono
approach which considers the RRs of various income groups reaches to reliable results. It does
not only locate the established OECD countries into the category of equality-, competitiveness-,
status-, and captures-oriented distribution regimes but also the newly emerging welfare states in
CEE and the Pacific region. With that approach we clearly break new grounds in the study of
welfare states and the regimes they are forming. In the next part of the report we turn to causal

analysis and ask which political factors are mainly responsible for favoring the various income

types.

4.7 Causal Analysis: Explaining changes in replacement rates

The causal analyis is testing the hypotheses outlined in the application. As dependent variable
we use a standard model for the original RRs for an average worker, including the household
types of a single average worker and a married couple with two children where one person is
working full-time and the other is not working. Furthermore, we use the categories for low, mid
and high income groups which we defined in section Basically, we include representative
variables for various approaches in welfare state research. We present the results in turn for
unemployment RRs, sickness RRs, and standard pension RRs. Finally, the results are shown
for all 31 countries included in this study from 1996 to 2010 and broken down for 21 OECD
countries and ten CEE CountriesEr] This way of analyzing the data allows us to identify program
specific as well as area specific causalities.

The regression model applied is a time-series—cross-section analysis with panel corrected stan-
dard errors. Such a model estimates the regression as OLS or Prais-Winsten regression and when
calculating the standard errors assumes that the disturbances are, by default, heteroskedastic

and contemporaneously correlated across panels. Furthermore the model specifies that, within

13 Actually Italy only moved recently from the captured-oriented group into the status-oriented group.
HMBecause of the lack of data for most of the independent variables we exclude Taiwan and South Korea from the
causal analysis in this chapter.
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panels, there is first-order autocorrelation AR(1) and that the coefficient of the AR(1) process is
common to all the panels. This standard model has been suggested by Beck and Katz (1995).
However, we do not include a lagged dependent variable because of methodological concerns
(Achen, [2001). We neither included fixed effects nor period effects. The former we exclude be-
cause we are interest in country variance. Including fixed effects wipes out any country effect
(Plimper et al.; 2005). Period effects are not necessary to include for statistical reasons. All
models were checked though with fixed and period effects and came substantially to very similar
results. We also applied all common test statistics. In some cases, there has been multicollinear-
ity or variables interacted in a particular way. In these cases we tested various models and report
here the results of the most robust models. All party families and diffusion variables are related
to each other so that we include only one variable for these two areas in the particular models.
However, all other party families and diffusion mechanisms have been tested and the results are
shown when they are significant.

The variables used in these models are either taken from the data sets of other scholars or
are collected and operationalized within the project. The party matter hypothesis (C1) we test
in two ways. First we use the party family approach by using the share of each party family
in government. We do not use here the commonly used index of left, center and right party
families (Armingeon et al., 2015; Swank| 2002)) but Manfred Schmidt’s disaggregated data set
(Schmidt], 2011)E This data make it possible to analyze the effect of the orginal party families as
suggested by Klaus von Beyme (1985). This leads to clearer results than conflating for example
communist, social democratic and green parties in a single category of left party strength. We
test in the following the party families which have a long tradition of being in government. The
party families tested are: social democrats, Christian democrats, liberals, and conservatives.

The other measure for the impact of parties in governments moves away from a static time-
invariant classification of parties and uses the party positions on a left-right scale. We use
the left-right (LR) index developed by the applicant (Jahn, 2011, 2014)). We use the varying
institutional settings of countries which can be classified as cabinet, prime minister, and minister
model (Jahn, [2016b)). For the former model which is normally used for all the countries, we use
the LR score weighted by the seats a party has in parliament when in government. The prime
minister model (Poguntke and Webb, [2005) uses the position of the party of the prime minister
and the minister model (Laver and Shepsle, 1996) uses the position of the labor minister for
unemployment and pension and the position of the health minister in the case of sickness RRSE

To test hypothesis C1’ we use our own veto player index which builds on Tsebelis (2002,
Chapter 8; Tsebelis and Chang2004) macro-comparative veto player index which includes the

ideological range of government coalition parties, second chambers and presidentsm

15We are particular grateful that Manfred G. Schmidt shared his data set with us.

16Since the United States and Switzerland are particular and deviate from the other parliamentary systems we
coded them in a particular manner (for details see [Jahn|[2016b).

"We extended Tsebelis’ sample by using data for Switzerland (Tsebelis used the data from Finland for Switzer-
land; (Tsebelis, 2002, p. 170), the United States and Greece which have not been included in Tsebelis data
set. In addition we newly coded all the CEE countries according to Tsebelis’ rules for the established OECD
countries. Furthermore, we do not rely on expert judgements in order to identify the party positions because
they do not vary much over time. Instead we use the LR index which applies Party Manifesto Data and is
therefore time and period specific. Tsebelis (2010, p. 11-12) acknowledges this improvement: “There are two
important contributions that Jahn introduces in his analysis, both of them depend on the time dimension.
Preferences of actors change over time. This change was not included in my original work, so Jahn clearly
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According to hypothesis C2 we test whether the degree of corporatism has an impact of
explaining RRs. However, the concept of corporatism seems to have overcome its heyday. Taking
a closer look at the literature it is not clear whether the decline of the use of corporatism is
based on the weakening of the explanatory power of this concept or if it is a result that there
is no time variant corporatism index available for time-series—cross-sectional analysis. This has
been expressed in a nutshell by Huber and Stephens (2001, p. 63) who point out, by using
Lehmbruch’s index of corporatism “the corporatist measure suffers from greater measurement
error [...| because the degree of corporatist bargaining varies somewhat through time within
countries but the measure does not”. As a consequence, the authors eliminated corporatism
from their empirical analysis. The complaint that no time-variant indices on corporatism exist
is often expressed in current research (see for instance: Ward et al.|2011} p. 539; Jensen|2011, p.
173-174). Therefore, we developed a time-variant corporatism index for 42 countries from 1960
to 2010 within the framework of this project (Jahn, 2016a).

Hypothesis D1 about the impact of the economic openness has been tested by using data from
PennTrade (see also |Armingeon et al. 2015) and is an index of the sum of imports and exports
divided by the Gross National Income (GDI).

International diffusion (hypothesis D2) is analyzed by means of spatial analysis (Jahn and
Stephan, 2015). In this context we checked on the one hand diffusion effects from neighboring
countries and on the other for model states for a particular welfare regime. Theses model states
are taken from Esping-Andersen’s study (1990, Chapter 8) and are composed of Sweden for the
social democratic welfare state, Germany for the corporatist welfare state, and the United States
for the liberal welfare state. However, we alo included model states for the four different regime
types identified above. These are Sweden for the equality—oriented welfare state, the UK for the
competitiveness-oriented, Germany for the status-oriented, and France for the captured-oriented
welfare state.

As control variables we use the unemployment rate for unemployment RRs, the life expectation
after the age of 65 and the share of elderly (people above 65 years of age) for the sickness RRs,
and the share of elderly again for the analysis of standard pension RRs. In the case of sickness
RRs we assume that life expectation after the age of 65 and the share of elderly are convenient
proxies for the health situation of a country. The higher the life expectation after 65 the healthier
is the population. In contrast the higher the share of elderly the higher may be the pressure for
the health insurances and the lower the RRs. For standard pension RRs the share of elderly is
also an indicator for the pressure on the pension system in a country. Finally we control for the
growth of the GNI. A high GNI may lead to a larger room to maneuver for governments and
in turn may lead to higher RRs. The opposite may be true if GDI declines or is low. In this
case, governments may be constrained or even forced to reduce RRs. After having introduced
the variables included into the model and the way how the empirical analysis is conducted we

turn now to the causal analysis of the three policy areas of our study.
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Table 4.9: Determinants of unemployment replacement rates (original index)

Original
Overall OECD CEE

LR 0.02 0.02 0.07 0.01 0.01 -0.20
Veto player 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.25
Christian Democrats -0.03+ -0.03+ 0.00 0.00 -0.05+
Conservatives -0.02*
Corpartism 9.23%F**  10.24%FF  6.34%F* 8.15%** 6.16%**  13.87F**
Unemployment -0.21 -0.19 0.05 0.14 0.08 -0.38
GDP growth -0.03 -0.02 -0.12+ -0.09 -0.09 -0.01
Openness -0.02 -0.01 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 0.01
Spatial lags

United Kingdom 43.48%* 64.56%** 51.72%**

France -14.31%** -11.22%** -30.35

Constant 50.54%** 72.01%%* 44 52%** 68.96*** 47 75*** 83.43*
N 439 439 299 299 299 140
R2 0.59 0.59 0.85 0.83 0.84 0.37
Adj. R2 0.58 0.59 0.84 0.83 0.83 0.34
Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Table 4.10: Determinants of unemployment replacement rates (low income)
Low income
Overall OECD CEE

LR 0.12 0.13+ 0.12 0.09 0.14* 0.09 0.07
Veto player -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 0.05 0.04 -0.18 -0.19
Christian Democrats -0.04* -0.04* -0.04* -0.03* -0.05+ -0.04
Conservatives -0.02*
Corporatism 7.85%** 6.51%** 7.55%x* 7.25%** 3.50%**  11.15%* 10.21°%*
Unemployment 0.02 -0.03 0.02 0.02 -0.07 -0.24 -0.13
GDP growth -0.02 -0.03 -0.01 -0.11+ -0.14* 0.03 0.05
Openness 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.05** 0.06** -0.02 -0.04
Spatial lags
United States -7.80* -11.26%** 274.00*
United Kingdom 26.78%** 35.60***
France 517+ -20.01%*
Constant T79.79%F*  60.61*F* TR 4RF** 80.38*** 54, 74***  _116.08 103.15***
N 439 439 439 299 299 140 140
R2 0.74 0.75 0.74 0.86 0.87 0.62 0.62
Adj. R2 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.86 0.86 0.60 0.60

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table 4.11: Determinants of unemployment replacement rates (mid income)
Mid income

Overall OECD CEE
LR 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 -0.20
Veto player 0.06 0.07 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.27
Christian Democrats -0.03 -0.03+ 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.04
Corporatism 8.27H** 10.04***  6.33%** 7.92%%* 6.33%**  11.56%**
Unemployment -0.21 -0.16 0.04 0.09 0.04 -0.38
GDP growth -0.05 -0.05 -0.12* -0.11+ -0.12% -0.05
Openness 0.00 0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 0.02
Spatial lags
United Kingdom 34.96%+* 41.86%** 41.86%**
United States -20.26*** -12.99**
Neighbors 2.64
Constant 53.14*¥*  77.62%*¥*  50.03%**  72.89***  50.03***  65.06***
N 439 439 299 299 299 140
R2 0.68 0.67 0.88 0.86 0.88 0.48
Ad. R2 0.67 0.67 0.87 0.86 0.87 0.44

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Table 4.12: Determinants

of unemployment replacement rates (high income)

High income

Overall OECD CEE
LR -0.02 0.01 0.00 -0.26
Veto player 0.05 0.01 0.03 0.73%*
Christian Democrats -0.03 0.00 0.00 -0.05
Corporatism 5.76%** 5.84%** 8.01%** 4.09*
Unemployment -0.18 -0.06 -0.04 -0.16
GDP growth -0.04 -0.13* -0.11+ -0.04
Openness -0.01 -0.03+ -0.04* 0.00
Spatial lags
United Kingdom B4.2T***  53.26%**
Germany -3.26*
United States -291.00%*
Constant 42.21%%*% 42 .62%F*  §2.25%**  2(9,22%**
N 439 299 299 140
R2 0.68 0.81 0.80 0.45
Adj. R2 0.67 0.81 0.80 0.42

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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4.7.1 Unemployment

For the analyses of the unemployment RRs we include the unemployment rate as a control
variableE It can be assumed that high unemployment rates create pressure for the social benefits
and in turn may lead to lower RRs. However, as we will see in the analyses the percentage of
unemployed in relation to the total labor force has no significant impact in any statistical model
of unemployment RRs.

The analysis of the original RRs for unemployment benefits shows a strong effect of corporatism
in favor of higher RRs. This is true for both, OECD countries as well as CEE countries. There are
also weakly significant effects of Christian democratic and conservative governments. However,
the former is only true when analyzing all countries but fades when we split the analysis for
OECD and CEE countries, respectively. For conservative government we find only a negative
effect on RRs in the OECD countries and for Christian democratic only for the CEE countries.
There is no diffusion by neighborship but some states serve as models. Above all the UK is a
model for OECD countries. France is a model for the opposite. When France increases RRs the
other states do the opposite. However, the breakdown in the three income groups clarifies these
results.

First of all the partisan effects are becoming clearer. Left party positions correlate with lower
unemployment RRs. However, this is only true for OECD countries. This result shows that left
parties are more inclined to cut social benefits in the established welfare states than governments
with a more centrist position. A bit of a surprise is that governments with a high participation
of Christian democratic parties are associated with lower RRs. This result is particularly true
for OECD countries but also for the CEE countries. In the OECD countries governments with
a strong government participation of conservative parties are responsible for lower RRs for lower
income groups.

There are only significant effects of veto players in the model for the high income group in
the CEE countries. However this effect is clearly significant (p < 0.01) and shows that RRs
for people with high income are protected by veto players. This result explains why some CEE
countries fall into the captured-oriented distribution regime.

When considering the low income group we find a significant effect of diffusion by neighborship.
This effect was disguised in the analysis of the average wage earner above. Both the OECD as
well as the CEE countries orient themselves at the RRs of the US. However, this orientation is
significantly positive in the CEE but negative for the OECD world. Furthermore, the UK is a
model for the OECD countries and France is a negative case for the CEE countries. This result
sheds some doubts that the newly emerging welfares states in CEE took a European welfare
state as a model. But it also shows that the OECD countries are not following the lead of the
US in respect to unemployment RRs of low incomers. Finally it needs to be mentioned that a
very robust result for all countries, OECD as well as CEE, is the highly significant and positive
effect of corporatism.

The strong impact of corporatism can also be seen in the models for the mid and high income

groups. Only in the latter group in the CEE countries corporatism is only significant at the

precedes one step further. [...] the other significant change that Jahn introduces is change of institutions.”
8The data is taken from |[Armingeon et al|2015|
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p < 0.5 level. However, partisan effects fade. Only governments with strong conservative parties
are associated with lower RRs for mid income groups in the OECD countries. In contrast to
this the highly significant negative diffusion effect concerning the US model role remains also for
the mid income groups in the OECD countries while the positive effect for the CEE countries
disappears. Without any doubt, the UK is also in this income group the big model for the OECD
countries, Significant diffusion mechanisms differ in the high income group from the low and mid
income groups. While Germany is a negative example for the OECD countries the US takes the
same role for the CEE countries. That means that the impact of taking the US as a model for the
development of unemployment replacement rates in the CEE countries has different effects for
the various income groups. The US serves as a positive model for low incomers, it is neutral for
mid incomers and it is a negative example for the high incomers. Similarly, economic openness
has different effects but just for the OECD countries. The effects are positively significant for
the low income type, insignificant for the mid incomers and negatively significant for the high
income group. The UK is again the clear model state.

All in all the highly significant impact of corporatism for all income groups and countries is
impressive. This shows that the concept of corporatism travels very well to the CEE countries
and is a significant explanatory variable for both OECD and CEE countries. The finding that
veto players have a significant effect on keeping RRs high for the high income group in the CEE
countries helps to explain why some of these countries fall into the status-oriented distribution
regime. Furthermore, there are also diffusion effects and international factors at work. In partic-
ular specific countries standing for a particular welfare state regime serve as a model as well as a
contrast model. Partisan effects, in contrast, do not contribute overwhelmingly much to explain

unemployment RRs. However, they have significant results in some models.

4.7.2 Sickness

Table 4.13: Determinants of sickness replacement rates (original index)

Original

Overall OECD CEE
LR -0.11 -0.12 -0.03 -0.37
Veto player 0.07 0.07 0.07-+ 0.00
Social Democrats 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01
Corporatism 8.36***  10.32%**  19.76*** 2.28
Life expectancy -3.40%** 3. 84%** -0.36
Elderly 3.20%** 2.74%** 3.28%** -0.34
GDP growth -0.16+ -0.12 -0.06 0.00
Openness 0.11%** 0.10%** 0.03 -0.01
Spatial lags
United Kingdom 93.91%** 68.43%**
Germany -8.50% -32.15+
Constant 48.88%** 95 03*** -7.07 125.64***
N 425 425 285 140
R2 0.74 0.73 0.88 0.71
Adj. R2 0.74 0.73 0.88 0.69

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

For sickness RRs we introduce two variables which are often significant when explaining social
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Analysis

Table 4.14: Determinants of sickness replacement rates (low income)

Low income

Overall OECD
LR -0.10 -0.09 -0.07
Veto player 0.05 0.07 0.07
Social Democrats 0.00 0.00 0.00
Corporatism 9.72%** 17.26%** 16.41%%*
Life expectancy -2.15%**
Elderly 2.66%** 2. T1H**
GDP growth -0.11+ 0.00 -0.01
Openness 0.171%%* 0.09%** 0.09%**
Spatial lags
United Kingdom 6.65+ -9.26*
France -4.06+
_cons 102.34%**  27.98*** 24.16**
N 425 285 285
R2 0.80 0.86 0.86
Adj. R2 0.79 0.86 0.86

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Regres-
sions with CEE sample yielded no significant results for

diffusion variables.

