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Abstract

Both the Netherlands and Sweden are well-known for their extensive welfare state. Even

though the setup of the welfare state differs between both countries, they both experience

relatively favorable labor market outcomes. In particular, labor force participation is high

both among men and women. However, whereas in the past decade unemployment rates in

the Netherlands where among the lowest in Europe, unemployment rates in Sweden were

higher, in particular youth unemployment rates. The aim of this paper is to present an

analysis of the performance of the Dutch labor market and to explore which lessons can be

learned from this labor market for Sweden.
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1 Introduction

The Netherlands have been a role model for its labor market institutions, mainly because

unemployment rates in the past decades were among the lowest in Europe. In the 1990s there

was a ”Dutch employment miracle”, implying spectacular growth of employment and decline

of unemployment. The Great Recession hit the Dutch economy relatively hard. In 2009 GDP

dropped by 3.5 percent. This drop in production was unprecedented for the Netherlands. Even

in the early 1980s when the Netherlands experienced a big increase in unemployment the drop

in production was only 1 to 1.5 percent. Yet, at the start of the Great Recession unemployment

rates did not increase substantially. An important reason for this is that shortly before the Great

Recession, the Dutch labor market was tight (Van Ours, 2012). In the 1980s Sweden was a role

model for its labor market. At that time the Swedish unemployment rate was substantially

below the Dutch unemployment rate and one of the lowest in Europe. Sweden suffered from a

severe financial crisis in the early 1990s. In this period the Swedish unemployment rate increased

a lot, while Dutch unemployment only slightly increased.

So, whereas in the 1980s Swedish unemployment rates were below those in the Netherlands,

they were above the Dutch unemployment rates in the 1990s and 2000s. Now that the Great

Recession celebrates its fifth birthday Swedish unemployment rates are still higher than in the

Netherlands. However, because the Netherlands experienced negative economic growth in 2012

while Sweden had positive growth, the unemployment rates in both countries are currently

converging. This paper analyzes differences in Swedish and Dutch labor market institution to

explore whether the labor market performance of the Netherlands might be used as an example

for Sweden.

This paper is set-up as follows. In section 2 we provide a long-term perspective of the

relationship between economic growth and unemployment rates in the Netherlands and Sweden.

We show that the associations between GDP growth and changes in unemployment rates are

very similar in the Netherlands and Sweden. In section 3 we provide an overview of recent

developments in labor market outcomes in the Netherlands and Sweden and we compare these

outcomes with average outcomes across EU-15 countries. We describe developments in the

1990s and the 2000s for employment rates, female part-time employment rates, the share of

workers with temporary contracts, and youth unemployment rates. In section 4 we give a

description of labor market institutions where in addition to the Netherlands and Sweden we

also provide information on Denmark, France, Germany, Norway, United Kingdom and United

States. We provide information about minimum wages, unions, family policies, retirement,

employment protection legislation, unemployment benefits and active labor market policies and

payroll taxes. Section 5 concludes with an overview a recent reforms in Dutch labor market

institutions and it discusses to what extent the Dutch labor market can indeed serve as an

example for Sweden.
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2 Sweden and the Netherlands – long term perspective

2.1 GDP growth and unemployment rates

Figure 1 shows long-run developments in GDP-growth and unemployment rates in the Nether-

lands and Sweden, where for reasons of comparison EU-15 is also included. Both figures describe

the period 1983-2012.

In terms of negative economic growth there are two key differences between the two countries.

Sweden had negative growth in early 1990s, while the Netherlands had negative growth in 2012.

There is also a clear overlap. The Great Recession of 2007/08 had a negative impact on economic

growth in both countries. And, the magnitude of the negative growth during the Great Recession

was unprecedented over the period shown in Figure 1. However, Sweden recovered better from

the large negative shock in GDP growth in 2009.

Figure 1: Growth of real GDP and Unemployment Rates

a. Real GDP growth (%/year) – b. Unemployment Rates (%)

Source: Eurostat

As shown in the right-hand side graph of Figure 1 except for two time-periods the evolution

in unemployment rates in the Netherlands and Sweden was highly correlated. Up to the late

1980s unemployment rates in Sweden were substantially smaller than in the Netherlands but in

both countries they declined. In the early 1990s the situation changed dramatically. Due to the

fall in output unemployment rates in Sweden went up from about 2% to about 10% while at the

same time unemployment rates in the Netherlands only increased from about 5% to about 7%.

Since mid 1990s, the evolution of the unemployment rates in both countries is highly correlated

with the unemployment rates in Sweden being 3-4%-points higher than in the Netherlands. In

2012 unemployment rates in the Netherlands started to rise while they declined in Sweden.

Again, this is most likely related to the differences in economic growth.

The figure shows that most periods show gradually decreasing unemployment rates. How-

ever, economic crises or recessions may cause a substantial increase in the unemployment rate in

a relatively short period. A recession may thus have an immediately visible effect, but recovery
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is much slower.

2.2 Okun’s law

During the Great Recession, across countries there were big differences in the response of unem-

ployment to changes in output. Whereas for example output dropped by more than 8 percent in

Ireland and only half as much in Spain, the unemployment rate in both countries increased by

about 7.5 percentage points (IMF, 2010). To analyze differences in response of unemployment

to changes in output shocks Okun’s law can be used as an organizing framework. The basis idea

of Okun’s law is that output fluctuations induce firms to hire and fire workers and this affects

the unemployment rate. Okun’s law specifies that there is a relationship between on the one

hand deviations of the actual level of output from a long-run level of output and on the other

hand deviations of the actual unemployment rate from its long-run level (Ball et al., 2012):

Ut − U∗t = β(Yt − Y ∗t ) with β < 0, (1)

where Ut is the unemployment rate at time t, Yt is the log of output at time t, the ∗ indicates

a long-run level and β is the main parameter of interest. If the long-run level of unemployment

is constant and long-run level of output grows at a constant rate then equation (1) can be

rewritten as:

∆Ut = α+ β∆Yt, (2)

where the ∆ stands for first difference and −α/β represents the minimum level of output growth

needed to reduce the unemployment rate.1 Equation (2) is the most general specification. In

practice, often lags of output and unemployment rates are included in the right-hand side of

the equation.