Table 4.15: Determinants of sickness replacement rates (mid income)

Mid income

Overall OECD CEE
LR -0.09 -0.11 -0.07 -0.08 -0.33
Veto player 0.04 0.05 0.07 0.08 0.01
Social Democrats 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01
Corporatism 6.56%** 8.46%F**  19.34%*k*  20.98%** 1.16
Life expectancy -3.25%K% 3 g3*H* -0.29
Elderly 2.92%** 2.68*** 3.32%%* 3.23*** -0.60
GDP growth -0.13 -0.12 0.00 0.03 -0.01
Openness 0.10%** 0.10%*** 0.02 0.01 0.00
Spatial lags
United Kingdom 58.26%** 23.51%%*
Germany -7.17+ -28.76+
France -6.60**
Constant 56.17***  93.33%** 2.53 16.62* 126.25%**
N 425 425 285 285 140
R2 0.76 0.76 0.87 0.87 0.76
Adj. R2 0.75 0.75 0.87 0.87 0.74

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table 4.16: Determinants of sickness replacement rates (high income)

High income

Overall OECD CEE
LR -0.15 -0.18 -0.20 -0.15 -0.50+
Veto player 0.02 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.03
Social Democrats 0.00 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.01
Corporatism 4.02%* 17.53%**  16.14%**  17.24*** 1.59
Life expectancy -3.84%**
Elderly 3.95%** 4.09%**  4.19%** 3. 78¥H* 1.88*
GDP growth -0.01 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.07
Openness -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03
Spatial lags
United Kingdom 74.04%%* 25.35%**
Germany 7.56%
France -6.84*
Neighbors 0.91
Constant 50.57%%* -7.63 -12.23 6.91 58.83%**
N 425 285 285 285 140
R2 0.73 0.79 0.78 0.80 0.70
Adj. R2 0.72 0.79 0.77 0.79 0.68

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

health policy. Both variables should capture the “pressure” on the health system although both
factors are just very rough proxiesF;g]. Elderly is the percentage part of people over 65 years of
age. One may assume that an aging population implies higher health problems because elderly
have more frequently serious health problems than younger people. The other variable, life
expectations after 65, covers a similar effect. However, causality is less clear here. A higher
life expectation may not only create pressure but also relief. If people live longer they may be
healthier and may relief governments from high health expenditure. The hypothetical effect on
RRs is, therefore, ambiguous.

In the analysis it turned out that both variables interact with each other so that we often had
to exclude one variable from the analysis. This is so although the direct bi-variate correlation is
modest (< 0.4) and the variance inflation factor does not detect the collinearity of the regressors
with the constant. Substantially, the result actually is so that elderly is associated with higher
RRs and life expectations with lower ones. This relationship is true mainly in the OECD countries
where the effect of elderly is highly significant (p < 0.001) for all income groups. In contrast
for CEE countries this is only true for the high income group. This may show that elderly have
a strong lobby in established welfare states which keeps high RRs up. This effect may only be
valid for high incomers in the CEE countries and is also a strong explanatory variable why so
many CEE countries fall into the captured- and status-oriented distribution regimes.

The models with the original RRs show that besides the two discussed variables, corporatism
is significant and economic openness when we consider all countries. The UK is also for sickness
RRs the model for the OECD countries and Germany seems to serve as a negative model in the
CEE countries. Are we able to refine this picture when looking at various income groups?

For the low income group we find no significant results for the RRs of the low income group for

the CEE countries. For the OECD countries economic openness has appositive effect on RRs.

9The data are taken from [Armingeon et al.|[2015

39



4 Empirical Analysis

This indicates a race to the top. As above, for the CEE countries we do not come to a conclusive
result for the low income group. Actually, none of the variables included into the model reaches
a significant result.

This changes only slightly for the mid income group. Again, the UK has a strong impact on
the RRs of the OECD countries. The negative impact of Germany as a model is significant at
the 0.1 level for both the OECD and the CEE countries. For the latter France has a negative
impact. For the OECD countries economic openness has no effect anymore leaving corporatism
and the share of elderly as the only — but highly significant — variables.

This pattern hold for high income groups for the OECD countries. For CEE countries the
position of the government has a significant effect. The more a government stands to the left,
the higher the RRs. This may explain why more than two thirds of the CEE countries have
status- or captured-oriented patterns of distributions regimes for sickness RRs. Furthermore,
the pressure of elderly is in the high income group not only significant for the OECD countries
but also for the CEE countries. While the effect of elderly in the high income groups is significant
on the p < 0.05 level for the CEE countries, the diffusion effect disappears. However, this is
different for the OECD countries. Here, Germany and above all the UK are positive examples,
while France is a negative one.

All in all the results show the highly significant impact of corporatism again. However, for
sickness RRs only for the OECD countries. For these countries the pressure created by a high
amount of elderly people is also highly significant. Very impressive is the model role of the UK
for the OECD countries. All three findings are highly significant for all three income groups in
the OECD countries. For CEE countries we could not find very conclusive results in the area of
sickness RRs. However, we obtained again some significant results (impact of left government
position and share of elderly for the high income group) why so many CEE countries have

capture-oriented or status-oriented distribution regimes.

4.7.3 Standard pensions

For the RRs of standard pension we find again that corporatism has a significant impact among
the OECD countries. In sharp contrast, this time corporatism has no effect in the CEE countries.
The models with the original RRs show that the share of people of 65 lead to higher standard
pension RRs. This is true for the OECD as well as CEE countries and also when analyzing
OECD and CEE countries simultaneously in one single model. In addition, economic openness
has a negative effect in the OECD countries showing that there is a race to the bottom in the
area of standard pension policy. The United States serves as a negative model for pension policy
in both OECD and CEE countries. In contrast to these findings France seems to be a reference
model for OECD countries. There is also a weak partisan effect: when liberal parties are strong
in governments in OECD countries this leads to lower standard pension RRs.

When looking at the low income group many of the above mentioned findings cannot be con-
firmed. Only corporatism prevails for the OECD countries. Government positions are important
in both OECD and CEE countries. When governments move to the left, RRs for the low income
group decrease significantly. The UK has again a model role in the OECD countries. This is

also true for Germany. However, Germany has a positive model role in the OECD countries but
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Table 4.17: Determinants of standard pension replacement rates (original index)

Original

Overall OECD CEE
LR 0.05 0.06 0.07 -0.06
Veto player 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.03
Social Democrats 0.01 0.03
Liberals -0.03 -0.05*
Corporatism 3.29%* 3.71%* 5.63*** -0.83
Elderly 1.80%** 1.36%** 1.71%%* 2.87*
GDP growth -0.03 0.00 0.00 -0.05
Openness -0.06-+ -0.04+ -0.04* -0.09
Spatial lags
United States -20.80%** -17.51F%*%  _65.73%*
France 6.43+
Constant 53.74%**  41.90%**  51.96***  73.03**
N 411 271 271 140
R2 0.59 0.84 0.85 0.34
Adj. R2 0.58 0.84 0.85 0.30

Note: * p < 0.05,

** p < 0.01, ¥*¥* p < 0.001

Table 4.18: Determinants of standard pension replacement rates (low income)

Low income

Overall OECD CEE
LR 0.13 0.19+ 0.06 0.13+ 0.80* 0.87%*
Veto player 0.00 -0.03 -0.05 -0.10* 0.38 0.40
Social Democrats 0.02 0.02 -0.01 0.00 0.05 0.05
Corporatism 2.26 1.93 6.44*** 5.53%** -5.65 -5.05
Elderly -0.02 -0.37 0.14 -0.24 -2.73%* -2.52%
GDP growth -0.16+ -0.14 -0.01 0.03 -0.22 -0.17
Openness 0.01 0.01 -0.02 -0.02 0.03 0.05
Spatial lags
Germany 16.53* 25.00%** -83.05+
United Kingdom 20.89%** 14.51+**
France -58.80**
Constant 61.23**%*%  63.73*¥*F*  56.99%**  68.65%**  151.56***  137.09%**
N 411 411 271 271 140 140
R2 0.64 0.66 0.83 0.82 0.45 0.47
Adj. R2 0.63 0.66 0.83 0.81 0.42 0.44

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table 4.19: Determinants of standard pension replacement rates (mid income)

Mid income

Overall OECD CEE
LR 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.08 -0.05
Veto player 0.00 -0.03 -0.02 -0.01 0.03
Social Democrats 0.02 0.03
Liberals -0.05%* -0.04+ -0.05%*
Corporatism 3.25% 5.06%*** 4.79%** 6.59*** -2.15
Elderly 1.55%** 1.43%%* 1.31%%* 1.57*** 2.254
GDP growth -0.04 0.01 0.02 0.02 -0.07
Openness -0.05+ -0.05%* -0.04* -0.05%* -0.08
Spatial lags
United States -18.56** -16.60***  -60.36*
United Kingdom 8.99*
France 6.74*
Constant 54 11%**  40.12%*%*  41.76%**  52.35%** 74 16**
N 411 271 271 271 140
R2 0.61 0.86 0.85 0.86 0.37
Adj. R2 0.60 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.33
Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Table 4.20: Determinants of standard pension replacement rates (high income)

High income

Overall OECD CEE
LR 0.04 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.03
Veto player -0.11+ -0.11+ -0.05 -0.37 -0.35
Social Democrats 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01
Liberals -0.08%*
Corporatism TA8KKE  825¥FK 10.64%H* 4.53 5.68
Elderly 1.75%** 2.02%** 2.25%** -0.26 -0.32
GDP growth 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.09 0.09
Openness -0.06+ -0.06+ -0.08*** -0.08 -0.07
Spatial lags
United Kingdom 15.17+ 143.96**
United States -15.35*
Sweden 13.20%*  -54.93+
Constant 22.91**  32.32%** 14.90* 95.51** 2.74
N 411 411 271 140 140
R2 0.46 0.47 0.76 0.19 0.21
Adj. R2 0.44 0.46 0.75 0.14 0.16

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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a negative in the CEE countries. The latter is also true for France. For the CEE countries there
is a significant effect for elderly but the sign is in the non-expected direction.

The situation changes for the models analyzing the mid income group. For the CEE countries
elderly has now a significantly weak but positive impact and the US is a negative model. In the
OECD counbtries the UK and France are model states showing that various models of welfare
state developments have an impact in the OECD countries. Furthermore, the impact of economic
openness is negatively significant (p < 0.05) for the mid income group. For the OECD model
we also find that strong liberal parties in government have a negative effect on standard pension
RRs for the mid income group.

Even on a higher level of significance most of these findings are confirmed for the high income
group. It is a bit surprising that a high amount of liberals in government target the high income
group for cuts in RRs in the OECD countries. An astonishing result is the diffusion impact
of Sweden as a model. For OECD countries Sweden serves a model and countries follow the
Swedish way. In CEE countries it is just the opposite. Sweden serves as a negative example.
While this result is clearly significant for the OECD countries (p < 0.01) it is less clear for the
CEE countries (p < 0.1), in particular because the latter model is not well specified. However,
this time the UK is a model state for the CEE countries.

The models for standard pension RRs show again that corporatism and the model role of the
UK are important variables, at least in the OECD welfare states. A high amount of elderly is
a robust indicator for explaining high standard pension RRs in the OECD countries. Diffusion
and international factors are relevant although in different and specific ways as described above.

There are also some weak partisan effects in this area.

4.7.4 Total replacement rates

Analyzing the impact of variables on an aggregated index may be disputed. As we have seen
from the analysis of the three policy areas many and diverse variables have specific impacts of
the RRs in unemployment, sickness and pension RRs. However, analyzing the aggregate may
show which trends dominate when looking at a broader picture.

In the OECD countries, corporatism is the major game in town. Corporatist countries have
high RRs. In the CEE countries this is only true for the high income group. Only this group is
protected by organized interest groups which may be an explanation why status and captured
oriented capitalism is at work in the CEE countries. Actually the same is also true for elderly.
People of an age of 65 and above exercise a high pressure for the OECD countries. In the CEE
countries this is only true for the high income group.

Economic openness has a U-shaped effect in the OECD countries. For the low income group
the relationship between economic openness and RRs is positive and significant. That means
that an open economy supports higher RRs. This changes for the mid-income group where this
relationship is small and insignificant. Turning to the high income group leads again to significant
results but this time the direction of the association has changed: the more open an economy
the lower the RRs.

In the aggregated analysis the high impact of the UK on the RRs of the other countries prevails.
For the OECD countries the UK is a model for all income groups. For the CEE countries, the
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Table 4.21: Determinants of total replacement rates (low income)

Low income

Overall OECD CEE
LR 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.01 0.12 0.13
Veto player 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.09 0.07
Social Democrats 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02
Corporatism 3HTHFHFER 4 95%FK G AQFFF R FTHHH 2.81 3.11
Elderly 0.73** 0.74** 1.03%** 1.15%%* -0.19 0.06
Unemployment 0.20 0.23+ 0.17* 0.19* 0.16 0.15
GDP growth -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 0.03
Openness 0.05** 0.05* 0.05** 0.04* -0.02 -0.01
Spatial lags
United Kingdom 24 52*H* 16.81%** -168.10*
Germany 9.27%%* 9.947%%*
France -37.97*%*
Constant 45.07**F*%  51.68%FF  43.37FFF  43.61FF*  179.75%F*F  105.67*F*F*
N 383 383 243 243 140 140
R2 0.87 0.86 0.94 0.94 0.79 0.79
Adj. R2 0.86 0.86 0.94 0.94 0.77 0.78
Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
Table 4.22: Determinants of total replacement rates (mid income)
Mid income
Overall OECD CEE

LR -0.04 0.06 0.04 -0.19 -0.18

Veto player 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.05

Social Democrats 0.00 0.00 0.00

Conservatives -0.01%* -0.01

Corporatism 5.13*** 8.33*%**  10.24%** 3.27 2.96

Elderly 1.31%** 1.44%** 1.52%%* 0.86 0.59

Unemployment 0.08 0.21* 0.22%%* -0.06 -0.11

GDP growth -0.02 -0.03 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01

Openness 0.01 -0.01 -0.02 0.00 -0.01

Spatial lags

United Kingdom 24.87** 24 73*F** -110.53**

United States -28.7T*

France -45.85+

Constant 34.62%*%*%  30.73*¥*F*  51.64%**  105.60***  93.02***

N 383 243 243 140 140

R2 0.82 0.93 0.92 0.75 0.76

Adj. R2 0.81 0.92 0.92 0.74 0.74

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p

< 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table 4.23: Determinants of total replacement rates (high income)

High income

Overall OECD CEE
LR -0.14 -0.16+ -0.15 -0.11 -0.06 -0.29
Veto player -0.02 0.00 -0.01 0.02 0.02 -0.04
Social Democrats -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.00
Corporatism 4.01%** 5.17TH** 5.28%**  10.95%**  10.60*** 4.59+
Elderly 1.63%** 1.67*%** 1.85%** 2.13%** 2.16%** 1.50*
Unemployment 0.10 0.09 0.10 0.21* 0.15 -0.21
GDP growth 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.01 0.01
Openness 0.00 0.01 0.01 -0.05** -0.03* -0.04
Spatial lags
United Kingdom  38.05%** 11.17+
United States -71.24+ -184.87+
Sweden 13.38%** 12.34%%*
Constant 20.19** 56.72%** 22.26%* 20.37F** 15.71* 110.41%**
N 383 383 383 243 243 140
R2 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.86 0.87 0.71
Adj. R2 0.77 0.76 0.76 0.86 0.87 0.69

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

UK is a negative example for low and mid income groups and insignificant for the high income
group. Actually, for the CEE countries there are no positive diffusion effects in the aggregated
analysis. France has a negative effect in the low and mid income group and the US for the high
income group. For the OECD countries the US is a negative example for the mid income group
and Sweden is a positive example for the high income group.

There are no partisan effects which survive in an aggregated analysis. The trends are too
contradictuous and vary too much from one policy to the other that there are clear party effects
identifiable. These results are in line with the literature analyzing aggregated social expenditure
(Huber and Stephens|, 2001]).

4.8 Conclusion

Taking the three areas of social policy together the results show that corporatism is the major
political variable explaining differences in RRs. This is undoubtedly true for the OECD countries
but also in the CEE countries this variable has a predominantly significant effect. In sharp
contrast to this substantial finding, partisan effects are all in all weak. This might be the case
because during the period of welfare state retrenchment there are probably no clear partisan
effects since parties react country specific. For instance, in some countries such as the UK or
Germany social democrats were the leader of reforming the welfare state even if that meant to
cut RRs severely. In other countries such as France, Greece and Spain social democrats are
more strongly aligned with traditional left politics which also means to keep RRs at a high
level. Taken this contradictous behavior of party families into account may explain why the
effects of party families are wiped out. Additionally, a variable that has only minor explanatory
power in our analysis is the veto player. The variable has only been significant in the models for

the high income group for unemployment RRs in the CEE countries. Concerning the function
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Table 4.24: Evaluation of hypotheses on welfare regimes and their developments

# Name Description Evaluation

Al Regime cluster Welfare states exhibit country-specific variance and can be clus-  Accepted
tered into regime types (i.e. social-democratic, conservative,
liberal, and Mediterranean).

A2a  CEE welfare states I Welfare states in CEE countries converge to the characteristics ~ Accepted®
of Western types.

A2b CEE welfare states 11 Welfare states in CEE countries form a distict Eastern welfare Rejected
regime.

B1 Convergence European welfare states converge over time. Rejected

B2a  Race to the bottom European welfare states exhibit a downward convergence. Rejected

B2b  Race to the top European welfare states exhibit an upward convergence. Rejected

B2c¢ New model European welfare states convergence and form a new model of Rejected
welfare regime (i.e. a distinct European welfare regime).

B3 Divergence European welfare states diverge over time. Rejected

C1 Partisan influence Parties do matter in reforming welfare states. Leftist parties Rejected”
correlate with higher replacement rates, while righist parties
correlate with lower replacement rates.

C2 Path dependency The type of welfare state determines the range of future devel- Accpeted
opments within itself.

C3 Transformation Economic growth within the transformation phase of CEE coun-  Rejected
tries determines the development of the welfare state.

D1 Economic openness Economic openness has an effect on the development of the Rejected
welfare state.

D2 Diffusion Policy diffusion has an effect on the convergence of European Accepted®
welfare states.

El Controls Welfare state reform is influenced by institutional, economic, Accepted?

corporatist, and (socio)demographic factors.

¢ Convergence observed in social security programs and funding, but not in social expenditures.

® Depending on income level and social security program, but not for aggregated replacement rates.
¢ For most programs, but to a varying degree.
4 This is especially true for the degree of corporatism in country.

of a role model for the OECD countries, the United Kingdom is a decisive factor to explain

variation in the development of RRs. Reforms initiated by the prime ministers Thatcher, Major

and Blair serve as policy reform examples for the other OECD countries. The British model

can be characterized as disfavoring the low income group and increasing the RRs of the mid

and above all high income groups. However, the results show that international factors are not

solely determining replacement rates. They are by far not dominating domestic politics, but

they are often significant in various forms. However, the impact is ambiguous and different from

one policy field to the other. This makes an easy interpretation difficult. It is fair to say the
United States more often than not serves as a negative model for both the OECD and the CEE

countries. The role of the UK has been discussed above.
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A.2 User statistics of the CWED2 website

Below, we present the user statistics of the website for CWED2 (www.cwed2.org) from its launch
until end of December 2016. Since the website went online in August 2013, the website had
attracted numerous visitors downloading the data set and codebook. To date, the website had

an overall count of over 35,000 visitors (with about 23,000 unique visitors).

Monthly history

DR | (11 11 T

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun  Jul Aug Sep Oct MNov Dec
2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013

visitors visits

Jan 2013 o D 0 0 D

Feb 2013 0 D 0 0 D

Mar 2013 0 D 0 0 D

Apr 2013 o D o 0 D

May 2013 o D 0 0 D

Jun 2013 o D 0 0 D

Jul 2013 o D 0 0 D

Aug 2013 &6 99 318 619 22.55 MB

Sep 2013 1,013 1,320 4,087 11,002 256.21 MB

Oct 2013 422 835 1,772 4,309 123.71 MB

Mov 2013 439 592 1,584 3,976 105.92 MB

Dec 2013 353 551 1,737 4,000 108.63 MB
Total 2,293 3,197 9,498 23,906 617.01 MB

Monthly history

I|UIU| ”I WI\ gl I\

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun  Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014

Month Unique Mumber of Hits
visitors visits

Jan 2014 404 553 1,794 3,933 93.15 MB
Feb 2014 300 421 1,605 3,881 §8.31 MB
Mar 2014 866 1,043 3,986 9,070 202.24 MB
Apr 2014 528 ga1 2,545 4,964 137.19 MB
May 2014 513 904 2,722 4,549 114.75 MB
Jun 2014 528 851 2,777 5,102 111.99 MB
Jul 2014 433 629 1,672 3,593 133.82 MB
Aug 2014 366 513 1,453 3,457 96.46 MB
Sep 2014 443 599 1,448 3,832 99,28 MB
Oct 2014 571 793 2,271 5,380 132.24 MB
Nov 2014 582 773 2,370 6,055 163.67 MB
Dec 2014 555 708 2,302 5,471 147.07 MB
Total 5,889 8,708 26,945 59,587 1.48 GB
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Monthly history

T

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun  Jul Aug Sep Oct Mow Dec
2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015

Unique Mumber of -
GO Al AN

Jan 2015 583 1,126 3,414 6,745 194.73 MB
Feb 2015 451 682 1,012 4,328 182.22 MB
Mar 2015 583 758 2,117 5,239 220.31 MB
Apr 2015 578 768 2,586 5,811 249.09 MB
May 2015 556 734 2,110 5,458 196.02 MB
Jun 2015 517 711 1,093 4,950 163.98 MB
Jul 2015 510 670 1,955 4,906 144.62 MB
Aug 2015 543 693 2,067 4,790 127.74 MB
Sep 2015 466 659 1,895 4,012 95.65 MB
Oct 2015 575 824 2,243 4,741 110.92 MB
Mov 2015 536 826 2,193 4,870 125.26 MB
Dec 2015 532 836 2,518 4,901 133.07 MB

Total 6,430 9,307 27,003 60,751 1.90 GB

Monthly history

dilil it

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun  Jul Aug Sep Oct MNov Dec
2016 2016 2016 2016 2016 2016 2016 2016 2016 2016 2016 2016

Unigque Number of -
R wisitors visits E

Jan 2016 360 00 2,780 5,425 123.71 MB
Feb 2016 631 Q992 2,908 5,832 159.50 MB
Mar 2016 693 1,061 2,988 6,370 154.77 MB
Apr 2016 387 903 2,863 53,893 157.46 MB
May 2016 797 1,258 3,766 3,233 194,23 MB
Jun 2016 G608 931 2,825 3,737 153.18 MB
Jul 2016 347 911 2,687 5,340 152.82 MB
Aug 2016 6081 1,141 2,991 3,011 132.07 MB
Sep 2016 398 1,102 2,847 5,258 124.02 MB
Oct 2016 860 1,635 3,460 5,935 123.26 MB
Mov 2016 1,044 1,887 4,186 7,527 178.31 MB
Dec 2016 993 1,958 4,236 6,952 150.30 MB

Total 8,599 14,679 38,537 74,333 1.76 GB
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B.1 Replacement rates for single households
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2 Sickness
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B.1.3 Standard pensions

Western countries

Australia Austria
100 100
90 90
80 80
704 704
60 60
50 K/\’—\/ 50
40 \/1,\/ 40
30+ - 30+
20 - 204
104 104
0 0
19‘95 20‘00 20‘05 20‘10 19‘95 20‘00 20‘05 20‘10
Standard pension RR single 50 ————— Standard pension RR single 100 ———— Standard pension RR single 50 ————— Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR single 200 ~—————— Standard pension RR lone parent 50 ——————— Standard pension RR single 200 ~—————— Standard pension RR lone parent 50
Belgium Canada
1001 1001
904 90
80 80 W
70 70
60 - 60 -
50 o™ 707
40| 40|
30| T
20 20
10 10
04 04
19‘95 20‘00 20‘05 20‘10 19‘95 20‘00 20‘05 20‘10
Standard pension RR single 50 ————— Standard pension RR single 100 ———— Standard pension RR single 50 ————— Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR single 200 —————— Standard pension RR lone parent 50 ————— Standard pension RR single 200 ——————— Standard pension RR lone parent 50

81



100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10

B Graphs/Graphiken

Taiwan, Province of China

T
1995

T
2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR lone parent 50

100
90 -
804
70
60
50 -
40+
30
20+

10

Finland

T
1995

T
2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR lone parent 50

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10+

Germany

—_—
—_—

R’\m

T
1995

T
2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR lone parent 50

100
90 -
804
70
60 -
50 -
40+
30
20+
10

04

Ireland

e

T
1995

T
2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100

Standard pension RR lone parent 50

82

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10

Denmark

T
2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100

Standard pension RR lone parent 50

1001
90+
80
70
60
50 -
40+
30
20+

10

France

T
1995

T
2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR lone parent 50

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10

Greece

T
1995

T
2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR lone parent 50

100
90+
80
70
60 -
50 -
40+
30
20+
10

04

Italy

T
1995

T
2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100

Standard pension RR lone parent 50




B Graphs/Graphiken

Japan
1001
90
80
n{—
60 -
R
o o~
30
20
10
o4
19‘95 2()‘00 2()‘05 20‘10
Standard pension RR single 50 Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR single 200 Standard pension RR lone parent 50
Netherlands
100
904 /\/'\/_/\f
804
70
60 /\’—/v\-/\
50 /\/_N
40+
30
204
10
o4
19‘95 20‘00 20‘05 20‘10
Standard pension RR single 50 Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR single 200 Standard pension RR lone parent 50
Norway
1001
90
80
70
. \—\_/__/_‘—/
504 /—/\-/—\—’/
40|
30
20
104
o4
19‘95 20‘00 20‘05 20‘10
Standard pension RR single 50 Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR single 200 Standard pension RR lone parent 50
Spain
100
90 \X\
80
704
604
50 -
40
30
20
104
04
19‘95 20‘00 20‘05 20‘10

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100

Standard pension RR lone parent 50

83

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10

Korea, Republic of

/A%

T
1995

T
2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100

Standard pension RR lone parent 50

1001
90+
80
70
60
50 -
40+
30
20+

10

New Zealand

T
1995

T
2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR lone parent 50

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10

Portugal

T
1995

T
2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR lone parent 50

1001
90+
80
70
60 -
50 -
40+
30
20+
10

04

Sweden

T
1995

T
2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100

Standard pension RR lone parent 50




1001

90

80

70

B Graphs/Graphiken

Switzerland

60 -
o /_/’//\/\/

o

30
20
104
o4
19‘95 20‘00 2()‘05 20‘10
———— Standard pension RR single 50 Standard pension RR single 100
————— Standard pension RR single 200 Standard pension RR lone parent 50
United States of America
100
90+
804

o -~
oo -

50 -

wowf—

30
20+

10

T T
1995 2000

T T
2005 2010

——— Standard pension RR single 50
——————— Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR lone parent 50

Eastern countries

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

Bulgaria

T T
1995 2000

T T
2005 2010

———— Standard pension RR single 50
—————— Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR lone parent 50

1001
90
80
70
60 -
50

40+

10+

Estonia

30
20

T T
1995 2000

T T
2005 2010

————— Standard pension RR single 50
————— Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100

Standard pension RR lone parent 50

84

United Kingdom

1001
90+

80

60 -

30

20

10+

70 —V—\//—/*’/\
_’//\/,__/\

501

T T
1995 2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100

Standard pension RR lone parent 50

Czech Republic

20+

10

T T
1995 2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR lone parent 50

1001
90+
80
70
60

40+
30
20
10

o4

Hungary

T T
1995 2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100

Standard pension RR lone parent 50




100
90
80
70
60 -
50
40+
30
20
10

B Graphs/Graphiken

Latvia

T T
1995 2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100

Standard pension RR lone parent 50

100
90
80
70
60 -
50
40+
30
20
10+

Poland

~_ _—— ——__—

\///’\/\_‘\f
\//\/\w—

T T
1995 2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR lone parent 50

100
90
80
70
60
504
40+
30
20
10

o4

Slovakia

T T
1995 2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR lone parent 50

85

100

90+

80

70

60 -

Lithuania

50

40
30
20

10+

ﬁ__/_\/

T T
1995 2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50

Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100

Standard pension RR lone parent 50

1001
90+
80
70
60
50 -
40+
30
20+

10

Romania

T T
1995 2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR lone parent 50

100
90+
80
70
60
50
40
304
20
10

04

Slovenia

T T
1995 2000

T T
2005 2010

Standard pension RR single 50
Standard pension RR single 200

Standard pension RR single 100
Standard pension RR lone parent 50




B.1.

B Graphs/Graphiken

4 Minimum pensions

Western countries

Australia
1001
90
80
70
60
e
40 %
30-] -_— — .
204 -
104
o4
19‘95 20‘00 2()‘05 20‘10
Minimum pension RR single 50 Minimum pension RR single 100
Minimum pension RR single 200 Minimum pension RR lone parent 50
Belgium
100
90 -
80
70
60
50
404
304
204 -H’U/—’/-
104
o4
19‘95 20‘00 20‘05 20‘10
Minimum pension RR single 50 Minimum pension RR single 100
Minimum pension RR single 200 Minimum pension RR lone parent 50
Taiwan, Province of China
100
90
80
70
60
504
40
30
204
10 —
o p—
19‘95 20‘00 20‘05 20‘10
Minimum pension RR single 50 Minimum pension RR single 100
Minimum pension RR single 200 Minimum pension RR lone parent 50
Finland
1001
90 -
80
70
60 -
50 \\/\_"\
40+ \_’\k’\
30 \——x
o
10
04
19‘95 20‘00 20‘05 20‘10

Minimum pension RR single 50 Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR single 200 Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

86

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10

Austria

-_—

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50 ———— Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR single 200 ~——————Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

1001
90+
80
70
60
50 -
40+
30
20+

10

Canada

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50
Minimum pension RR single 200

————— Minimum pension RR single 100
~——————Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10

Denmark

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50
Minimum pension RR single 200

————— Minimum pension RR single 100
~—————Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

100
90+
80
70
60 -
50 -
40+
30
20+

10

04

France

N_N
/\~\/\/\/

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50 ———— Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR single 200 ~——————Minimum pension RR lone parent 50




1001
90
80
70
60 -
50

40+

Germany

B Graphs/Graphiken

304 -

N e—— ]

10

T
1995

T
2000

T
2005

T
2010

————— Minimum pension RR single 50

————— Minimum pension RR single 200

Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

100
90 -
804
70
60

50 -

30

10

Ireland

20 w—/\/——,_

T
1995

T
2000

T
2005

T
2010

———— Minimum pension RR single 50
—————— Minimum pension RR single 200

Minimum pension RR single 100
Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

1001
90
80
70
60 -

50

Japan

o

T
2010

30
20
104
o4
T T T
1995 2000 2005
———— Minimum pension RR single 50 Minimum pension RR single 100
~—————— Minimum pension RR single 200 Minimum pension RR lone parent 50
Netherlands
100

804

70

90 - /\/’\/—/\f
o —————————

ot ——

40+

30

20+
10

04

T
1995

T
2000

T
2005

T
2010

———— Minimum pension RR single 50

—————— Minimum pension RR single 200

Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

87

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10

Greece

\/~\—/‘\—’—\

-

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50 Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR single 200 Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

1001
90+
80
70

60

20+

10

Italy

50| x/’_—/ﬁ’\

40 \/—/’_\___\
30 F\
S e

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50
Minimum pension RR single 200

Minimum pension RR single 100
Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10

Korea, Republic of

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50
Minimum pension RR single 200

Minimum pension RR single 100
Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

1001
90+
80

70

50 -
40+
30
20+
10

04

New Zealand

60 \’_/«_/\’V

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50 Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR single 200 Minimum pension RR lone parent 50




100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10

B Graphs/Graphiken

Norway

— @ @@ —
——

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50 Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR single 200

Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

100
90+
804
70
60
50 -
40+
30
20+

10

Spain

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50
Minimum pension RR single 200

Minimum pension RR single 100
Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10+

Switzerland

//\’/M\/

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50
Minimum pension RR single 200

Minimum pension RR single 100
Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

100
90
804
70
60 -
50 -
40+
30
20+
10

04

United States of America

T
1995

T
2000

T T
2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50
Minimum pension RR single 200

Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

88

Portugal

100+
90
80
70
60+
504
40+
30

20+

-

T
1995

10+

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50 Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR single 200 Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

Sweden
100+

90+
80
70

60

—
S R —

e L S

50 -
40+
30
20+

10

T T T T
1995 2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50
Minimum pension RR single 200

Minimum pension RR single 100
Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

United Kingdom
1001
90
80
70
60 -
w0 w

40

30
i
10

T T T T
1995 2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50
Minimum pension RR single 200

Minimum pension RR single 100
Minimum pension RR lone parent 50




B Graphs/Graphiken

Eastern countries

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10+

Bulgaria

/\J_’—/\—/\ﬁ
—

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50 ————— Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR single 200 = Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

04

Estonia

/\*/\__\_’//

B ey

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50 ————— Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR single 200 ~——————Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10

Latvia

s e —

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50 ————— Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR single 200 ~—————Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10

04

Poland

——

e —

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50

Minimum pension RR single 200

———— Minimum pension RR single 100

~——————Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

89

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10+

Czech Republic

T

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50 Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR single 200 Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

04

Hungary

—~——

e

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50 Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR single 200 Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10

Lithuania

‘/w

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50 Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR single 200 Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10

04

Romania

\/‘\/\/
—_—

T
1995

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50

Minimum pension RR single 200

Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR lone parent 50




B Graphs/Graphiken

Slovakia

?