Using annual data from the period 1980-2011, Ball et al. (2012) estimate Okun’s law equa-

tions for 20 OECD-countries. It turns out there are substantial cross-country differences in β,

from a low (in absolute terms) -0.14 for Austria to a high of -0.85 for Spain. IMF (2010) relates

differences country-specific labor market institutions to β finding that this parameter decreases

with employment protection legislation and increases with unemployment benefits and the share

of temporary workers.

For the purpose of this paper, the most interesting finding is that there is hardly any

difference in the estimated β for the Netherlands (-0.51) and Sweden (-0.52), suggesting that

in these two countries the unemployment response to a change in GDP-growth is very similar.2

This would be in line with an eyeball-test using Figure 1 and comparing differences in GDP-

growth and unemployment rates in the two countries. And, it could also suggest that the

1Assume that the long-run level of unemployment: U∗t = U∗ and Y ∗t = γ + δt, then, ∆Ut = −βδ + β∆Yt =
α+ β∆Yt. So, ∆Ut = 0, if ∆Yt = −α/β.

2Note that IMF (2010) suggests that in the 20 years preceding the Great Recession, the unemployment
response to output fluctuations was larger in Sweden.
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institutions affecting the way unemployment rates respond to changes in output are on balance

not that different. T

From this section, we draw the following conclusions:

1. The association between GDP growth and changes in the unemployment rate is very

similar in Sweden and the Netherlands.

2. A financial crisis, causing low levels of GDP growth (Sweden early Nineties and Great

Recession) cause a structural increase in the level of unemployment.

3. Increases in unemployment rates during economic crises can be abrupt, but recovery is

much more gradual.

4. Unemployment rates before 1993 were lower in Sweden. Then there was a big increase

in the unemployment rates in Sweden. After that unemployment rates remain higher in

Sweden than in the Netherlands. The fluctuations in unemployment rates are very similar.

They just occur at a higher level for Sweden. In the recent year unemployment rates are

converging.
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3 Recent developments in labor market outcomes

In this section we briefly discuss labor market outcomes in the Netherlands and Sweden over

time. We relate the outcomes in these countries to the average in the EU-15, and in Table 1 we

also provide statistics for other countries.

Figure 2a shows that since the early Nineties, the male employment rate in the Netherlands

is higher than in Sweden. But for both countries the employment rate among men is above the

average in the EU-15. In fact, since 2000 the employment rate among Dutch men is the highest

among the countries shown in Table 1. However, since the start of the financial crisis, employ-

ment rates have been declining and currently the Dutch and Swedish male employment rates are

almost equal. Germany is remarkable. Around 2000, it had one of the lowest employment rate

of male workers among the countries shown in the table. But since the Hartz-reforms imple-

mented in 2003 and 2004, the male employment rate increased by eight percentage points and

the increase was unaffected by the Great Recession. Nowadays the German male employment

rate is almost equal to that of the Netherlands and Sweden.

Figure 2: Employment Rates Males and Females; Age 20-64

a. Males – b. Females

Source: Eurostat

The female employment rate is shown in Figure 2b. The Swedish female employment rate is

traditionally almost as high as that for males. In the Netherlands the female employment rate

is steadily increasing. It is now equivalent to the female employment rate in Denmark, but still

below the level of Sweden. However, in the Netherlands much more women work in part-time

jobs than in other countries. Figure 3 shows the percentage of women working part time. The

figure shows that in the Netherlands almost 80% of the working women have a part-time job.

Table 1 shows that there is no country with comparable rates of female part-time work. In

Sweden about 40% of the working women have a part-time job.

Figure 4 shows the fraction of workers with temporary contracts. In the early Nineties,

both in the Netherlands and in Sweden as well as in the EU-15 about 10% of employees did
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Figure 3: Women working part time

Source: Eurostat

not have a permanent contract. Since then, in most countries the fraction of workers with

temporary contracts increased. Denmark, which is well-know for its flexicurity model, in an

exception. Here the the fraction of workers with temporary contracts decreased. Over the years

the Netherlands and Sweden have been the countries with the highest shares of workers with

temporary contracts.

Figure 4: Workers with temporary contracts

Source: Eurostat

Figure 5 shows the unemployment rate among individuals under age 25. In most countries

the youth unemployment rate is about twice as high as the overall unemployment rate. Sweden

is an exception to this rule. In 2012, the youth unemployment rate in Sweden was about

24% while the total unemployment rate was 8%.3 This might indicate that in Sweden young

workers experience more problems when finding work than in other countries. In 2012, the

Netherlands had together with Germany both the lowest level of youth unemployment and the

3Among the population of 15 to 24 years old in the Netherlands about 4% is not in employment and not in
education, compared to almost 8% in Sweden. So, the differences between the youth unemployment rates in the
Netherlands and Sweden are not driven by individuals who are neither at work nor at school.
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lowest unemployment rate. However, in 2013 both are quickly increasing in the Netherlands.

Figure 5: Youth unemployment rate, under age 25

Source: Eurostat

From the comparison of recent development in the labor markets of the Netherlands and

Sweden we draw the following conclusions:

1. Employment rates of men are similar.

2. Employment rates of women are converging.

3. Part-time work is in the Netherlands far more popular than in Sweden.

4. Youth unemployment rates in Sweden are much higher than in the Netherlands.

5. Temporary work is increasing in the Netherlands but not anymore in Sweden.
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4 Labor market institutions – a cross-country comparison

In this section we present a brief overview of labor market institutions in eight countries: Den-

mark, France, Germany, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom, United States.4

4.1 Minimum wage

In some countries the minimum wage is unilaterally set by the government, while in other

countries it is the outcome of negotiations between workers and firm representatives. When it

is government legislated, the minimum wage in principle applies to all workers. When it is the

outcome of collective bargaining, the wage floor may also cover workers who are not unionized.

Beyond the single minimum wage, there are often a reduced or sub-minimum rates for some

specific groups, for example, workers without work experience and young workers.

Table 2: Minimum Wages (MW) in OECD countries

Ratio minimum wage Monthly Percentage
to median wage (%) MW in Taxonomy earning Youth
1990 2010 Diff euros (2010) System Type MW (2005) subminimum
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Denmark – – – – S 3 – yes
France 52 60 8 1344 N 1 16.8 limited
Germany – – 0 – S 3 – some
Netherlands 56 47 -9 1416 N 1 2.2 yes
Sweden – – – – S 3 – yes
United Kingdom – 46 – 1169 N 1 1.8 yes
United States 36 39 3 949 N-S 1 1.3 limited

Note: System: N = national; N-S = National-state; S = sectoral collective agreement
Type: 1 = National, government-legislated; 3 = Industry-level, bargaining
Sources: OECD Minimum Wage Database, Eurostat

The ratio of the minimum wage to the median wage is a measure for the strictness of

the minimum wage in international comparisons. Table 2 compares characteristics of different

minimum wage systems. The first three columns display the ratios of minimum to median

wage. These numbers are only available for countries that have a national minimum wage (see

columns (5) and (6)). The range in the ratios is quite big. In 2010 it was 39% in the United

States, while 60% in France.