T T T
2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50 Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR single 200 Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

Slovenia
100+

90
80
70
60
50
40

30

20

e —— R R

10

T T T T
1995 2000 2005 2010

Minimum pension RR single 50 Minimum pension RR single 100

Minimum pension RR single 200 Minimum pension RR lone parent 50

B.2 Replacement rates for couple households
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B.2.4 Minimum pensions
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Table C.1: Levels of unemployment replacement rates in 33 countries, 1995-2010.

Singles Couples

50 100 200 LP 5050 1000 10050 150150
AUS 46.04 2499  15.03 — 43.48 54.46  30.51  50.48
AUT 56.48  54.62  39.23  76.45 84.77 6551  T77.11  77.69
BEL 80.07 62.85 37.01 78.51 100.27  61.76  82.53  84.01
CAN 65.15 61.18 35.84  69.85 81.36  64.72 7596  73.04
CHE 7448  69.30 5744  77.55 88.91 80.43 85.88  88.32
DEU 61.59 62.80 61.59 77.74 86.02 69.80 75.20  72.62
DNK 93.87 69.13 42.71  80.25 97.16  73.27  81.37  76.93
ESP 82.81 82.01 65.76  55.62 94.93 81.56 90.48  89.27
FIN 66.04 53.13 4440 75.73 99.62 64.02 85.26  81.96
FRA 90.23 70.51 67.28  91.60 65.85  70.27  59.26  61.50
GBR 44.41 28.13 15.14  51.87 78.50  47.68  61.48 61.47
GRC 47.59 4549 5390  42.55 78.08 58.00 71.93  80.78
IRL 57.59  38.29 25.11  56.01 88.20 64.05 67.64  69.97
ITA 37.05 25.12  26.98 28.93 71.31  34.88 63.56  66.18
JPN 74.48  62.13 36.11 57.15 87.56  59.18 73.80  73.50
KOR 57.76  53.42  33.06 57.53 28.82  52.69 35.07 21.16
NDL 78.02  80.47  64.58  82.50 90.22 83.45 88.68  85.58
NOR 66.47  64.48 5436  77.46 93.19 71.52 89.88  89.15
NZL 52.67  30.08 15.56  64.56 79.85 61.63 5843  60.16
PRT 120.08 90.81 67.53  67.96 112.09  72.58 81.78  87.25
SWE 89.60  77.48 4841  91.59 95.35 79.65 85.84  78.72
TWN 59.46  60.34 34.76  57.23 29.16 58.29 39.38  22.51
USA 60.00 62.21 3291 — 87.26  60.33 79.79  78.44
BGR 91.21 57.88 3391  90.65 95.70  56.57  72.37  69.40
CZE 48.23  48.10 39.85 53.81 12420  86.06  91.65  80.93
EST 36.95 30.54 27.07 48.11 70.43 36.31 57.31  65.14
HUN 65.70  51.05  30.90  75.68 102.05 71.66 81.92  76.97
LTU 62.62 40.58 23.76  58.42 81.59  40.50 62.06  65.30
LVA 69.03 68.34 67.46 66.34 88.23  65.07 82.38  85.92
POL 55.74 2897 15.04  76.51 83.51 52.01 63.59  64.80
ROU 74.36  55.78  51.50  76.85 88.23 5885 73.13 T7.25
SVK 61.19 62.06 55.61 56.83 7549  61.43 7442  80.03
SVN 63.66  62.77 40.71 7177 101.02  68.78  80.09  77.30
Non-CEE 70.06  57.80 43.08  69.46 84.84 6530 74.23  73.97
CEFE 62.87  50.61  38.58  67.50 91.06 59.72  73.89  74.30
Total 68.69  56.60 42.22  69.05 86.03 64.36  74.17  74.03
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Table C.2: Levels of unemployment replacement rates in 33 countries by aggregates, 1995-2010.

Income level No. of children

Orig. Low Mid High Two None

AUS 40.16 45.26  38.83  32.88 46.12  28.71
AUT 60.00 71.24  66.39 57.97 76.73  50.22
BEL 61.86 88.33 68.42  59.64 80.89  59.21
CAN 62.95 73.25  67.29 54.44 73.77  54.06
CHE 74.87 81.70 7854 72.88 85.89  67.07
DEU 66.30 73.80 69.09 67.11 76.09  61.59
DNK 71.20 95.51  74.59  59.82 82.18  68.57
ESP 81.78 88.87 84.68  77.52 89.06  76.86
FIN 58.58 82.83 69.02 63.18 83.09  55.58
FRA 68.92 77.04  65.98  63.00 64.07  73.90
GBR 37.90 61.46 45.76  38.31 62.28  29.23
GRC 51.39 62.77 61.08 66.97 73.31  49.83
IRL 51.17 72.89 56.76  47.54 72.55  40.32
ITA 30.00 54.18  48.98  46.55 61.95 33.53
JPN 60.85 81.02 63.43 54.81 72.72  56.76
KOR 53.06 43.29 47.06 27.11 34.43  48.08
NDL 81.96 84.12  84.20  75.08 86.98  74.36
NOR 68.00 80.04 76.13  75.12 87.23  63.27
NZL 45.74 67.34 50.39 38.32 65.70  33.33
PRT 81.69 116.09 81.72  77.39 88.43  92.81
SWE 78.57 92.47 80.99 63.56 84.89  71.83
TWN 59.31 44.31  52.67  28.64 37.33  51.52
USA 61.27 73.72 67.44  55.76 76.46  51.83
BGR 57.22 93.46 62.27 51.65 73.51  61.00
CZE 67.08 86.22  75.27  60.39 95.71  45.39
EST 33.43 53.69 41.39 46.11 57.30  31.52
HUN 61.36 83.87 68.21  53.93 83.15  49.22
LTU 40.54 72.11 4771  44.53 62.36  42.32
LVA 66.71 78.63 7193  76.69 80.40  68.28
POL 40.49 69.62  48.19  39.92 65.98  33.25
ROU 57.32 81.30 62.59  64.37 74.36  60.55
SVK 61.75 68.34 65.97 67.82 72.84  59.62
SVN 65.77 82.34  70.55  59.00 81.80 55.71
Non-CEFE 61.31 7724  67.01  58.77 75.03  57.29
CEE 55.17 76.96 61.41 56.44 74.74  50.69
Total 60.32 77.19  66.01  58.35 74.98  56.11
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Table C.3: Levels of sickness replacement rates in 33 countries, 1995-2010.

Singles Couples

50 100 200 LP 5050 1000 10050 150150
AUS 46.04 2499  15.03 — 43.81 5446 3049  50.48
AUT 83.82 8341 76.21 — 93.36 86.93 90.82  91.50
BEL 88.60 85.42 54.42  86.94 101.89  89.25  68.87  94.03
CAN — — — — — — — —
CHE 81.39 81.98 6853 85.14 90.93 83.32 87.82  89.59
DEU 92.01 92,59 69.45 91.70 98.42 92,60 98.12  96.14
DNK 90.21  50.51  31.20 76.65 61.21  61.73 4497  27.18
ESP 74.59 7574 7515  T73.12 83.40 76.38 76.15  78.29
FIN 73.49 7480 6748 75.84 68.57 76.48 7212  74.64
FRA 61.12 63.19 43.23 51.70 82.49 6281 76.17  84.23
GBR 49.28 30.84 16.59  47.96 80.06 41.55 62.66  62.20
GRC 64.44  63.22 69.85 57.62 88.03 62.38 85.16  90.32
IRL 57.59  38.29  25.11  56.01 88.20 64.05 67.64  88.20
ITA 76.03  74.47 76.04  50.33 89.16 81.78 87.59  88.02
JPN 56.60  55.97  64.97  57.19 78.16 5272 72.63  80.81
KOR — — — — — — — —
NDL 7773 80.22  64.58  82.30 89.55 83.28 88.15>  85.08
NOR 100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00
NZL 55.12 31.79 16.31  64.56 80.79 6242  59.13  60.58
PRT 66.82 67.62 7512  77.97 84.78 71.14  80.75  89.86
SWE 85.19 86.14  70.59  88.56 93.68 88.01 91.54  90.18
TWN 51.75  52.56  34.98  50.06 76.28  50.56  68.36  72.44
USA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
BGR 95.89 99.54  99.54  95.68 90.86 83.75 89.66  91.88
CZE 81.60 73.59 44.14  84.55 92.57 7730 85.14  79.33
EST 82.44 8148 80.95 85.88 89.25 81.61 86.76  89.82
HUN 76.69 81.88  85.01  83.39 89.15 86.81 90.14  94.29
LTU 69.31 66.74 23.76  69.49 69.49 67.51 78.83  83.10
LVA 90.45 90.01 89.78 92.41 95.85  91.50 94.01  95.17
POL 93.83 93.59 9421  98.17 98.51  96.30 96.90  97.26
ROU 87.38  88.55 90.38  88.41 95.65 91.60 94.25  95.52
SVK 88.06 81.24 49.30 75.81 87.99 76.40 85.62  80.61
SVN 98.75 101.09 10145 93.37 96.26  92.61 94.73  96.06
Non-CEFE 68.41  62.16 53.08 67.43 79.11 6854 7146  74.93
CFEE 86.44 8577 7585  86.72 90.56 84.54  89.60  90.30
Total 71.89  66.30 57.53  71.50 81.33 7134 7499 77.94
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Table C.4: Levels of sickness replacement rates in 33 countries by aggregates, 1995-2010.

Income level No. of children
Orig. Low Mid High Two None
AUS 40.16 45.36 38.74  32.88 46.10  28.71
AUT 85.17 88.59  87.06  83.85 90.65  81.15
BEL 86.43 9296  80.17  73.89 87.28  75.04
CAN — — — — — —
CHE 82.65 86.16  84.37  79.06 8791  77.30
DEU 92.60 95.22  94.28  82.80 96.31 84.54
DNK 55.63 74.69 51.89  28.89 48.17  56.71
ESP 76.06 7899  76.09 76.72 78.55  75.16
FIN 72.73 71.03  75.03  71.06 73.13  72.25
FRA 62.18 71.15  66.67 62.84 75.78  54.96
GBR 36.19 64.67  45.02  39.40 61.62 32.24
GRC 62.84 76.15 71.99  79.81 82.10  66.49
IRL 51.17 72.89  56.76  56.65 77.10  40.32
ITA 78.12 82.59  82.25  81.98 87.15  75.76
JPN 54.34 66.57 61.97  72.03 71.31  59.28
KOR — — — — — —
NDL 81.75 83.64 83.88  74.83 86.51  74.18
NOR 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00  100.00
NZL 46.83 69.56  51.64  39.09 66.67  35.54
PRT 69.38 75.80  73.17  82.49 81.63  69.85
SWE 87.07 89.43 88.60  80.39 90.88  80.64
TWN 51.56 64.02 57.16  54.52 67.10  46.78
USA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
BGR 91.65 93.37 90.99 95.71 89.04  98.32
CZE 75.45 87.08 78.68 61.73 83.59  66.44
EST 81.54 85.84  83.28  85.39 86.86  81.62
HUN 84.35 82.92  86.28  89.65 90.10  81.19
LTU 67.12 69.40 71.03  53.43 74.73  53.27
LVA 90.76 93.15 91.84 92.47 94.13  90.08
POL 94.94 96.17  95.60  95.74 97.24  93.88
ROU 90.07 91.51 9146  92.95 94.25  88.77
SVK 78.82 88.03  81.08  64.96 82.65  72.87
SVN 96.85 97.50 96.14  98.75 94.91 100.43
Non-CEE 65.05 73.61 67.62  63.77 73.48  60.85
CEFE 85.16 88.50  86.64  83.08 88.75  82.69
Total 68.46 76.39  71.17  67.39 76.34  64.90
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Table C.5: Levels of standard pension replacement rates in 33 countries, 1995-2010.

Singles Couples

50 100 200 LP 5050 1000 10050 150150
AUS 55.76  30.42  18.19  42.06 84.36  45.73  49.28  36.98
AUT 81.88  79.51  70.70  69.86 68.61 63.73 70.62  72.56
BEL 84.87  65.88  44.77  46.09 52.89  63.28  56.45  43.56
CAN 84.32 4553  28.53 — 60.64 66.16 55.49  31.61
CHE 60.28 4720 36.82  59.73 46.38  64.00 44.98  30.21
DEU 66.01  73.27 63.88  51.53 57.26  58.70  63.64  68.43
DNK 90.21  50.51  31.20 76.65 61.21  61.73 4497  27.18
ESP 94.34 9191 91.88 87.98 95.82 92,53 9421  94.69
FIN 75.99  60.00 60.71  59.38 62.63 7475 5879  57.43
FRA 66.85  56.08  40.92  55.58 61.10 60.71 5545  49.66
GBR 63.97 46.00 34.12  40.43 50.37  52.72  43.69  35.55
GRC — — — — — — — —
IRL 71.43  38.84  49.83 — 66.60 54.06 49.75  30.45
ITA 85.93 7850 86.18  42.96 77.50 73.89 81.76  59.62
JPN 70.86  47.18 43.61  36.71 69.59 67.26 56.99  45.36
KOR 25.79 1778 1443 2541 25.74 1887 20.36  15.46
NDL 85.60 49.86 28.30 65.61 105.22  60.37  66.48  49.08
NOR 73.73 58.00 74.81  53.52 69.57 60.97 67.09  66.35
NZL 75.40  40.05 22.23  55.88 50.10  58.56  36.67  21.98
PRT — — — — — — — —
SWE 81.55 63.81 57.89  65.96 64.83 80.30 7192  55.75
TWN 37.33 3788 39.31 36.01 36.66 36.66 37.10  38.20
USA 65.22  55.46  38.37  65.22 61.99 73.80 56.73  45.85
BGR 62.43 66.83 67.97  62.05 59.75  96.23 61.81  60.26
CZE 86.83  76.45  37.11  58.19 76.45 83.12  68.09  44.34
EST 78.95 43.30 23.90 61.31 68.73 35.75 50.43  28.99
HUN 70.09 7324 86.58  53.01 61.03 9243 66.27 78.91
LTU 64.17 46.71  36.78  58.14 41.94 4563 37.30  32.08
LVA 96.71 61.33 41.01  75.30 84.66 51.89 66.89  45.81
POL 102.95 81.33 71.06 52.31 71.90 52.31 68.08  65.04
ROU 49.98 53.25 57.70  38.35 4475  46.37  47.70  53.02
SVK 82.94  50.87 40.71 65.14 99.72  65.14  78.99  55.58
SVN 85.84  55.15 5869  57.65 43.16  41.15  47.04  53.17

Non-CEFE 74.28 5599  47.61  58.03 65.72 63.95 5846  48.11
CEE 78.09  60.85  52.15  58.14 65.21  61.00 59.26  51.72
Total 75.06 56.86 48.53  58.06 65.62 63.42 58.62  48.85
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Table C.6: Levels of standard pension replacement rates in 33 countries by aggregates, 1995—

2010.

Income level No. of children
Orig. Low Mid High Two None
AUS 38.14 69.03 41.98 27.19 53.65  34.59
AUT 71.62 75.24 7129  71.63 68.88  77.37
BEL 62.56 68.88  63.69  44.17 54.60  66.26
CAN 55.84 72.48 59.30  30.07 54.76  54.65
CHE 55.63 53.34  52.11  33.55 46.39  48.10
DEU 65.98 61.63 65.26 66.16 61.78  68.08
DNK 55.63 74.69 51.89  28.89 48.17  56.71
ESP 92.22 95.08 92.88  93.28 94.31 92.71
FIN 65.72 69.31 64.83  59.07 63.51  65.74
FRA 58.40 63.98 57.41  45.29 56.73  54.62
GBR 49.36 57.17  47.47  34.83 45.58  48.03

GRC — — — — — —
IRL 46.45 69.01  49.37 40.14 50.97  54.19
ITA 76.19 81.71 8244  72.90 74.70  85.91
JPN 57.22 70.67 61.67 44.74 62.18  55.71
KOR 18.32 25.77 19.00 14.94 20.11 19.33
NDL 55.11 95.41 5890 38.69 70.29  54.59
NOR 59.48 71.86 64.19 71.09 66.74  70.04
NZL 48.55 63.15 46.01  22.38 42.51  46.33

PRT — — — — — —
SWE 72.05 73.19 72.01 56.82 68.20 67.75
TWN 37.27 36.99 37.21 38.75 37.15  38.17
USA 64.63 63.80 62.00 42.38 59.59  53.11
BGR 81.53 61.09 74.96 64.12 69.51  65.74
CZE 79.78 81.64 75.89  40.73 68.00 66.80
EST 39.52 73.84 43.16 26.45 45.97  48.72
HUN 82.83 65.56 77.31 82.74 74.66  76.63
LTU 46.17 53.06 43.21  34.43 39.24  49.22
LVA 56.61 90.68 60.04 43.41 62.31  66.35
POL 66.82 87.43 67.24 68.05 64.33 85.11
ROU 49.81 47.36  49.11  55.36 47.96  53.64
SVK 58.01 91.33 65.00 48.14 74.86  58.17
SVN 48.15 64.50 47.78  55.93 46.13  66.56
Non-CEFE 59.63 69.97 60.11  47.59 59.25  59.41
CEE 60.92 71.65 60.37 51.94 59.30  63.69
Total 59.85 70.30 60.16 48.44 59.26  60.24
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Table C.7: Levels of minimum pension replacement rates in 33 countries, 1995-2010.

Singles Couples

50 100 200 LP 5050 1000 10050 150150
AUS 55.76  30.42  18.19  42.06 84.36  45.73  49.28  36.98
AUT 78.19  44.45  24.70 — 79.79  50.32 51.62  38.59
BEL 60.04  38.50 22.99 63.13 4756  50.78 3797  24.14
CAN 7496 41.10 22.82  61.27 57.37  58.64 41.53  23.45
CHE 64.63 34.46 18.86  81.03 43.90 44.56 3144  17.70
DEU 32.24 1851 10.52  25.04 25.60 26.68 18.85  10.14
DNK — 45.57 — — — 57.88 —
ESP 24.92  14.11 9.89 7.67 64.16  16.19  45.71  57.41
FIN 61.44 36.81 21.20 47.66 84.69 54.04 53.82  40.96
FRA 78.70 41.63 22.66 64.51 49.66  64.47 3449  18.53
GBR 53.76  30.00 16.09  34.00 54.51  39.68 40.84  29.68
GRC 86.23  45.65 24.89  77.40 77.40 3795 39.52  28.52
IRL 63.66  34.28 2254  44.26 43.75 4274 3270 19.39
ITA 51.90 2492 16.06 39.29 90.15 4776  56.37  41.52
JPN 40.12 1810 11.51  37.34 76.78  34.09 40.88  28.78
KOR 6.97 3.60 1.90 6.91 11.04 5.60 5.63 3.91
NDL 85.60 49.86 28.30 65.61 105.22  60.37  66.48  49.08
NOR 79.05 4258 31.55  55.00 36.96 35.81 2787 17.04
NZL 75.40  40.06 2223  55.88 56.08  36.63 37.83  28.03
PRT 40.89  30.87 15.57  12.16 55.25  28.44  38.56  53.56
SWE 71.90 39.78 2490 58.14 51.01  60.06 40.38  24.36
TWN 14.71 7.46 3.87 14.18 28.37  14.44  14.57 9.89
USA 58.79  31.72 1779  58.79 44.22 4422  31.33  17.75
BGR 48.14  28.12 16.65  47.85 4795 54.84 34.73  18.93
CZE 57.03  30.08 16.02  38.04 4272 43.53  31.57  17.49
EST 31.98  19.39 9.97  28.73 31.98 3198 23.01 12.49
HUN 52.71  30.36  18.34  36.87 38.75 43.59 29.31  18.28
LTU 34.87  19.07  10.00  31.55 34.11 3726 2427 18.84
LVA 4740 2492 12,79  36.81 41.43 42.01 29.66  16.06
POL 53.11  27.61 14.34  26.39 28.84 29.02 2196 @ 12.92
ROU 24.85 13.29 7.32  19.87 20.30 21.17  14.41 8.07
SVK 53.51  28.58  15.20 102.08 97.13 50.31 67.63 67.39
SVN 43.90 23.80 1346  29.56 35.79 35.61 26.75  15.83
Non-CEFE 60.68 33.98 19.83  46.67 60.45 44.02  40.87  30.90
CEFE 44.75 2452 1341  39.78 41.90 38.93 30.33  20.63
Total 57.39 3232 1851  45.17 56.60 43.13  38.68  28.77
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Table C.8: Levels of minimum pension replacement rates in 33 countries by aggregates, 1995—

2010.

Income level No. of children
Orig. Low Mid High Two None
AUS 38.14 69.03 41.98 27.19 53.65  34.59
AUT 46.91 78.29 4830 31.28 54.51  48.67
BEL 44.64 53.80 4242  23.57 40.11  40.51
CAN 49.87 66.17 47.09 23.14 45.25  46.29
CHE 39.51 54.26  36.82  18.28 34.40  39.32
DEU 22.59 28.92 21.07 10.33 20.11  20.43

DNK 51.39 — — — — —
ESP 15.15 44.54  25.34  33.65 45.87  16.31
FIN 45.42 73.07 47.55  31.08 58.13  39.48
FRA 53.05 64.18 46.86  20.59 41.79  47.66
GBR 34.84 54.13  36.84 22.88 41.18  33.28
GRC 45.66 82.02 40.30 26.75 45.65  51.94
IRL 38.51 53.71 3821  20.97 35.24  41.00
ITA 36.34 71.03  45.78  28.79 60.06 32.24
JPN 26.10 56.54  32.94 19.49 45.11  23.48
KOR 4.60 9.00 4.94 2.91 6.55 4.16
NDL 55.11 95.41 5890 38.69 70.29  54.59
NOR 39.19 56.79  35.53  24.23 29.11  50.73
NZL 37.67 65.79 3891  25.27 39.95  46.33
PRT 29.65 48.07  32.62  34.56 43.95 29.11
SWE 49.92 61.46 46.72  24.63 43.94  45.52
TWN 10.95 21.54 12.16 6.88 16.82 8.68
USA 37.97 51.50 35.75  17.77 34.38  36.10
BGR 41.48 48.05 39.23 17.79 39.11  30.97
CZE 36.81 49.88 35.06 16.76 33.83  34.38
EST 25.69 31.98 24.79 11.23 24.87  20.45
HUN 36.97 45.73  34.42 18.31 32.48  33.80
LTU 28.16 34.49  26.87 14.42 28.62 21.31
LVA 33.46 44.41 3220 14.43 32.29  28.37
POL 28.32 40.98 26.20 13.63 23.18  31.69
ROU 17.23 22.57  16.29 7.70 15.99 15.15
SVK 39.44 75.32 4884  41.29 70.61  32.43
SVN 29.70 39.85 28.72 14.64 28.49  27.05
Non-CEFE 39.24 60.58  39.71  25.26 43.97  38.33
CEE 31.73 43.33 31.26  17.02 32.95  27.56
Total 37.96 57.17 38.04 23.63 41.79  36.21
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Table C.9: Levels of unemployment replacement rates (original index) in 33 countries, 1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD
AUS 47.46 45.43 42.05 35.62 —11.85 4.34
AUT 62.86 61.91 99.33 59.22 —3.64 1.51
BEL 61.90 59.66 58.68 64.51 2.61 1.94
CAN 61.65 62.51 99.23 58.13 —3.52 2.03
CHE 78.91 77.66 77.83 78.93 0.02 0.52
DEU 64.43 65.65 65.65 65.85 1.42 0.33
DNK 66.83 63.13 60.40 57.58 —9.25 5.21
ESP 75.19 73.52 72.93 74.36 —0.83 1.09
FIN 69.28 63.55 62.38 60.80 —8.49 3.24
FRA 73.51 69.76 70.31 70.25 —3.26 1.40
GBR 29.66 27.70 29.99 30.31 0.65 1.08
GRC 54.99 56.04 54.76 57.22 2.23 0.70
IRL 47.94 39.07 44.88 56.54 8.60 5.64
ITA 30.96 45.55 56.37 60.57 29.61 9.84
JPN 60.04 61.49 56.92 54.16 —5.88 3.04
KOR — 54.87 55.01 48.64 — 2.05
NDL 77.63 78.62 81.83 83.82 6.19 2.24
NOR 69.67 69.59 69.46 69.54 —0.13 0.17
NZL 46.87 41.94 41.80 37.57 -9.31 2.59
PRT 90.22 88.46 83.98 82.30 —7.92 2.83
SWE 79.96 69.11 76.87 63.67 —16.29 5.33
TWN — 62.03 62.65 61.86 — 10.55
USA 58.65 59.45 58.99 58.82 0.18 0.35
BGR 42.62 41.41 79.28 76.38 33.76 13.37
CZE 76.02 66.30 69.26 54.99 —21.03 6.58
EST 18.05 14.50 52.61 51.66 33.62 19.09
HUN 76.83 65.27 51.38 63.11 —-13.71 6.51
LTU 33.45 32.69 56.36 46.36 12.91 12.93
LVA 34.99 71.57 71.94 70.76 35.76 12.92
POL 50.07 44.22 38.84 32.56 —17.50 5.97
ROU 60.95 61.18 39.50 54.43 —6.52 6.58
SVK 64.59 67.78 55.40 08.41 —6.18 5.83
SVN 53.90 66.14 69.91 70.51 16.61 6.82
Non-CEE 62.32 60.73 60.97 60.45 —-1.37 13.70
CEE 51.15 53.11 58.45 57.92 6.77 15.65
Total 58.71 58.42 60.21 59.68 1.25 14.55
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Table C.10: Levels of sickness replacement rates (original index) in 33 countries, 1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD
AUS 47.46 45.43 42.05 35.62 —11.85 4.34
AUT 85.83 89.26 89.58 89.38 3.54 1.40
BEL 89.45 86.72 83.79 81.82 —7.62 2.37
CAN — — — — — —
CHE 82.82 82.14 82.70 82.53 -0.30 0.37
DEU 94.39 90.49 89.17 88.87 —5.53 2.30
DNK 58.67 57.36 55.56 60.44 1.77 1.46
ESP 77.23 76.80 76.88 77.92 0.70 0.28
FIN 78.15 75.97 73.26 72.64 —5.51 2.39
FRA 64.84 62.25 63.06 62.99 —1.85 0.88
GBR 26.93 24.94 23.00 23.26 —3.67 1.44
GRC 64.67 65.94 64.48 67.36 2.69 0.83
IRL 47.94 39.07 44.88 56.54 8.60 5.64
ITA 78.28 79.21 80.01 79.46 1.18 0.89
JPN 95.52 99.37 99.62 64.32 8.80 3.83
KOR — — — — — —
NDL 77.63 78.62 81.83 79.82 2.18 1.79
NOR 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00
NZL 49.23 41.94 41.80 37.57 —11.66 3.40
PRT 75.36 75.30 74.39 77.75 2.39 1.40
SWE 82.96 81.91 82.71 80.49 —2.48 1.54
TWN 51.15 51.70 52.21 51.55 0.40 0.35
USA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
BGR 100.00 100.00 100.00 75.00 —25.00 11.79
CZE 87.20 61.55 84.79 68.23 —18.97 10.35
EST 80.73 80.30 82.29 75.26 —5.48 2.29
HUN 85.41 79.81 84.75 80.71 —4.70 3.83
LTU 70.37 71.58 64.18 66.81 —3.56 3.26
LVA 100.84 89.32 89.21 88.27 —12.56 4.70
POL 84.60 98.61 99.15 95.16 10.56 6.66
ROU 87.87 90.89 88.55 90.12 2.26 2.99
SVK 87.70 101.94 64.11 66.43 —21.27 17.04
SVN 98.04 96.93 97.19 96.00 —2.04 0.77
Non-CEE 66.12 64.97 64.81 65.25 —0.87 23.77
CEE 88.27 87.09 85.42 80.20 —8.08 11.90
Total 73.27 72.11 71.46 70.07 -3.19 22.70
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Table C.11: Levels of standard pension replacement rates (original index) in 33 countries, 1995

2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD
AUS 40.95 39.68 38.52 39.33 —1.62 1.78
AUT 73.52 75.34 74.62 74.68 1.16 1.64
BEL 64.86 65.85 68.53 72.77 7.91 2.69
CAN 63.76 63.68 63.45 65.33 1.57 1.09
CHE 52.16 61.86 65.65 68.03 15.87 4.62
DEU 67.64 63.60 59.53 55.56 —-12.07 4.16
DNK 58.67 57.36 55.56 60.44 1.77 1.46
ESP 107.08 96.40 94.01 94.10 —12.98 4.97
FIN 72.28 70.14 73.41 76.16 3.88 2.57
FRA 64.64 60.19 59.45 59.30 —5.34 2.18
GBR 54.25 55.20 56.80 58.03 3.78 1.96
GRC — — — — —
IRL 48.21 41.52 46.54 60.31 12.10 5.25
ITA 78.33 86.90 90.81 84.81 6.48 4.35
JPN 65.77 64.43 63.78 63.29 —2.48 1.17
KOR — 18.47 19.17 21.94 — 2.75
NDL 50.83 53.21 56.18 54.91 4.08 1.83
NOR 60.33 62.13 66.27 71.62 11.29 3.57
NZL 52.12 49.13 48.05 46.46 —5.66 1.94
PRT — — — — —
SWE 79.31 69.69 64.97 60.39 —18.93 6.35
TWN — — — 37.61 — 0.48
USA 67.79 65.01 68.09 67.35 —0.44 1.61
BGR 101.97 70.13 104.97 94.34 —7.63 20.12
CZE 46.46 89.55 73.17 74.50 28.04 11.29
EST 26.13 39.34 37.41 48.49 22.36 5.38
HUN 67.54 76.50 93.69 82.54 15.00 8.12
LTU 42.56 43.33 46.59 62.55 19.99 5.75
LVA 51.41 69.75 62.02 40.50 —10.91 14.07
POL 64.98 61.94 72.40 76.02 11.04 6.17
ROU 18.96 32.34 54.23 77.20 08.23 18.73
SVK 50.92 68.55 61.92 65.92 15.00 9.26
SVN 62.76 42.01 40.49 42.68 —20.08 9.96
Non-CEFE 64.34 60.99 61.67 61.54 0.55 16.23
CEE 53.37 59.34 64.69 66.47 13.11 19.10
Total 60.56 60.44 62.68 63.13 4.88 17.22
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Table C.12: Levels of minimum pension replacement rates (original index) in 33 countries, 1995