Table 2 shows that the level of the minimum wage in euros per month differs as does the

share of workers earning the minimum wage. This share was almost 17% in France but in

the order of 2% for the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the United States. Also the

development over time differs. Figure 6 shows that the minimum wage in the United States

has been falling since the end of the 1990s relative to the median wage, to increase again at the

4This section relies heavily on Boeri and Van Ours, 2013.
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Figure 6: Ratio of Minimum to Median Wage; 1971-2010

Source: OECD Minimum Wage Database.

end of the 2000s. In the Netherlands the ratio has been decreasing since the late 1970s, while

in France there is an almost continuous increase over a period of 40 years.

Sweden does not have a statutory minimum wage. Minimum wages are subject to bargaining

between unions and employers as part of collective agreements (see for an overview Skedinger,

2008). About 90% of Swedish workers are covered by collective agreements. Minimum wage

levels are negotiated for several categories of workers differentiated by age, industry and expe-

rience. Because of the wide variation in minimum wages there is little systematic information

available. Skedinger (2008) presents an overview of the range of minimum wages as it would

have applied to a standardized worker, who is defined to be at least 20 years of age, with no

work experience and working in an unskilled occupation in a non-metropolitan area. This stan-

dardized worker would have the lowest minimum wage for an adult worker in each agreement.

In 2006, the latest year for which Skedinger (2008) provides information the minimum wage

for a standardized worker compared to average wages for manual workers in the corresponding

industry ranged from about 58% in construction to 86% in hotels and restaurants.5 According

to Skedinger (2008) few workers in for example construction were on or close the minimum wage

but in hotels and restaurants about 30 percent were on or close (at most 1 percent above) the

minimum wage, while in retail this was 20 percent.

As indicated in Table 2 in some countries the minimum wage does not depend on the age

of the worker, but in some countries it does. While in France and the United States there is

just one youth minimum wage, in the United Kingdom there are two youth minimum wages.

In the Netherlands there is a different minimum wage for (almost) every age until age 23. At

a lower age workers are entitled to a minimum wage that is a fixed proportion of the adult

5Eldring and Alsos (2012) report a percentage of 83 for construction and 91 for hotels and restaurants. In
their overview the lowest percentage of 72 is for metalworking industries.
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wage.6 The level of the youth minimum wage compared to the adult minimum wage is very

different across countries. The youth minimum wage for workers aged 16 ranges between 82.5

percent in the United States and 80 percent in France to 34.5 percent in the Netherlands. In

Sweden, differentiation of the minimum wages by age is very industry-specific. An 18 year old

worker would have a minimum wage as a percentage of the minimum wage of a 20 year old

standardized worker of about 70% in manufacturing and close to 100% in retail.7

4.2 Unions

The most intuitive measure of the relevance of trade unions is the union density (or membership)

rate, which is the fraction of workers registered with some trade union. The second column of

Table 3 shows recent information about union density rates (counting only members of working

age). Union density in 2010 was in France and the United States only around 10%. In the

Scandinavian countries union density is highest; it is about 70 percent in Denmark and Sweden.

In these countries unemployment insurance is often only provided to union members, whereas

is many other countries unemployment insurance coverage is not restricted to union members.

Table 3: Coverage, Union Density, Excess Coverage, Level of Bargaining and Coordination;
2010

Union Excess Level of
Coverage density coverage bargaining Coordination

Denmark 80 69 11 2 3
France 90 8 82 2 2
Germany 62 19 43 3 4
Netherlands 82 19 63 2 4
Norway 74 54 20 4 4
Sweden 91 69 22 3 3
United Kingdom 33 28 5 1 1
United States 13 11 2 1 1

Source: Visser (2011)
Note: The information refers to 2010 or the last year available (often 2008 or 2009).
Coverage = Employees covered by wage bargaining agreements as a proportion of all wage and salary earners in employment
with the right to bargaining, expressed as -percentage, adjusted for the possibility that some sectors or occupations are
excluded from the right to bargain.
Union Density = Union members in the active, dependent and employed labor force as a percentage of wage and salary
earners in employment.
Level of Bargaining = the dominant level(s) at which wage bargaining takes place: 5 = National or central level; 4 =
National or central level, with additional sectoral/local or company bargaining; 3 = Sectoral or industry level; 2 = Sectoral
or industry level, with additional local or company bargaining; 1 = local or company bargaining.
Coordination of wage bargaining: 5 = Economy-wide bargaining; 4 = Mixed industry and economy-wide bargaining; 3
= Industry bargaining; 2 = Mixed or alternating industry- and firm level bargaining 1 = None of the above, fragmented
bargaining, mostly at company level.

Figure 7 plots union density rates in five OECD countries since 1960. In four of these

6These are 85% (age 22), 72.5% (age 21), 61.5% (age 20), 52.5% (age 19), 45.5% (age 18), 39.5% (age 17),
34.5% (age 16), 30% (age 15).

7There is also differentiation of the minimum wage for workers below the age of 18, but no information is
available about this differentiation.

11



countries – France, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and the United States – union

density in 2010 was substantially below union density in 1960. Deunionization was particularly

strong in the United States and the United Kingdom. In France union density dropped from

about 20 percent in 1960 to 8 percent in 2010. In the Netherlands there was also a strong

decline in union density, in particular from the late 1980s (when it was about 35 percent) to

2010 (17 percent). In Sweden union density remained substantially higher, but also shows a

decreasing trend since the mid-Nineties.
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Figure 7: Union Membership in Five Countries; 1960-2010

Source: Visser(2011); see for details Table 3

When unemployment insurance was introduced some countries opted for a compulsory sys-

tem administered by government agencies, while others chose a voluntary but publicly supported

scheme administered by unions or union-dominated funds. The latter system is also called the

Ghent system, after the Belgian town where the first agreement was signed, envisaging an active

role of unions in the running of unemployment benefits. The Ghent system is still operating in

Denmark, Finland, Iceland, and Sweden. Needless to say, under a Ghent system workers have

a bigger incentive to join a union.