2010.
1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD
AUS 40.95 39.68 38.52 39.33 —1.62 1.78
AUT 50.54 50.11 52.15 52.91 2.37 1.23
BEL 45.09 43.74 45.16 53.47 8.38 6.36
CAN 54.59 50.78 48.91 48.31 —6.28 1.61
CHE 41.71 39.16 39.10 36.71 —5.00 1.81
DEU 22.41 20.87 23.00 21.78 —0.63 0.96
DNK 53.62 51.11 49.21 53.58 —0.05 1.56
ESP 29.94 28.44 27.36 26.38 —3.56 1.05
FIN 45.57 39.91 36.78 35.31 —10.25 3.35
FRA 56.80 54.64 53.43 55.22 —1.58 1.83
GBR 36.68 33.07 38.03 39.25 2.57 2.48
GRC 93.97 42.80 41.89 35.91 —18.06 3.85
IRL 39.96 35.38 38.63 53.16 13.20 5.63
ITA 37.32 40.92 43.46 39.26 1.94 3.20
JPN 30.70 32.98 32.63 32.26 1.56 1.09
KOR — — — 4.66 — 0.11
NDL 50.83 53.21 56.18 54.91 4.08 1.83
NOR 36.26 40.81 41.92 49.61 13.35 3.82
NZL 41.20 38.91 38.12 37.24 —-3.96 1.33
PRT 31.82 35.89 38.45 82.77 50.94 15.96
SWE 53.55 46.43 45.62 38.67 —14.88 4.28
TWN — — — 10.83 — 0.18
USA 42.33 39.69 37.26 37.13 —5.21 2.06
BGR 35.27 37.80 47.33 42.72 7.44 4.70
CZE 46.34 42.76 37.46 21.18 —25.15 9.05
EST 21.85 29.57 21.91 29.35 7.49 3.90
HUN 40.96 39.76 33.40 28.83 —-12.13 6.00
LTU 27.79 26.83 29.79 34.48 6.69 2.41
LVA 43.72 40.17 30.42 20.69 —23.03 8.21
POL 34.07 27.42 28.14 22.23 —11.84 3.54
ROU 23.71 10.86 17.55 13.75 —9.96 5.09
SVK 19.95 65.69 38.92 38.79 18.84 14.83
SVN 43.39 29.20 26.12 25.15 —18.24 5.77
Non-CEFE 42.66 40.88 41.23 40.81 1.30 10.01
CEE 33.71 35.01 31.10 27.72 -5.99 9.90
Total 39.77 38.99 37.96 36.84 —-1.05 10.87
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Table C.13: Levels of low income unemployment replacement rates in 33 countries, 1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD
AUS 48.80 44.46 4153 3781  —10.99 473
AUT 71.40 70.29 68.32 68.19 ~3.20 1.33
BEL 90.93 93.13 91.19 90.67 —0.26 1.04
CAN 72.30 71.71 71.18 71.57 —0.73 0.66
CHE 84.78 86.82 86.86 87.99 3.21 0.75
DEU 72.37 74.14 72.34 72.29 —0.08 1.06
DNK 97.34 98.58 97.47 96.38 —0.96 1.66
ESP 83.29 81.22 81.41 81.75 —1.54 1.06
FIN 88.53 83.43 81.04 7706 —11.46 3.39
FRA 77.42 78.93 76.81 75.06 —2.36 5.49
GBR 56.65 54.34 54.51 51.74 —4.91 1.09
GRC 62.42 62.47 63.10 63.10 0.68 0.30
IRL 70.72 67.21 70.40 82.12 11.40 5.11
ITA 44.92 55.37 62.73 79.59 34.67 10.59
JPN — 81.66 81.05 82.28 — 1.35
KOR — 40.26 43.15 52.97 — 5.10
NDL 82.96 82.65 81.04 84.02 1.06 1.07
NOR 78.71 80.77 79.43 79.95 1.24 0.74
NZL 66.17 64.82 64.45 62.29 —3.88 1.29
PRT 125.24 122.83 116.59 112.61  —12.63 4.03
SWE 86.73 86.62 87.19 87.60 0.87 1.35
TWN — 46.48 46.68 46.33 — 7.86
USA 74.72 74.91 73.59 73.72 ~1.00 0.66
BGR 79.05 80.88 96.88 104.53 25.48 10.73
CZE 97.20 83.73 87.27 7572 —21.48 6.93
EST 45.65 42.33 64.15 65.34 19.69 11.70
HUN 89.81 83.68 80.12 81.04 —8.77 4.14
LTU 70.29 69.51 73.99 84.98 14.69 7.34
LVA 73.95 79.01 80.17 81.80 7.85 2.74
POL 81.43 69.62 68.37 64.94  —16.49 5.02
ROU 70.47 70.56 78.95 90.86 20.38 9.71
SVK 68.90 79.24 62.15 63.96 —4.94 6.06
SVN 65.65 86.78 87.55 87.25 21.61 9.64
Non-CEE 76.82 74.05 73.57 74.66 —0.04 17.72
CEE 74.24 74.53 77.96 80.04 5.80 13.22
Total 75.96 74.20 74.90 76.29 1.90 16.50
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Table C.14: Levels of low income sickness replacement rates in 33 countries, 1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD
AUS 48.80 44.46 41.53 37.81 —10.99 4.98
AUT 88.96 92.03 89.74 89.71 0.75 1.29
BEL 97.62 96.46 94.65 94.54 —3.08 1.30
CAN — — — — — —
CHE 86.19 86.16 86.83 88.46 2.27 3.65
DEU 98.53 92.97 92.14 90.25 —8.28 2.22
DNK 79.62 79.97 78.66 84.65 5.03 1.80
ESP 78.00 76.88 76.90 75.88 —2.12 0.79
FIN 66.85 65.03 64.08 63.04 —3.81 0.99
FRA 73.73 71.55 71.56 71.17 —2.56 0.91
GBR 60.71 58.12 57.49 55.61 —5.10 1.16
GRC 75.67 75.74 76.59 76.59 0.92 0.40
IRL 70.72 67.21 70.40 82.12 11.40 5.11
ITA 82.11 80.72 84.18 82.79 0.67 1.19
JPN 65.61 68.23 68.32 72.94 7.33 2.62
KOR — — — — — —
NDL 82.96 82.65 81.04 75.44 —7.52 2.39
NOR 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00
NZL 67.77 64.82 64.45 62.29 —5.48 1.87
PRT 79.55 80.77 80.85 82.39 2.84 1.02
SWE 87.07 86.62 87.19 86.20 —0.87 1.17
TWN 63.75 64.21 64.36 64.02 0.26 0.19
USA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
BGR 100.00 100.00 93.53 87.69 —12.31 7.32
CZE 89.25 90.25 90.07 72.08 —-17.17 5.37
EST 85.06 84.72 86.15 81.62 —3.44 1.79
HUN 80.88 80.20 84.08 80.46 —0.42 3.84
LTU 71.94 74.88 67.25 65.57 —6.37 3.66
LVA 100.68 92.12 91.96 91.05 -9.63 3.57
POL 87.93 98.90 99.35 96.69 8.76 0.28
ROU 90.83 94.33 88.19 89.99 —0.84 2.96
SVK 98.69 105.37 68.22 69.53 —29.16 17.82
SVN 98.47 98.94 97.07 92.92 —5.55 2.04
Non-CEE 74.01 73.08 72.90 73.14 —0.87 21.12
CEE 90.37 91.97 86.59 82.76 —7.61 10.30
Total 79.29 79.17 77.32 76.24 —3.05 19.66
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Table C.15: Levels of low income standard pension replacement rates in 33 countries, 1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD
AUS 73.38 68.69 67.32 68.87 —4.51 3.22
AUT 79.43 78.73 79.35 82.42 2.99 1.27
BEL 70.13 70.63 73.67 75.06 4.94 6.36
CAN 75.73 75.46 69.54 72.82 —291 2.33
CHE 48.29 59.46 59.23 61.07 12.78 3.86
DEU 63.26 57.58 55.49 51.01 —12.25 3.46
DNK 79.62 79.97 78.66 84.65 5.03 1.80
ESP 103.69 95.91 93.89 93.52 —10.18 3.90
FIN 68.02 70.72 70.99 69.47 1.45 2.03
FRA 73.82 69.27 66.19 59.38 —14.44 4.19
GBR 99.81 58.47 59.43 55.27 —4.54 1.32
GRC — — — — — —
IRL 68.98 62.68 65.71 80.01 11.03 4.95
ITA 78.35 85.95 88.82 81.17 2.82 3.96
JPN 71.65 69.85 69.38 69.59 —2.07 1.30
KOR — 25.78 26.86 31.11 — 3.84
NDL 88.97 92.81 90.61 90.47 1.51 2.45
NOR 69.91 71.80 70.94 76.04 6.12 1.89
NZL 64.02 63.32 61.13 61.95 —2.07 0.94
PRT — — — — — —
SWE 80.47 73.72 63.70 64.95 —15.52 6.74
TWN — — — 37.45 — 0.64
USA 66.90 64.37 67.72 66.64 —0.26 1.58
BGR 67.55 60.82 57.49 77.91 10.36 7.23
CZE 43.77 87.44 87.10 84.83 41.06 10.58
EST 51.06 75.52 68.25 85.85 34.79 8.96
HUN 56.26 57.46 70.88 72.24 15.98 5.94
LTU 47.71 48.09 52.14 7727 29.56 9.15
LVA 78.46 115.25 94.98 58.24 —20.21 24.53
POL 85.48 83.58 94.30 96.67 11.18 6.76
ROU 18.96 30.33 52.59 74.14 55.17 18.43
SVK 99.49 123.09 80.13 85.38 —14.11 13.66
SVN 84.97 61.68 58.07 39.02 —45.94 13.98
Non-CEE 72.86 69.76 68.93 68.23 —1.06 14.52
CEE 63.37 74.33 71.59 75.15 11.78 19.72
Total 69.59 71.28 69.82 70.47 3.37 16.45
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Table C.16: Levels of low income minimum pension replacement rates in 33 countries, 1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD

AUS 73.38 68.69 67.32 68.87 —4.51 3.22
AUT 85.14 80.16 83.97 85.44 0.30 1.71
BEL 56.02 54.47 52.98 61.54 5.52 7.50
CAN 70.05 66.86 65.53 65.41 —4.64 1.30
CHE 56.31 54.20 54.08 51.69 —4.62 2.05
DEU 29.18 26.76 30.57 28.41 —0.76 1.38
DNK — — — — — —

ESP 63.55 61.63 60.78 58.28 —5.27 1.46
FIN 72.04 64.63 60.38 58.39 —13.65 4.50
FRA 68.74 66.15 64.69 68.28 —0.46 2.30
GBR 55.55 49.84 55.58 52.85 —2.70 2.80
GRC — 85.35 87.24 71.61 — 4.34
IRL 52.41 48.32 51.22 69.11 16.70 6.96
ITA 67.87 72.45 73.85 66.29 —1.58 4.40
JPN 99.01 63.23 62.43 59.00 —0.01 1.72
KOR — — — 9.15 — 0.27
NDL 88.97 92.81 90.61 90.47 1.51 2.45
NOR 53.38 59.64 61.03 70.77 17.39 5.21
NZL 68.51 66.48 63.44 64.29 —4.21 1.59
PRT 49.41 53.41 55.72 92.67 43.27 13.48
SWE 67.23 58.71 56.77 48.47 —18.76 5.65
TWN — — — 21.36 — 0.25
USA 57.90 54.68 51.39 50.83 —7.07 2.74
BGR 39.77 45.39 43.84 56.54 16.78 5.70
CZE 63.65 59.04 51.10 27.19 —36.45 13.19
EST 27.03 36.71 27.05 37.07 10.04 4.92
HUN 50.03 50.18 42.10 36.48 —13.55 6.72
LTU 33.45 32.47 36.04 43.30 9.86 3.39
LVA 58.23 52.98 40.55 28.35 —29.87 10.65
POL 49.32 40.34 40.38 31.93 —17.39 5.27
ROU 32.44 13.97 23.90 18.35 —14.09 6.62
SVK 49.36 113.33 73.13 73.01 23.65 20.57
SVN 56.68 39.81 35.68 32.28 —24.39 7.38
Non-CEE 62.88 62.42 62.48 59.69 0.86 14.89
CEE 45.99 48.42 41.38 38.45 —7.54 16.30
Total 57.05 57.76 55.45 53.05 —2.03 17.67
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Table C.17: Levels of mid income unemployment replacement rates in 33 countries, 1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD
AUS 44.21 38.29 35.48 31.45 —12.76 4.39
AUT 68.18 67.39 64.79 64.62 —3.56 1.47
BEL 69.14 67.25 66.37 71.25 2.11 1.63
CAN 65.98 67.23 64.26 63.36 —2.62 1.77
CHE 81.16 81.77 81.80 83.20 2.04 0.47
DEU 67.60 69.70 68.68 68.38 0.78 0.75
DNK 70.87 67.55 64.98 62.78 -8.10 4.57
ESP 78.30 77.18 76.70 77.63 —0.67 0.71
FIN 77.47 71.71 70.19 68.40 -9.07 3.32
FRA 68.45 65.38 65.51 65.41 —3.04 1.99
GBR 39.02 37.36 40.06 40.70 1.67 1.23
GRC 60.57 61.54 60.32 62.38 1.81 0.61
IRL 52.76 46.36 50.84 61.18 8.43 5.06
ITA 39.32 52.55 62.22 65.70 26.38 8.79
JPN 64.83 66.10 62.05 60.63 —4.19 2.52
KOR — 48.69 48.79 43.12 — 1.84
NDL 80.23 81.04 84.42 85.59 5.36 2.07
NOR 76.05 76.89 76.22 76.25 0.20 0.33
NZL 50.60 46.90 47.18 44.14 —6.46 1.75
PRT 88.82 87.51 83.96 82.66 —6.17 2.21
SWE 82.38 72.83 79.69 68.06 —14.32 4.69
TWN — 55.11 55.60 54.97 — 9.36
USA 64.01 66.27 66.21 65.95 1.94 0.86
BGR 49.73 47.94 82.17 79.06 29.33 11.86
CZE 84.43 75.28 77.30 62.43 —22.00 6.86
EST 27.82 24.94 57.41 57.58 29.76 16.65
HUN 82.73 71.69 58.61 70.19 —12.54 6.28
LTU 41.36 40.66 61.80 52.99 11.63 11.46
LVA 43.67 76.17 76.60 76.12 32.45 11.47
POL 97.09 51.84 45.94 40.94 —16.15 5.66
ROU 65.36 65.77 46.87 60.27 -5.09 5.70
SVK 69.21 70.92 60.16 62.81 —6.40 5.46
SVN 58.92 71.50 74.34 74.30 15.38 6.43
Non-CEE 66.19 64.03 64.19 63.82 —0.96 13.58
CEE 58.03 59.67 64.12 63.67 5.64 14.42
Total 63.56 62.71 64.17 63.77 1.17 13.89
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Table C.18: Levels of mid income sickness replacement rates in 33 countries, 1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD

AUS 44.21 38.29 35.48 31.45 —12.76 4.15
AUT 87.66 90.70 90.96 90.78 3.12 1.23
BEL 82.08 79.93 78.09 76.85 —5.23 1.61
CAN — — — — —

CHE 84.93 84.30 85.06 85.18 0.26 0.94
DEU 98.42 90.88 89.73 89.49 —8.94 2.70
DNK 55.00 53.75 52.04 56.22 1.22 1.28
ESP 75.50 74.89 75.08 76.12 0.62 0.32
FIN 74.23 72.29 70.37 69.94 —4.28 1.74
FRA 69.39 66.92 67.18 67.08 —2.31 0.90
GBR 37.78 36.06 35.40 36.22 —1.56 0.74
GRC 71.23 72.44 71.30 73.72 2.50 0.72
IRL 92.76 46.36 50.84 61.18 8.43 5.06
ITA 80.79 81.80 82.75 82.29 1.51 0.80
JPN 60.82 64.21 64.44 68.21 7.39 3.02
KOR — — — — —

NDL 80.23 81.04 84.42 79.70 —0.53 1.96
NOR 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00
NZL 52.41 46.90 47.18 44.14 —8.27 2.41
PRT 78.74 78.56 77.21 80.21 1.47 1.19
SWE 85.02 84.16 84.82 82.85 —2.17 1.34
TWN 96.71 97.39 97.79 57.22 0.51 0.34
USA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
BGR 100.00 100.00 100.00 72.33 —27.67 12.85
CZE 89.15 66.63 86.31 72.49 —16.66 8.79
EST 82.55 81.97 83.61 78.10 —4.45 2.10
HUN 88.11 83.57 86.28 83.21 —4.90 3.14
LTU 73.89 74.94 68.46 70.70 —3.19 2.87
LVA 100.73 90.58 90.47 89.63 —11.11 4.14
POL 86.77 98.82 99.26 95.69 8.93 5.72
ROU 89.24 91.97 90.59 91.63 2.39 2.64
SVK 89.94 101.28 67.80 69.85 —20.08 15.31
SVN 96.67 96.11 96.31 95.55 —1.13 0.68
Non-CEE 67.99 66.71 66.67 67.09 —-0.91 22.90
CEE 89.70 88.59 86.91 81.92 —7.79 10.57
Total 75.00 73.77 73.20 71.87 —-3.12 21.81
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Table C.19: Levels of mid income standard pension replacement rates in 33 countries, 1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD
AUS 44.54 42.62 41.25 42.47 —2.07 1.92
AUT 73.48 74.83 74.47 74.79 1.31 1.31
BEL 61.69 62.31 64.16 67.26 5.57 1.99
CAN 61.93 62.06 61.33 63.54 1.62 0.98
CHE 48.74 58.09 61.55 64.11 15.38 4.42
DEU 66.97 62.75 58.40 54.30 —12.68 4.42
DNK 55.00 53.75 52.04 56.22 1.22 1.28
ESP 105.67 96.26 94.13 94.44 —11.23 4.34
FIN 68.52 66.76 69.91 72.47 3.95 2.40
FRA 63.78 58.94 58.36 57.52 —6.26 2.30
GBR 51.73 52.76 53.75 54.27 2.54 1.36
GRC — — — — — —
IRL 48.64 42.44 46.37 59.16 10.52 4.68
ITA 78.27 86.67 90.01 83.46 5.18 4.04
JPN 63.27 61.99 61.35 60.74 —2.53 1.07
KOR — 19.09 19.85 22.86 — 2.87
NDL 53.72 56.47 58.71 56.36 2.63 1.71
NOR 61.47 64.05 67.39 72.20 10.73 3.33
NZL 47.48 44.72 43.50 42.65 —4.82 1.61
PRT — — — — — —
SWE 78.70 69.83 65.03 60.58 —18.12 6.04
TWN — — — 37.59 — 0.53
USA 65.01 62.26 65.25 64.68 —0.33 1.56
BGR 87.44 64.90 94.91 89.44 1.99 17.83
CZE 45.20 84.69 71.21 72.02 26.82 9.92
EST 28.66 43.18 40.70 52.58 23.92 5.77
HUN 62.18 70.96 87.62 78.05 15.88 7.71
LTU 39.86 40.87 43.69 57.78 17.92 5.05
LVA 53.88 74.38 65.31 42.21 —11.67 15.06
POL 64.72 61.94 73.92 76.60 11.87 6.71
ROU 18.91 32.00 53.45 76.28 07.37 18.47
SVK 64.03 80.17 64.62 67.91 3.87 7.52
SVN 62.16 41.93 40.40 42.05 —20.11 9.81
Non-CEE 63.08 99.93 60.34 60.08 0.14 15.89
CEE 52.71 59.50 63.58 65.49 12.79 17.10
Total 59.51 59.79 61.42 61.83 4.50 16.29
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Table C.20: Levels of mid income minimum pension replacement rates in 33 countries, 1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD

AUS 44.54 42.62 41.25 42.47 —2.07 1.92
AUT 51.96 51.10 54.16 54.43 2.46 1.44
BEL 43.03 41.75 42.48 49.97 6.94 5.59
CAN 51.39 48.05 46.30 45.76 —5.63 1.45
CHE 38.48 36.57 36.49 34.37 —4.11 1.58
DEU 21.32 19.88 21.81 20.56 —0.76 0.90
DNK — — — — — —

ESP 38.26 36.69 35.95 35.16 -3.10 0.96
FIN 48.58 42.72 39.52 38.09 —10.50 3.47
FRA 50.07 48.13 47.18 48.00 —2.07 1.57
GBR 37.64 34.84 39.62 40.76 3.12 2.36
GRC — 42.52 41.77 35.62 — 1.97
IRL 37.28 33.12 36.25 49.92 12.64 5.38
ITA 42.53 46.14 48.64 43.50 0.98 3.30
JPN 34.17 36.70 36.31 35.46 1.29 1.09
KOR — — — 5.01 — 0.12
NDL 53.72 56.47 58.71 56.36 2.63 1.71
NOR 32.42 36.79 37.68 44.52 12.10 3.48
NZL 40.99 38.60 37.71 36.24 —4.75 1.67
PRT 33.62 36.84 38.32 74.68 41.05 12.92
SWE 50.52 43.82 42.64 36.17 —14.35 4.11
TWN — — — 12.03 — 0.19
USA 39.84 37.30 35.03 34.99 —4.84 1.97
BGR 33.37 35.50 43.79 41.01 7.64 4.23
CZE 43.83 41.05 35.97 20.03 —23.80 8.73
EST 21.06 28.54 21.16 28.35 7.29 3.76
HUN 37.89 37.12 31.13 26.81 —11.08 5.59
LTU 26.47 25.58 28.38 32.98 6.50 2.32
LVA 42.04 38.61 29.29 20.02 —22.02 7.86
POL 31.56 25.26 25.99 20.61 —10.95 3.30
ROU 22.56 10.27 16.64 13.03 —9.54 4.80
SVK 31.14 72.30 48.58 48.39 17.24 13.45
SVN 41.56 28.36 25.36 24.27 —17.29 5.43
Non-CEE 41.60 40.53 40.89 39.73 1.63 9.12
CEE 33.15 34.26 30.59 27.55 —5.60 10.70
Total 38.68 38.44 37.46 35.92 —0.86 10.60
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Table C.21: Levels of high income unemployment replacement rates in 33 countries, 1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD
AUS 33.76 32.80 32.07 31.35 —2.41 0.98
AUT 58.74 61.49 60.68 61.60 2.85 0.87
BEL 61.00 60.14 59.43 61.86 0.87 0.88
CAN 60.93 94.31 50.47 50.15 —10.78 3.37
CHE 75.64 74.90 77.42 78.59 2.95 1.53
DEU 64.77 64.71 65.02 65.40 0.64 0.40
DNK 57.90 55.40 53.97 51.15 —6.75 2.56
ESP 68.93 66.66 65.35 66.07 —2.85 1.25
FIN 68.51 64.07 62.86 62.09 —6.42 2.19
FRA 65.08 64.23 65.24 65.83 0.76 7.44
GBR 35.09 34.44 34.23 33.96 —1.12 0.37
GRC 64.23 66.98 68.03 68.11 3.88 1.21
IRL 44.52 40.84 42.40 46.80 2.28 1.98
ITA 46.20 52.09 53.44 51.36 5.17 2.78
JPN — 99.76 51.05 51.27 — 4.54
KOR — 31.86 25.47 21.39 — 4.58
NDL 73.15 69.91 66.54 67.91 —5.24 2.60
NOR 67.44 68.32 69.09 70.38 2.95 1.01
NZL 38.04 36.87 36.78 36.55 —1.50 0.42
PRT 89.63 89.92 89.49 89.77 0.14 0.28
SWE 61.49 55.69 59.72 54.19 —7.29 2.34
TWN — 33.73 29.38 27.51 — 4.25
USA 52.71 53.13 52.23 52.47 —-0.24 0.33
BGR 50.07 47.26 56.37 56.83 6.76 4.58
CZE 64.95 63.22 61.73 52.79 —12.16 3.45
EST 31.49 30.54 61.38 61.84 30.35 16.07
HUN 60.89 55.39 50.66 53.12 —7.77 2.81
LTU 39.62 39.25 97.93 45.37 5.74 8.27
LVA 41.82 81.71 82.09 79.82 38.00 13.88
POL 44.61 39.76 37.95 38.71 —5.90 2.05
ROU 70.16 70.22 46.10 55.89 —14.28 8.86
SVK 79.91 60.03 66.49 71.63 —8.28 9.51
SVN 68.01 54.62 58.72 58.34 —9.68 3.75
Non-CEE 99.39 96.18 55.23 55.03 —-1.11 15.66
CEE 55.16 54.20 57.94 57.43 2.28 13.74
Total 57.98 55.58 56.05 95.76 0.02 15.08
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Table C.22: Levels of high income sickness replacement rates in 33 countries, 1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD
AUS 33.76 32.80 32.07 31.35 —2.41 0.98
AUT 85.97 89.96 90.67 90.78 4.80 1.64
BEL 75.77 72.85 70.98 69.93 —5.84 1.79
CAN — — — — — —
CHE 81.90 78.09 81.20 81.33 —0.57 1.41
DEU 86.09 82.49 77.91 76.87 —9.22 3.20
DNK 31.08 29.68 28.53 28.00 -3.08 0.85
ESP 73.81 74.06 74.08 74.34 0.53 0.20
FIN 66.16 64.04 62.35 62.74 —3.41 1.30
FRA 65.55 63.40 64.15 65.69 0.14 0.94
GBR 36.51 35.77 35.12 35.35 —1.16 0.46
GRC 77.68 79.87 81.34 80.25 2.57 1.01
IRL 53.82 50.73 52.27 59.90 6.07 3.09
ITA 81.41 81.87 82.28 82.87 1.46 0.58
JPN 70.65 73.75 74.08 78.70 8.05 2.89
KOR — — — — — —
NDL 73.15 69.91 66.54 63.36 —9.80 3.14
NOR 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00
NZL 38.58 36.87 36.78 36.55 —-2.03 0.61
PRT 88.94 89.23 88.30 92.16 3.22 1.49
SWE 76.92 68.54 67.17 65.15 —11.77 2.99
TWN 99.33 53.58 49.83 48.26 —11.06 3.67
USA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
BGR 100.00 100.00 100.00 87.50 —12.50 5.91
CZE 64.77 49.68 64.88 68.33 3.56 8.25
EST 84.82 84.66 86.33 79.76 —5.06 1.80
HUN 88.94 85.96 93.36 86.59 —2.34 5.34
LTU 51.16 51.26 61.26 53.61 2.46 4.84
LVA 100.71 91.29 91.24 90.34 —10.37 3.86
POL 87.31 98.85 99.39 95.56 8.25 5.60
ROU 90.73 93.27 98.14 92.67 1.94 2.59
SVK 65.65 69.77 65.53 66.20 0.55 6.06
SVN 98.92 98.48 99.42 98.94 0.01 0.28
Non-CEE 64.62 63.21 62.65 63.03 —1.60 24.11
CEE 83.30 82.32 85.96 81.95 —1.35 16.47
Total 70.65 69.38 70.17 69.13 —1.52 23.80
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Table C.23: Levels of high income standard pension replacement rates in 33 countries, 1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD
AUS 28.39 27.30 26.77 27.94 —0.45 0.99
AUT 73.17 75.75 75.00 75.62 2.45 1.58
BEL 42.58 42.73 44.51 46.46 3.88 1.33
CAN 32.10 31.39 30.35 32.30 0.20 0.81
CHE 32.59 35.74 38.90 40.98 8.39 2.65
DEU 66.73 64.79 59.73 54.92 —11.80 4.54
DNK 31.08 29.68 28.53 28.00 —3.08 0.85
ESP 103.76 95.74 93.89 94.02 -9.74 3.69
FIN 64.68 62.02 66.13 68.06 3.38 2.51
FRA 48.71 49.51 46.45 44.79 —3.92 1.41
GBR 40.13 44.85 47.24 49.51 9.38 2.80
GRC — — — — — —
IRL 40.54 37.90 36.73 42.47 1.93 2.18
ITA 68.10 78.95 79.34 74.09 5.99 3.95
JPN 45.19 44.57 44.03 45.19 —0.00 1.06
KOR — 14.87 15.62 18.25 — 2.42
NDL 35.52 37.18 37.15 36.00 0.48 0.93
NOR 68.61 70.49 71.00 74.30 5.68 1.81
NZL 22.11 21.79 21.61 21.93 —0.18 0.35
PRT — — — — — —
SWE 61.66 53.74 44.84 38.90 —22.76 7.69
TWN — — — 38.91 — 0.23
USA 43.90 43.86 46.95 47.24 3.34 1.68
BGR 90.59 64.23 75.88 77.59 —13.00 18.44
CZE 48.07 40.78 41.64 41.71 —6.36 2.68
EST 16.55 25.44 25.96 34.11 17.56 4.25
HUN 66.41 77.11 102.31 75.09 8.68 14.08
LTU 32.01 33.78 35.73 41.28 9.27 2.49
LVA 43.08 52.59 48.15 34.97 —8.11 10.01
POL 68.65 67.09 72.26 72.06 3.41 3.95
ROU 19.27 35.24 65.81 82.73 63.46 19.99
SVK 36.16 44.54 63.81 65.95 29.79 15.17
SVN 65.61 50.20 48.14 52.27 —13.35 8.48
Non-CEE 49.98 48.14 47.74 47.61 —0.36 20.14
CEE 48.64 49.10 57.97 57.78 9.13 19.69
Total 49.52 48.46 51.15 50.89 291 20.06
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Table C.24: Levels of high income minimum pension replacement rates in 33 countries, 1995—

2010.
1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD

AUS 28.39 27.30 26.77 27.94 —0.45 0.99
AUT 33.48 33.77 35.62 36.07 2.59 1.16
BEL 23.72 23.02 23.56 28.08 4.36 3.44
CAN 24.99 23.44 22.10 22.50 —2.49 0.94
CHE 19.33 18.04 17.98 16.91 —2.42 0.85
DEU 10.25 10.01 10.90 10.13 —0.12 0.31
DNK — — — — — —
ESP 40.82 40.16 39.55 38.72 —2.10 0.62
FIN 32.17 27.64 25.26 24.26 ~7.91 2.56
FRA 22.14 20.67 20.76 20.34 ~1.80 0.79
GBR 23.28 21.42 25.20 26.34 3.06 2.01
GRC — 27.87 28.26 23.74 — 1.42
IRL 20.05 18.10 19.57 26.55 6.50 2.78
ITA 26.19 29.63 30.82 28.05 1.87 2.30
JPN 20.11 21.59 21.39 21.42 1.32 0.58
KOR — — — 2.94 — 0.06
NDL 35.52 37.18 37.15 36.00 0.48 0.93
NOR 21.95 24.59 24.69 28.72 6.77 2.23
NZL 25.27 25.03 24.82 24.91 —0.36 0.38
PRT 35.84 37.09 38.60 47.53 11.68 3.57
SWE 24.77 21.06 20.83 17.94 —6.82 1.96
TWN — — — 6.76 — 0.17
USA 19.40 18.52 17.40 17.42 ~1.97 0.87
BGR 18.53 17.79 17.54 16.61 ~1.92 1.80
CZE 21.56 19.80 16.98 9.35  —12.21 4.28
EST 9.56 13.00 9.75 12.60 3.04 1.66
HUN 20.81 19.71 17.35 13.86 —6.95 2.26
LTU 14.16 13.65 15.28 17.61 3.45 1.29
LVA 19.60 17.20 12.99 9.02  —10.58 3.60
POL 16.95 13.70 13.12 10.13 —6.82 2.05
ROU 9.52 4.68 8.58 5.89 —3.63 2.41
SVK 32.96 52.93 40.80 40.88 7.92 6.48
SVN 19.93 14.78 13.25 12.49 —7.44 2.25
Non-CEE 25.67 25.31 25.56 24.24 0.64 7.86
CEE 18.36 18.72 16.56 14.84 —3.52 9.18
Total 23.15 23.11 22.56 21.30 —0.79 9.16
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Table C.25: Levels of unemployment replacement rates for families with children in 33 countries,

1995-2010.
1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD
AUS 50.27 44.68 42.44 39.79 —10.48 4.05
AUT 77.81 77.54 T4.77 74.71 -3.10 1.45
BEL 82.28 82.15 81.39 84.59 2.31 0.93
CAN 74.27 74.37 72.03 71.49 —2.78 1.51
CHE 86.67 88.96 89.65 91.68 5.01 1.20
DEU 74.27 76.70 75.19 75.13 0.86 0.96
DNK 80.48 78.74 77.14 75.16 —5.32 2.84
ESP 84.28 82.56 82.41 83.64 —0.64 0.81
FIN 90.63 85.39 83.35 81.01 -9.63 3.20
FRA 62.76 62.13 61.86 61.46 —1.30 7.09
GBR 57.65 56.46 59.77 59.75 2.10 1.51
GRC 72.33 73.39 73.25 74.45 2.12 0.51
IRL 69.23 65.22 68.21 77.46 8.23 4.13
ITA 54.88 64.60 71.22 75.12 20.24 6.43
JPN — 75.15 71.48 71.06 — 1.92
KOR — 35.65 34.96 33.03 — 0.81
NDL 84.91 84.45 85.54 86.46 1.55 0.82
NOR 84.79 86.13 85.61 86.03 1.24 0.59
NZL 65.55 63.19 63.53 61.37 —4.18 1.14
PRT 93.48 93.69 91.59 91.02 —2.46 0.98
SWE 84.22 78.94 82.87 76.66 —7.56 2.51
TWN — 39.81 39.20 38.61 — 6.40
USA 74.79 76.82 75.90 75.42 0.63 0.63
BGR 64.91 61.79 85.13 84.81 19.90 8.08
CZE 106.05 96.19 98.15 79.91 —26.14 8.21
EST 48.00 45.60 67.50 69.24 21.24 11.75
HUN 94.87 84.94 74.76 84.59 —10.28 5.59
LTU 58.10 57.56 71.51 67.12 9.03 8.02
LVA 61.81 83.20 83.64 83.36 21.55 7.62
POL 73.59 69.26 62.60 59.98 —13.61 5.09
ROU 74.34 74.72 63.83 73.55 —-0.79 4.04
SVK 74.03 78.51 68.99 70.85 -3.18 4.32
SVN 69.83 83.61 85.25 85.10 15.27 6.60
Non-CEFE 75.28 71.60 71.45 71.53 —0.16 15.09
CEE 72.55 73.54 76.14 75.85 3.30 12.80
Total 74.37 72.19 72.87 72.84 0.99 14.46
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Table C.26: Levels of sickness replacement rates for families with children in 33 countries, 1995—