A better measure of the bargaining power of trade unions is provided by the coverage of

trade unions, which is the percentage of the eligible workforce whose contract is regulated by

the collective agreements. The first column of table 3 provides a cross-country overview of

coverage. Clearly, there is a wide range in the coverage from as low as 13 percent in the United

States to 90 percent or more in France and Sweden. In the United Kingdom, coverage is close

to membership, because collective agreements apply only if a majority of workers in a firm are

members of a union.

The fourth column of table 3 provides information on the level of bargaining, which is the
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level at which contracts are negotiated, following a fivefold classification provided by the OECD

(ranging from 1, which stands for local or company bargaining, to 5, which stands for national

or central level). While in some countries (e.g., the United Kingdom or the United States)

negotiation occurs mainly at the level of the firm, in continental and southern Europe it is more

frequently carried out at the industry level. Even decentralized bargaining can be coordinated

at the industry or national level by unions. Thus, it is useful to complement information on

the institutional level of bargaining with measures of the degree of coordination in collective

bargaining, reported in the last column of table 3.

4.3 Family policies

Family policies aim at reconciling work of both parents with childcare responsibilities. There

are two main types of family policies: parental leave and subsidized childcare. Parental leave

arrangements not only provide a period for the working mother to recover from giving birth

and to bond with her newborn, but also make it easier for mothers to stay attached to the labor

market when raising children. Subsidized childcare affects mothers’ choices with respect to the

allocation of time between childrearing and work.

Table 4: Summary Indicators of Formal Child Care Coverage and Maternity Leave
Young children Duration of Base Total duration

Childcare using formal base mater- maternity of leave

spending child care % nity leave benfits (base+opt)

(% of GDP) Age < 3 Age ≥ 3 (weeks) (% avg wage) (weeks)

Denmark 1.32 66 92 18 50 46
France 1.01 42 100 16 100 159
Germany 0.39 18 93 14 100 162
Netherlands 0.72 56 67 16 100 26
Norway 0.96 51 94 9 80 91
Sweden 1.09 47 91 9 80 51
United Kingdom 1.09 41 93 52 25 52
United States 0.38 31 56 12 0 12
Source: OECD Family Database.

Note: The information about child care coverage (first two columns) concerns the years 2007-2008; the information on maternity

leave (last three columns) refers to 2008.

Table 4 presents summary indicators of formal child care coverage and maternity leave.

There are large cross-country differences in spending for childcare: Nordic countries spend

roughly 1 percent of GDP, if not more, on childcare, while Germany and the United States

spend less than 0.4 percent of GDP on childcare. Differences are also substantial in the coverage

of formal childcare arrangements for children younger than 3. In Germany less than 20 percent

of young children use formal childcare arrangements, while in Denmark, the Netherlands, and

Norway more than 50 percent of these children do.

Employers in the EU are bound by a 1992 EU directive to provide at least 14 weeks of
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Table 5: Standard Age and Earliest Age of Entitlement to Public Old-Age Pensions; Pension
Replacement Rate

Retirement ages
Earliest Standard Standard Pension
Males Males Females replacement rates

1969 2001 2011 1969 2011 1969 2011 Males Females

Denmark 67 65 n.a. 67 67 67 67 94.5 94.5
France 60 60 56 65 60 65 60 60.8 60.8
Germany 65 63 63 65 67 65 67 58.4 58.4
Netherlands 65 60 n.a. 65 65 65 65 103.3 103.3
Norway 70 67 62 70 67 70 67 62.3 62.3
Sweden 63 61 61 67 65 67 65 53.3 53.3
United Kingdom 65 65 n.a. 65 68 60 68 48.0 48.0
United States 62 62 62 65 67 65 67 53.4 53.4

Sources: Duval (2003); OECD (2011).

Note: Pension replacement rates concern net replacement rates for mandatory retirement programs of full-career workers with

average earnings. “n.a” identifies countries in which early retirement is not allowed in any part of the pension system

maternity leave to their employees, that is more than in the United States. Also, in the United

States, maternity leave does not necessarily involve public transfers replacing the forgone earn-

ings during the leave period. In the countries where maternity leave is paid, maternity benefits

range from 25 to 50 percent of the wage in Denmark and the United Kingdom to 100 percent

in many other countries. In all cases, however, the job position is protected during the entire

leave period, whether this is paid or unpaid, mandatory or optional.

4.4 Retirement

Table 5 shows that until 2001 the earliest age of entitlement to public old-age pensions (first three

columns) went down or remained unchanged in most countries. In the last decade, however,

several countries have increased the earliest age of retirement in an attempt to contain public

pension outlays. The tightening is more visible in terms of standard age of retirement (next

four columns). The most common standard age of entitlement to public old-age pensions is

still 65. For men there is less variation than for women. By 2011 the standard retirement age

was highest in the United Kingdom (68) and lowest in France (60). The incentives to retire

vary greatly across countries. The net replacement rate for public old-age pensions (mandatory

retirement programs) for full-career workers on average earnings is more than 100 percent in

the Netherlands but less than 50 percent in the United Kingdom.

4.5 Employment protection legislation

Employment protection legislation (EPL) imposes legal restrictions on dismissals and sets com-

pensations to workers to be paid by their former employers in case of early termination of a

permanent employment contract (i.e., an open-ended contract). EPL also imposes restrictions

on the hiring of workers under temporary contracts (i.e., fixed-term contracts). Procedures are
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also envisaged under EPL that have to be followed in case of both individual and collective

layoffs. The final decision on the legitimacy of a layoff may depend on a court ruling.

To carry out international comparisons of employment protection regimes, The OECD devel-

oped a synthetic measure of the strictness of EPL, ranging from 0 to 6, where higher numbers

denote more rigid regimes. The OECD uses the following three main indicators. First, the

strictness of the firing regulations for individual workers under permanent contract include

notification procedures. Second, the strictness of collective dismissals refers to the definition

of collective dismissal, additional notification requirements, additional delays involved before

notice can be given, and other additional costs for employers carrying out collective – as op-

posed to individual – dismissals. Third, regulations to hire workers under temporary contracts

include valid cases for use of fixed-term contracts, maximum number of successive fixed-term

contracts, maximum cumulative duration of successive fixed-term contracts, types of work for

which temporary work agency employment is legal, restrictions on number of renewals, maxi-

mum cumulative duration of agency contracts, whether the set-up of a temporary work agency

requires authorization or reporting obligations, and whether regulations ensure equal treatment

of regular and agency workers at the user firm.

Table 6: Strictness of Employment Protection (OECD index; range 0-6) in 2008 and share of
temporary workers (%) in 2012

Share of
OECD Employment Protection Index temp workers
Regular Temporary Collective Overall Men Women

Denmark 1.5 1.8 3.1 1.9 7.8 9.7
France 2.6 3.8 2.1 3.0 13.8 15.2
Germany 2.9 2.0 3.8 2.6 13.8 13.9
Netherlands 2.7 1.4 3.0 2.2 17.5 20.2
Sweden 2.7 0.7 3.8 2.1 12.1 16.3
United Kingdom 1.2 0.3 2.9 1.1 5.4 6.4
United States 0.6 0.3 2.9 0.9 – –

Regular = Protection of permanent workers against (individual) dismissal; Temporary = Regulation on temporary forms of
employment; Collective = Specific requirements for collective dismissal; Overall = (5/12)* Regular + (5/12) * Temporary
+ (2/12) * Collective.
Share of temporary workers as a percentage of the total number of employees age 15 to 64 years; first quarter 2012 (%)
Sources: EPL: OECD. To find out more about the methodology used to calculate the OECD employment protection
indicators – version 3, see www.oecd.org/employment/protection.
Share temporary workers: Eurostat

The first four columns of table 6 display the overall EPL index and its three components in

2008, the most recent year for which data are available. Two facts are noteworthy. First, there

are marked differences across countries in the strictness of EPL. Second, these differences vary

between the main components of the EPL index. The employment protection of permanent

workers against individual dismissals is very low in the United States, with a value of 0.6, and

the highest in France, with a value of 3.0. Regulation of temporary forms of employment is the
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least strict in the United Kingdom, and the United States but is also not very strict in Sweden.

The regulation of temporary employment is by far the most strict in France and not so strict in

the United Kingdom and the United States Specific requirements for collective dismissals are

the least strict in France, with a value for this indicator of 2.1. In the United Kingdom and the

United States, where the employment protection of permanent workers and temporary forms of

employment is rather low, the requirements for collective dismissals are relatively strict, with a

value of 2.9.

4.6 Unemployment benefits

Unemployment Benefits (UBs) differ in many dimensions. Table 7 provides a cross-country

summary of the main characteristics. The numbers in the table refer to a 40-year-old worker

who becomes unemployed after a long and uninterrupted employment record. Later we discuss

how the level of previous earnings, family characteristics, and the duration of unemployment

affect the UBs. The first column of table 7 shows that some countries have a waiting period,

while other countries do not. The maximum duration of unemployment benefits differs widely

between countries, as does the level of UBs in terms of the replacement rate. Sweden and the

Netherlands provide the longest entitlement to benefits and replacements in both countries are

high.8 Only Denmark has higher replacement rates.

Table 7: Unemployment insurance benefits, 2010

Waiting Maximum Payment rate
period duration (% of earnings base)
(days) (months) Initial End Note

Denmark 0 24 90 90
France 7 24 57-75 57-75
Germany 0 12 60 60
Netherlands 0 38 75 70
Norway – 24 62 62
Sweden 7 35 80 70
United Kingdom 3 6 10 10 FA
United States 0 23 53 53

Source: www.oecd.org/els/social/workincentives

Notes: UI benefits for a 40-year old (where benefits are conditional on work history, the table assumes a long and uninter-
rupted employment record). The earnings base refers to gross earnings except for Austria, Czech Republic and Germany
where it refers to net earnings. Canada: The duration of Employment Insurance (EI) payments depends on the unemploy-
ment rate in the relevant EI region. United States: The information reflects the situation of the Michigan unemployment
benefit scheme of which payment duration has been extended due to high unemployment rates. Emergency Unemploy-
ment Compensation and Extended Benefits are paid after exhaustion of regular UI (26 weeks) and at lower rates. End =
end-of-benefit period
AW = Average Worker, who is defined as an adult full-time worker in the private sector whose wage earnings are equal to
the average wage earnings of such workers (OECD Glossary of Statistical Terms)
FA = Fixed amount in percentage of AW

8Both the Netherlands and Sweden – as well as many other countries – cap the level of benefits at a certain
maximum.
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The first column of Table 8 tabulates the net replacement rate (i.e., the ratio of the UB to

previous earnings at different earning levels, both measured after taxes) for a baseline family.

Replacement rates net of taxes tend to be higher than gross replacement rates, because income

taxes are progressive and UBs in some countries are tax exempt. Columns (2) to (9) of Table

8 show for the baseline family the effects of changes in the level of previous earnings, family

situation, duration of employment, and social assistance, or cash housing benefits.

Table 8: Net Replacement Rates for various earnings levels, family types, durations of unem-
ployment, eligibility for housing benefits; 2010

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Denmark 94 95 76 75 77 75 64 64
France 70 73 67 71 81 67 52 67
Germany 75 77 70 72 88 61 62 72
Netherlands 85 84 62 76 80 76 72 80
Norway 71 98 53 86 81 66 71 69
Sweden 63 86 48 64 70 53 63 52
United Kingdom 71 78 51 64 58 45 71 44
United States 52 61 38 50 72 48 37 45

Source: www.oecd.org/els/social/workincentives
Notes:
Column (1) Baseline family: Earnings 100% of AW, 2 children, single-earner married couple, initial phase of unemployment
but following any waiting period, eligible for social assistance “top-ups”and cash housing assistance. Any income taxes
payable on unemployment benefits are determined in relation to annualized benefit values (i.e. monthly values multiplied
by 12) even if the maximum benefit duration is shorter than 12 months. The percentage of AW relates to the previous
earnings of the “unemployed” spouse only; the second spouse is assumed to be “inactive” with no earnings and no recent
employment history. Where receipt of social assistance or other minimum-income benefits is subject to activity tests (such
as active job-search or being “available” for work), these requirements are assumed to be met. Children are aged four and
six and neither childcare benefits nor childcare costs are considered. After tax and including unemployment benefits and
family benefits.
Columns (2) to (8) differ from the baseline family in one dimension only:
(2) - (3): Earnings 67% and 150% of AW
(4) - (5): Single parent and two-earner married couple
(6): No children
(7): After 5 years of unemployment
(8): No social assistance “top-ups” or cash housing benefits are available in either the in-work of out-of-work situation

4.7 Active labor market policies

There are four main types of Active Labor Market Policies (ALMPs): training, subsidized em-

ployment, public employment services, and activation. There are large cross-country differences

in the share of the labor force participating in ALMPs, ranging from a low of 0.2 percent in the

United Kingdom to a high of 6.5 percent in Denmark in 2010. As shown in table 9, expenditures

on ALMPs measured as a percentage of GDP also differ greatly across countries. Expenditures

on ALMPs are highest in Denmark, where these expenditures are about twice as high as in the

Netherlands and Sweden. However, the composition of expenditures differs between countries.