2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD
AUS 50.27 44.68 42.44 39.79 —10.48 4.00
AUT 91.24 93.48 93.17 93.16 1.91 0.85
BEL 89.06 87.58 86.50 86.04 —3.02 0.91
CAN — — — — — —
CHE 89.08 87.90 89.76 90.55 1.47 2.74
DEU 101.41 94.13 91.07 91.33 —10.08 2.84
DNK 51.34 50.29 49.01 52.41 1.07 1.09
ESP 75.44 74.49 74.47 75.46 0.02 0.46
FIN 68.20 67.74 67.01 66.92 —1.28 0.62
FRA 78.31 76.31 76.46 76.45 —1.86 0.72
GBR 56.75 55.51 55.45 95.67 —1.08 0.38
GRC 80.99 82.00 82.37 83.30 2.31 0.60
IRL 73.88 70.17 73.15 84.01 10.13 4.70
ITA 85.99 86.49 87.89 87.65 1.66 0.75
JPN 70.65 73.18 73.34 74.97 4.32 1.70
KOR — — — — — —
NDL 84.91 84.45 85.54 77.89 —7.02 2.50
NOR 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00
NZL 66.96 63.19 63.53 61.37 -5.59 1.65
PRT 85.70 86.91 85.16 87.75 2.05 0.92
SWE 88.24 86.39 86.53 85.09 —3.15 0.95
TWN 67.62 67.25 66.67 66.11 —1.50 0.48
USA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
BGR 100.00 100.00 98.92 66.84 —33.16 15.50
CZE 88.60 78.17 88.07 78.42 —10.18 4.90
EST 86.26 85.33 86.22 84.13 —2.13 1.93
HUN 92.58 90.87 89.55 87.49 —5.09 2.47
LTU 76.64 78.52 72.53 73.17 —3.47 2.56
LVA 100.55 93.22 93.13 92.56 —7.99 3.01
POL 91.46 99.26 99.49 97.41 5.95 3.72
ROU 92.03 94.29 95.29 94.58 2.56 1.97
SVK 86.63 96.64 73.95 75.16 —11.47 9.94
SVN 94.22 94.96 94.97 94.79 0.58 0.42
Non-CEFE 74.10 72.96 72.83 73.14 —0.96 21.85
CEE 90.90 91.13 89.21 84.46 —6.44 9.06
Total 79.52 78.82 78.12 76.79 —2.73 20.06
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Table C.27: Levels of standard pension replacement rates for families with children in 33 coun-
tries, 1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD
AUS 97.10 54.07 52.31 51.84 —5.26 2.63
AUT 71.42 71.74 72.13 72.93 1.51 0.80
BEL 51.49 52.49 55.18 08.37 6.88 2.41
CAN 57.31 57.24 55.47 57.55 0.24 0.83
CHE 42.79 51.59 54.07 56.86 14.07 3.98
DEU 63.39 58.70 54.53 50.81 —12.58 4.22
DNK 51.34 50.29 49.01 52.41 1.07 1.09
ESP 103.02 95.69 93.95 94.20 —8.82 3.40
FIN 65.70 65.42 68.30 70.23 4.53 2.18
FRA 63.73 99.78 58.61 56.60 —7.13 2.33
GBR 49.46 50.07 50.37 49.99 0.53 1.01
GRC — — — — — —
IRL 50.72 44.82 47.62 59.56 8.84 4.12
ITA 71.81 78.20 81.16 75.31 3.50 3.31
JPN 63.62 62.31 61.78 60.19 —3.43 1.15
KOR — 20.19 21.02 24.16 — 3.02
NDL 64.12 67.80 66.51 62.76 —1.36 2.13
NOR 63.86 67.30 68.25 72.87 9.00 2.64
NZL 43.68 41.45 39.92 39.26 —4.42 1.54
PRT — — — — — —
SWE 74.62 66.49 60.57 57.16 —17.46 6.16
TWN — — — 37.54 — 0.55
USA 62.82 99.92 62.25 62.06 —0.77 1.48
BGR 65.67 61.44 85.52 87.27 21.60 15.22
CZE 46.29 74.66 64.75 65.40 19.11 7.07
EST 30.56 46.13 43.01 56.00 25.44 6.16
HUN 59.41 68.82 85.14 72.69 13.29 6.89
LTU 36.34 37.67 39.79 51.30 14.96 4.03
LVA 55.11 77.84 67.10 43.02 —12.09 15.83
POL 59.57 57.02 73.10 75.66 16.10 8.55
ROU 18.73 31.57 52.87 73.97 05.24 17.72
SVK 77.83 95.37 70.16 73.18 —4.65 9.03
SVN 60.81 40.54 39.08 40.31 —20.51 9.70
Non-CEE 61.68 58.78 58.65 58.22 —0.58 14.84
CEE 51.03 59.11 62.05 63.88 12.85 16.47
Total 58.01 58.89 59.78 60.05 4.05 15.38
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Table C.28: Levels of minimum pension replacement rates for families with children in 33 coun-
tries, 1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD

AUS 97.10 54.07 52.31 51.84 —5.26 2.63
AUT 58.37 55.76 61.49 60.86 2.49 2.03
BEL 40.97 39.87 39.24 45.34 4.37 4.32
CAN 49.77 45.96 44.39 43.95 —5.83 1.48
CHE 35.55 34.14 34.08 32.48 —3.07 1.29
DEU 20.41 18.74 20.57 19.42 -0.99 0.87
DNK — — — — — —

ESP 55.68 54.35 53.76 52.64 —3.04 0.91
FIN 58.64 52.29 48.92 47.62 —11.02 3.74
FRA 44.26 42.77 42.17 41.90 —2.37 1.30
GBR 39.47 38.48 42.35 42.63 3.16 1.88
GRC — 47.52 48.21 40.30 — 2.26
IRL 34.77 30.95 33.98 46.44 11.67 4.90
ITA 97.56 60.80 61.92 95.57 -1.99 3.58
JPN 47.02 50.48 49.91 46.69 —0.33 1.51
KOR — — — 6.64 — 0.18
NDL 64.12 67.80 66.51 62.76 —1.36 2.13
NOR 26.30 30.30 31.21 36.91 10.61 3.07
NZL 42.64 40.06 38.33 37.12 —5.52 2.00
PRT 42.98 45.32 45.92 72.69 29.71 9.43
SWE 47.44 41.30 39.31 33.58 —13.86 4.08
TWN — — — 16.66 — 0.23
USA 38.47 35.70 33.09 33.25 —5.22 2.15
BGR 33.79 34.48 40.97 42.42 8.63 4.05
CZE 42.19 39.33 34.15 19.33 —22.86 8.43
EST 21.03 28.59 21.15 28.65 7.62 3.79
HUN 34.70 35.07 29.84 24.86 —9.84 5.40
LTU 28.22 27.30 30.16 35.30 7.08 2.45
LVA 41.84 38.74 29.46 20.13 —21.71 7.81
POL 27.72 21.74 23.14 18.71 —9.01 2.78
ROU 22.62 10.14 16.36 12.70 -9.93 4.75
SVK 55.04 91.35 70.37 69.95 14.91 12.08
SVN 42.27 27.89 25.07 23.81 —18.45 5.86
Non-CEFE 45.34 44.33 44.38 42.15 0.11 11.87
CEE 34.94 35.46 32.07 29.59 —5.35 15.31
Total 41.76 41.38 40.28 38.22 —1.77 14.08
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Table C.29: Levels of unemployment replacement rates for families without children in 33 coun-
tries, 1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD
AUS 32.23 30.22 27.96 24.50 —7.73 2.84
AUT 51.19 51.86 51.10 51.54 0.35 0.28
BEL 60.72 99.89 58.26 60.15 —0.597 1.36
CAN 55.78 52.08 49.32 49.20 —6.59 2.14
CHE 72.54 70.98 71.79 72.01 —0.53 0.93
DEU 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00 0.00 0.00
DNK 67.06 65.21 63.09 60.91 —6.14 3.28
ESP 67.40 65.68 64.66 64.66 —2.74 1.16
FIN 61.32 56.20 55.00 53.16 —8.16 2.72
FRA 79.78 77.99 7773 77.40 —2.38 1.55
GBR 23.31 21.27 19.53 18.16 —5.15 1.60
GRC 48.56 49.98 50.07 50.58 2.02 0.52
IRL 37.28 31.42 35.09 43.85 6.58 4.22
ITA 26.90 38.05 44.72 52.85 25.95 8.16
JPN — 60.18 54.81 54.92 — 2.50
KOR — 49.23 4791 48.65 — 1.15
NDL 71.09 70.15 68.75 71.59 0.50 1.26
NOR 60.44 61.44 61.09 61.77 1.34 0.55
NZL 32.67 30.44 29.95 28.20 —4.46 1.29
PRT 107.43 104.42 99.22 96.21 —11.22 3.58
SWE 68.89 62.45 67.14 60.38 —8.52 2.79
TWN — 55.50 54.03 52.71 — 8.68
USA 49.25 49.20 48.88 49.51 0.27 0.23
BGR 49.27 50.97 70.82 73.55 24.28 9.63
CZE 51.14 45.00 45.76 41.56 —9.58 2.35
EST 15.25 12.73 51.10 50.04 34.80 19.48
HUN 56.70 51.15 46.11 46.84 —9.86 3.35
LTU 37.17 36.42 54.40 50.39 13.22 10.42
LVA 38.44 72.38 73.25 72.73 34.29 12.23
POL 43.00 32.42 33.36 30.07 —12.92 3.80
ROU 60.00 60.00 45.14 60.04 0.04 6.25
SVK 69.71 59.08 53.94 58.73 —10.97 7.45
SVN 54.91 54.29 58.18 07.89 2.97 2.92
Non-CEE 56.69 55.38 54.79 54.91 —1.36 17.51
CEE 47.56 47.44 53.21 04.18 6.63 14.88
Total 53.65 52.98 54.31 54.69 1.30 16.86
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Table C.30: Levels of sickness replacement rates for families without children in 33 countries,

1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD
AUS 32.23 30.22 27.96 24.50 —7.73 2.84
AUT 82.63 87.39 87.02 86.90 4.27 1.72
BEL 78.92 76.03 73.19 71.78 —7.14 2.39
CAN — — — — — —
CHE 78.22 76.60 77.40 77.64 —0.57 1.06
DEU 86.29 82.34 81.66 79.13 —7.15 2.45
DNK 60.35 59.79 58.16 61.44 1.09 1.14
ESP 76.12 76.20 76.44 75.65 —0.46 0.29
FIN 71.96 68.01 65.31 64.57 —7.39 2.42
FRA 07.84 55.13 55.70 56.39 —1.45 0.88
GBR 26.93 24.65 23.22 22.64 —4.29 1.30
GRC 65.48 66.84 66.76 67.22 1.74 0.39
IRL 37.28 31.42 35.09 43.85 6.58 4.22
ITA 75.15 74.87 76.53 75.87 0.72 0.72
JPN 57.46 61.29 61.58 69.34 11.88 4.49
KOR — — — — — —
NDL 71.09 70.15 68.75 68.38 —-2.71 1.06
NOR 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00
NZL 34.03 30.44 29.95 28.20 —5.82 1.80
PRT 76.79 76.02 76.43 79.57 2.78 1.57
SWE 76.69 72.41 72.35 70.29 —6.40 1.64
TWN 48.61 46.25 45.03 43.93 —4.68 1.43
USA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
BGR 100.00 100.00 97.13 100.00 0.00 2.51
CZE 73.69 55.69 72.19 61.53 —12.16 7.46
EST 80.78 81.12 83.64 73.50 —7.28 2.46
HUN 77.88 73.18 85.18 77.93 0.04 6.64
LTU 53.77 54.33 57.42 52.60 —1.17 2.58
LVA 100.92 88.57 88.43 87.14 —13.79 5.07
POL 81.65 98.31 99.10 93.98 12.33 8.02
ROU 87.57 91.32 87.76 87.29 —0.29 3.43
SVK 83.99 89.18 58.38 60.13 —23.87 15.12
SVN 102.65 101.10 100.68 97.06 —5.59 1.70
Non-CEFE 61.62 60.29 59.93 60.35 —-1.27 23.96
CEE 84.29 83.28 82.99 79.11 —5.18 15.63
Total 68.93 67.71 67.37 66.40 —2.53 23.99
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Table C.31: Levels of standard pension replacement rates for families without children in 33
countries, 1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD
AUS 36.26 34.52 34.22 37.89 1.63 1.51
AUT 79.98 82.16 81.20 82.91 2.92 1.16
BEL 68.17 67.89 69.38 70.45 2.28 4.23
CAN 57.39 56.97 53.97 56.89 —0.50 1.18
CHE 45.60 52.76 54.88 56.33 10.73 3.08
DEU 69.11 66.06 62.51 o7.17 —11.94 4.10
DNK 60.35 59.79 58.16 61.44 1.09 1.14
ESP 106.61 96.43 94.04 93.86 —12.74 4.87
FIN 69.39 68.03 70.26 70.52 1.14 1.66
FRA 60.49 58.43 55.30 51.50 —8.99 2.60
GBR 52.41 54.87 57.70 57.47 5.06 2.13
GRC — — — — — —
IRL 54.03 49.74 51.17 61.39 7.37 3.59
ITA 80.16 92.34 93.90 86.55 6.38 4.84
JPN 56.34 55.19 54.59 57.01 0.67 1.25
KOR — 19.28 20.14 23.55 — 3.01
NDL 51.22 52.72 55.20 56.99 5.77 1.90
NOR 68.68 69.17 71.02 75.27 6.59 1.99
NZL 46.66 46.19 45.44 46.22 —0.44 0.65
PRT — — — — — —
SWE 73.96 66.15 56.64 53.60 —20.36 7.26
TWN — — — 38.44 — 0.38
USA 55.11 94.51 58.70 07.86 2.74 1.94
BGR 105.31 66.34 69.80 76.74 —28.57 15.50
CZE 44.70 70.63 70.69 69.18 24.47 6.44
EST 32.99 48.98 46.16 57.88 24.89 6.11
HUN 64.75 68.91 89.57 79.35 14.60 11.31
LTU 44.55 45.21 49.22 68.41 23.85 7.36
LVA 61.43 82.49 71.26 47.00 —14.43 16.24
POL 88.06 86.35 87.50 88.20 0.14 3.60
ROU 19.42 33.61 61.89 82.23 62.81 20.37
SVK 50.69 64.76 67.03 71.22 20.53 11.08
SVN 81.46 62.46 59.09 49.17 —32.30 11.23
Non-CEFE 62.73 60.16 59.92 59.68 —0.03 17.01
CEE 59.34 62.98 67.22 68.94 9.60 16.09
Total 61.56 61.10 62.35 62.67 3.29 16.78
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Table C.32: Levels of minimum pension replacement rates for families without children in 33
countries, 1995-2010.

1995 2000 2005 2010 A SD

AUS 36.26 34.52 34.22 37.89 1.63 1.51
AUT 53.21 52.71 51.90 54.28 1.07 0.74
BEL 41.56 40.25 41.19 49.27 7.70 7.09
CAN 48.38 46.98 45.53 45.77 ~2.61 0.95
CHE 41.52 39.22 39.09 36.80 —4.72 1.79
DEU 20.39 19.41 22.03 20.36 —0.03 0.89
DNK — — — — — —

ESP 33.59 32.08 31.15 29.64 ~3.96 1.12
FIN 39.87 34.51 31.40 2969  —10.18 3.21
FRA 51.64 48.99 47.92 51.22 —0.42 1.89
GBR 37.57 31.04 37.01 36.72 —0.85 3.11
GRC — 54.65 54.49 45.45 — 2.74
IRL 39.22 36.13 38.13 51.78 12.56 5.35
ITA 28.48 33.14 35.87 32.30 3.82 3.20
JPN 24.22 25.93 25.64 26.83 2.61 0.83
KOR — — — 421 — 0.11
NDL 51.22 52.72 55.20 56.99 5.77 1.90
NOR 4757 52.54 53.22 61.62 14.05 4.35
NZL 46.66 46.19 45.44 46.22 —0.44 0.65
PRT 33.16 36.74 39.97 71.22 38.06 11.95
SWE 48.59 41.93 41.96 3568  —12.92 3.82
TWN — — — 8.56 — 0.17
USA 40.08 38.50 36.77 36.17 —3.91 1.51
BGR 27.18 31.65 30.09 33.22 6.04 2.56
CZE 44.38 41.17 35.43 18.61  —25.77 9.15
EST 17.41 23.56 17.50 23.26 5.85 3.09
HUN 38.85 36.96 30.98 2721  —11.63 4.54
LTU 20.59 19.93 22.39 26.51 5.93 2.17
LVA 38.14 33.75 25.70 18.09  —20.05 6.95
POL 38.78 32.30 30.81 2371 —15.07 465
ROU 20.37 9.18 16.48 12.26 ~8.11 4.40
SVK 12.63 61.35 30.70 31.05 18.41 15.39
SVN 36.27 27.57 24.56 2236  —13.91 413
Non-CEE 40.17 39.91 40.41 39.49 2.49 10.68
CEE 29.46 31.74 26.46 23.63 —5.83 9.09
Total 36.48 37.19 35.76 34.53 —0.38 11.73
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