In Sweden the focus is currently on employment programs, whereas many other countries focus

more on public employment offices.
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Table 9: Active Labor Market Policies: Participation (Percentage of Labor Force), Public
Expenditures (Percentage of GDP), and Sanction Rates (Percentage of Unemployment)

Active labor market policies

Public expenditures (percentage of GDP)
Labor force Sanction
involved (%) Total Training PES Employment Pr. rates

Denmark 6.6 2.26 0.50 0.67 1.08 2.1
France 5.1 0.93 0.36 0.25 0.13 –
Germany 2.9 0.79 0.26 0.34 0.09 1.1
Netherlands 4.2 1.11 0.13 0.41 0.45 36.0
Norway 2.3 – 0.19 – 0.22 7.3
Sweden 3.8 1.09 0.08 0.29 0.70 0.6
United Kingdom 0.2 0.38 0.02 0.34 0.03 5.5
United States – 0.14 0.04 0.04 0.04 35.4

Sources: OECD for data on ALMP participants and expenditure; Boone and Van Ours (2006), Grubb (2000) for data on sanction

rates.

Notes: Active labor market expenditures: 2010 (United Kingdom 2009); sanctions and benefit refusals for behavior during benefit

periods as a percentage of the average stock of benefit claimants, 1997–1998. The numbers refer to sanctions for labor market

behavior conditions (not to administrative infractions).

Table 9 also provides an overview of sanction rates (expressed as a percentage of the stock

of UB claimants) for some OECD countries. The sanctions refer to behavior during benefit

periods. The sanction rates range from very low in Sweden to quite large in the Netherlands.

Figure 8 shows the expenditures on active labor market policies as percentage of GDP over

time. Traditionally Sweden was a country with very high expenditures. In the late Nineties Swe-

den invested quite large amounts in schooling and training programs, but this was substantially

reduced between 1998 and 2003. Since then Sweden has about the same expenditures on active

labor market policies as other countries. Only Denmark has higher expenditures and Denmark

also increased these expenditures after 2008 when the unemployment started to increase due to

the financial crisis.

Figure 8: Expenditures on active labor market policies as percentage of GDP

Source: Eurostat
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4.8 Payroll taxes

Table 10 presents a cross-country overview of taxes and social security contributions for a single

worker earning the average wage. Countries differ greatly in overall tax burden, as well as

its composition. The average payroll tax ranges from a low of 32.5 percent in the United

Kingdom to a high of 59.8 percent in Germany. In most countries social security contributions

are relatively large. In almost every country the marginal tax rates are substantially higher

than the average tax rates. However, in countries like France and Germany the differences are

small, indicating that the taxes are close to being proportional.

Table 10: Payroll Taxes and VAT Rates, 2011 (%)

Average Tax Wedge

Income Employee Employer Total Marginal
tax SSC SSC Tax Wedge VAT

Denmark 28.0 10.7 0.0 38.7 42.3 25
France 14.3 13.7 42.3 49.4 51.3 20
Germany 19.0 20.9 19.7 59.8 60.4 19
Netherlands 16.0 15.4 10.2 37.8 47.0 19
Norway 21.5 7.9 13.1 37.5 51.2 25
Sweden 17.8 7.0 31.4 42.8 47.9 25
United Kingdom 15.6 9.5 11.0 32.5 40.2 20
United States 17.2 5.7 9.5 29.5 41.8 -

Source: OECD tax database (2012). Notes: SSC is social security contributions; both average and marginal tax rates concern

single persons without dependents who earn 100 percent of the AW; total average tax wedge is combined central and subcentral

government income tax plus employee and employer social security contribution taxes as a percentage of labor costs defined as

gross wage earnings plus employer social security contributions; tax wedge includes cash transfers. Note that the United States

does not have VAT but sales taxes. The total tax wedge is calculated as the income tax plus employee and employer social security

contribution taxes, as a percentage of labor costs defined as gross wage earnings plus employer social security contributions:

TotalAv.TaxWedge = 100 ∗ IncomeTax+EmployeeSSC+EmployerSSC
100+EmployerSSC

Table 11 presents information about the way in which the tax-benefit system affects the net

income position of workers in various types of households. The numbers represent net income

as a percentage of the average wage for an average worker.

4.9 Comparing labor market institutions

From the comparison of the labor market institutions of the Netherlands and Sweden we draw

the following conclusions:

1. The Netherlands has a national statutory minimum wage, while in Sweden minimum wages

are the outcome of a bargaining process. Sweden thus has various minimum wages de-

pending on industry and experience. In the Netherlands the age-gradient in the minimum

wage is much steeper than in Sweden.
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Table 11: Total Net Income and Marginal Effective Tax Rates of First and Second Earners (%)

Marginal effective
Net income tax rates
T1 T2 T3 H1 H2 H3

Denmark 62 73 66 94 89 61
France 51 58 55 89 36 43
Germany 50 66 58 76 54 54
Netherlands 62 69 69 88 42 41
Norway 63 69 66 87 27 36
Sweden 57 63 61 100 34 47
United Kingdom 67 74 72 72 67 77
United States 70 82 75 46 52 52

Sources: OECD (2005),OECD (2012).

Notes: Family types (2011): T1 = single person earning the average wage (AW), T2 = one-earner (100% AW) married couple

with two children, T3 = two-earners (100% and 67% AW) married couple with two children; the tax wedge and tax rates include

social security contribution and are net of cash benefits. Types of changes (2005): H1 = one earner moving from inactivity to 67%

of AW, H2 = first earner at 67% of AW, second earner moving from inactivity to 33 % of AW, H3 = one earner moving from 67%

to 100% of AW.

2. Union density is very different, which is related to the administration of the unemployment

insurance. Union coverage, the percentage of workers covered by union-bargaining, is

similar.

3. Family policies are better developed in Sweden. In Sweden, a higher percentage of GDP

goes to childcare, more young children above age 3 are in formal childcare while the

duration of parental leave is much longer.

4. The institutions related to retirement and early retirement are not different between the

Netherlands and Sweden.

5. The strictness of employment protection legislation is not so different in the Netherlands

and Sweden.

6. Unemployment insurance is similar in the Netherlands and Sweden in terms of the maxi-

mum duration and the level of the benefits as a percentage of the previous wage.

7. Sweden and the Netherlands have very similar expenditures on active labor market poli-

cies. However, Sweden focuses more on employment incentives, while in the Netherlands

more is spend on public employment offices.

8. Payroll taxes including the marginal tax rates are comparable in the Netherlands and in

Sweden.
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5 The Netherlands: an example for Sweden?

5.1 Recent reforms in the Netherlands

Currently, there are large similarities in labor market institutions between the Netherlands and

Sweden. In the past decades there have been many small and a few large changes in labor

market institutions in the Netherlands. Changes in labor market outcomes around the period

of a reform often provide useful insight in the importance of the reform.

One of the smaller changes in the Netherlands is the change in payroll taxes. The Dutch

tax system is an individualized progressive tax system, with the exception of transferable tax

credits. The current tax system is the result of the tax reform in 2001. Tax credits reduce

the amount of tax paid, which provides incentives for working. There is a general tax credit of

2007, plus there are tax credits for working and parenting. Bosch and Van der Klaauw (2012)

show that tax credits are effective in stimulating female labor force participation. They also

find that female labor supply is not very responsive to changes in marginal tax rates.

In 2006 many of the tax advantages of early retirement were repealed. However, this did

not affect individuals who entered early retirement prior to January 1, 2006. Also, nothing

changed for workers who were over 55 years old in 2005. Another change is the phasing-out of

early retirement programs. Since then labor force participation rates of older workers increased

at a faster pace. Furthermore, changes in the financial support for child care were introduced.

Bettendorf, Jongen and Muller (2012) find only very modest effects on female labor supply of

the changes in financial support of child care. Finally, the minimum wage has been gradually

reduced in relative terms, i.e. median wages went up more than minimum wages. Currently

only 2% of the workers in the Netherlands is earning the minimum wage. Among workers below

age 23 this is 9%, mainly due to the substantially lower minimum wage levels for young workers.

From these smaller changes in the labor market institutions and their effects on the labor

market we conclude that incentives for work in the tax system matter. Furthermore, early

retirement is often financially driven, since workers continue working until older ages when

early retirement schemes are less generous. And, child care matters for female labor supply,

but not to a very large extent. Finally, the minimum wage does not seem very restrictive in

the Dutch case. Although these reforms all have their merits, they only affect part of the labor

market participants. We think that the main changes in the Dutch labor market are related to

reforms in social security and employment protection legislation (see also Van Ours, 2012).

Institutional reforms are quite prominent since the early 1990s. Eligibility criteria for so-

cial benefits were tightened, the legal definition of the appropriate job was widened in the

disability scheme, the government reduced the discretion of decentralized administrations by

issuing specific criteria for determining disability and residual earning power, and a program

of reassessment of disability claims started in 1994 (see for details Van Ours, 2006). In 1996 a

new law on benefit sanctions was introduced in the Netherlands. Under this law people who
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receive UI benefits got a reduction of their benefits if they did not follow the rules related to the

benefits. Abbring, Van den Berg and Van Ours (2005) find that imposing a sanction is effective

in stimulating re-employment. Furthermore, sickness insurance was privatized and competition

in disability insurance was introduced to achieve efficiency gains in the implementation and

administration of the insurance.

In the early years of the 21st century institutional reforms continued in the systems of unem-

ployment insurance and disability insurance. The responsibilities for unemployment assistance

benefits were decentralized and early retirement schemes were transformed in actuarial more

fair schemes. Since 2003 also unemployed workers above age 57.5 years have the obligation to

actively search for work. Lammers, Bloemen and Hochguertel (2013) find a substantial increase

in the exit rate from UI to work for both men and women. However, not only the exit to work

increased, but also more older unemployed workers started collecting some type of sickness

insurance benefits.

Over the past decade further changes in the UI benefits were introduced. The maximum

duration of unemployment benefits was reduced from 60 to 38 months. The maximum period

only applies to people with an employment record of 38 years. Furthermore, the benefit level

was raised from 70% to 75% of the last wage during the first two months of unemployment.

After this initial period, benefits are reduced to 70% of the previous wage. More stringent

entitlement conditions were also introduced. De Groot and Van der Klaauw (2013) evaluate

this reform and find that reducing the maximum entitlement period to unemployment insurance

benefits increases the exit rate to work, but also reduces the worker-job match. Workers are

more likely to accept temporary work, but this improves their labor market outcomes in the

long run.

Unemployment Assistance (UA) benefits are part of the system of welfare benefits which are

means-tested. For a long time the municipalities could claim a large part of their expenditures

on UA benefits from the central government. The new Welfare Act introduced in 2004 changed

this. It made municipalities financially responsible for UA benefits and reintegration policies.

UA benefit recipients were also subject to a system of monitoring and benefit sanctions. Van den

Berg, Van der Klaauw and Van Ours (2004) and Van der Klaauw and Van Ours (2013) find that

sanction for welfare recipients stimulate job finding. Van der Klaauw and Van Ours (2013) find

no empirical support for a system of re-employment bonuses, suggesting that negative financial

incentives are more effective than positive financial incentives.

In 2009 a change in law was introduced implying that UA includes a separate regime for

individuals under 27. These workers have the obligation to either work or attend schooling.

In practice, this means that when they apply for benefits municipalities make individual plans

for welfare recipients, often implying that they should participate in a program at a training

center or have to meet with people helping them with social skills in order to increase the

probability that they will find a regular job. In 2012 there was another change in law referring
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to youngsters up to age 27 applying for UA changing some of the rules but stressing that they

should finish education or find a job before being entitled to UA. The separate treatment of

young individuals without work is connected to a program aiming to make sure that all young

workers obtain sufficient education (Dutch educational levels VWO, HAVO, MBO; equivalent

to ISCED classification 3 and 4) before entering the labor market. This also includes that

youngsters who are not able to complete regular education before age 16 have to participate in

a trajectory focusing on learning while working (called Leerwerktraject). Annually only about

3000 to 4000 children are participating in these trajectories.

In schools that provide upper secondary professional education (MBO) work and classroom-

education are combined. There are two trajectories, BOL in which the work-related part is

between 20 and 60 percent, and BBL in which the work-related part is 60 percent or more. MBO-

schools have about 512,000 students, of which 152,000 students are in the BBL trajectory. So

about 30% of the MBO-students participate in a more work orientated than classroom oriented

program. Note that the Dutch system is clearly different from, for example, the German system

where apprentices are hired by firms. In the Netherlands apprenticeship-work takes place at

firms but it is part of an educational program. Therefore, the apprentices are concerned to be

still at school. We are not aware of studies on the effectiveness of the Dutch system.

Disability Insurance for employees (WAO) was introduced in 1967. Since the introduction

the number of workers collecting DI benefits has increased massively. This huge increase in

the numbers on disability benefits induced the government to adjust the system several times.

In 1985 the maximum replacement rate was reduced from 80% to 70%. In 1987 there was a

major restructuring of the DI benefit system of which the main objective was to reduce the

inflow into disability. The most important change was the abolition of the ”internalization of

unemployment” rules. Partially disabled workers were considered as such and were expected to

find a job or claim unemployment benefits for their remaining work capacity. In the 1990 and

the first decade of the 21st century further changes were introduced aiming to reduce inflow into

disability and increase outflow from disability (see De Jong, Lindeboom and Van der Klaauw

(2011) for an empirical analysis). In 2006, the government replaced the disability scheme by the

Law on Work and Income According to Labor Capacity (WIA). Under this new law entitlement

rules are more strict. For example workers can only apply for WIA after a period of two years of

sick leave, which are covered by employers. Workers themselves and their employers are obliged

to explore possibilities for reintegration to avoid entering the disability program. Under the

new disability law the inflow into disability decreased substantially.

5.2 Concluding remarks

Whereas in the 1980s the Swedish model served as an example for other European countries

because of its low unemployment rates, this role model has been taken over by the Netherlands

in the 1990s and 2000s. Over the past decades unemployment rates in the Netherlands have
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been substantially lower than in Sweden. The question we address in the paper is whether

because of this, the Netherlands can serve as an example for Sweden. We think that the lessons

are limited. Both countries have labor market institutions that are not fundamentally different

in many dimensions. To the extent that there are examples to be taken these are few.

To start off, the association between GDP growth and unemployment rates, also known as

Okun’s law is very similar in the Netherlands and Sweden. Over the past decades, the two

countries have had unemployment responses to changes in GDP-growth that are very similar.

Because the response of unemployment to GDP-growth is thought to be influenced by the

nature of labor market institutions, this suggests that on balance the labor market institutions

in the two countries are not that different. The relative position in terms of unemployment

rates in the Netherlands and Sweden changed in the early 1990s when Sweden was hit by a

financial crisis causing a drop in GDP. Since then, the development of the unemployment rates

has been very similar in the two countries with Swedish unemployment rates always a couple

of percentage-points above the unemployment rates in the Netherlands.

A closer inspection of the labor market institutions in the two countries shows a big similarity

and some differences. The level and the structure on the unemployment insurance benefits are

similar. Also, employment protection of regular jobs is not so different in the Netherlands and

Sweden. And both countries spend roughly the same percentage of GDP on active labor market

programs.

Union density is very different across the two countries. Sweden organizes its unemployment

insurance according to the Ghent system, i.e. it is a voluntary but publicly supported scheme

administered by unions or union-dominated funds. Clearly, under a Ghent system workers

have a bigger incentive to join a union. The difference in union density is substantial but the

relevance of this difference for the functioning of the labor market is probably limited as the

difference in coverage – the share of workers covered through collective bargaining – between

the Netherlands and Sweden is not that large. Minimum wages are also different. Whereas

in the Netherlands, the minimum wage is set through government legislation in Sweden it is

the outcome of a bargaining process. Therefore, in the Netherlands there is one minimum

wage while in Sweden there are several minimum wages which vary a lot across industries and

according to experience of the worker. In the Netherlands for young workers minimum wage

are more differentiated. We return to this issue below.

There are two main areas where there is a clear difference between the Netherlands and

Sweden. First, youth unemployment rates are more than twice as high in Sweden than in

the Netherlands. And also relative to the overall unemployment rate, youth unemployment

is high in Sweden. Second, the share of workers on temporary jobs is increasing fast in the

Netherlands while it stays rather constant in Sweden. The fact that youth unemployment rates

in the Netherlands are substantially below the youth unemployment rates in Sweden and many

other European countries may be related to the level of the youth minimum wage. Whereas
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in the Netherlands there is a steep age gradient in the minimum wage, in Sweden this age

gradient is less steep. Furthermore, in many industries the level of the minimum wages in

Sweden compared to the average wage is much higher than it is in the Netherlands where there

is a national minimum wage. In combination this means that minimum wage workers in Sweden

are much more expensive than they are in the Netherlands, which holds in particular for young

workers. The second major difference between the Netherlands and Sweden concerns temporary

jobs. Among the employed workers under age 25, about 56% did not have a permanent contract

in 2012 (compared to 35% in 2001).

Employment protection legislation is not so different but in the Netherlands there was a

substantial growth of the share of workers on temporary jobs. This has nothing to do with

employment protection legislation per se. Legislation works ex ante. It determines the rules of

the game but not how the game is being played. The overall actual employment protection is

determined by legislation but also by the shares of workers under different types of contract.

Because of this, despite the similar employment protection legislation the Dutch labor market

has become more flexible simply because relatively more workers are being hired on temporary

contracts.

All in all, we think that the Netherlands do not offer a system of labor market institutions

that could serve as an example for Sweden. Not only has the Netherlands lost its function as a

role model in recent years due to the recent rise in unemployment. It is also the case that the

unemployment gap between the Netherlands and Sweden is disappearing due to recent differ-

ences in growth. Whereas Sweden showed a positive growth in 2012, in the Netherlands there

was a contraction of the economy. The difference in economic growth is related to government

deficits and macroeconomic policies but unrelated to the functioning of the labor market. Only

with respect to the labor market for young workers, Sweden might study the Netherlands to

consider ways to reduce the too high youth unemployment rate.
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