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Abstract

The paper brings analyses of the transitions betvexaployment, unemploy-
ment and inactivity during and after the periodtlé financial and economic
crisis, using longitudinal micro-data from the Epean Union Survey on Income
and Living Conditions. The empirical analysis catsiof two steps. An overall
picture is obtained by computing transition probgies and Shorrocks’ summary
mobility index. Effects of personal and househdidracteristics are explored
through multinomial logit models. Our results comfithe low level of labour
market mobility in Slovakia and the role of soméeduinants highlighted by
previous research. In addition, analysis takes imtoount several new determi-
nants that have not been included in the previowsyses.
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Introduction

The labour markets are in a constant state of (Martensen and Pisarides,
1999). The study looks at these dynamics in teriigaasitions between labour
market statuses. Analysis of movements betweenaymmant, unemployment
and inactivity can reveal what happens “behindstene” of the labour market
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described by aggregate indicators. Identificatibrthe relative role of flows in
and out of various labour market statuses conegitd a better understanding of
changes in unemployment and employment rates. kamge, one can ask
whether a decline in unemployment rate results feamrincrease in the transi-
tions from unemployment to employment, or an inseeim the transitions from
unemployment to inactivity. The examination of s#ion probabilities of various
socio-demographic categories can shed the lighthernrole of individual and
household characteristics. This type of knowledgéaseful both for a better under-
standing of labour market development and for apraving the policy design
of labour market interventions (European Commissi®i6).

The aim of the paper is to identify how labour ketitransitions have changed
during and after the recent financial crisis andawfactors have played an
important role. The focus is on changes in the alégvel of status mobility,
patterns of the labour market transitions, as aglchanges in the effects of the
micro-level determinants. The study contributesxisting literature by providing
a detailed analysis of the country about which litie is still known when it
comes to labour market transitions. Although sdvesmparative analyses in this
field included Slovakia (Bachmann et al., 2015; R@014; Ward-Warmedinger
and Macchiarelli, 2014), they provided limited eaide. However, Slovakia is an
interesting case as it represents a country inr@letirope that has experienced
a specific labour market development, charactetiyesl successful diminishing of
the high levels of unemployment on the one handbgnpersisting labour market
rigidities on the other hand. By investigating tgour market flows, it is possible
to set out clearly what processes and factors eantibuting to this development.

The paper is structured as follows. The first pdiers a review of the recent
arguments and findings regarding the labour matregtsitions and the role of
the crisis. The second part explains the methogabdgmpirical analysis. Next,
an empirical analysis follows. After a descriptimfithe key characteristics of the
labour market in the pre-crisis and post-crisisiquly, the transition matrices,
and the results of regression analyses are distulssthe final part, we discuss
our results in relation to the findings from théetrecent analyses.

1. Labour Market Transitions and the Financial and Economic Crisis

Although there are several types of labour matrdegtsitions, including move-
ments between jobs with different characteristio®, focus on transitions between
different labour market states: employment, unegmknt, and inactivity. Labour

2 They include, for example, movements from permat®temporary contracts, from low-pad
to better-paid jobs.
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market transitions are theoretically grounded i skarch and matching model
of the labour market (Mortensen and Pissarides4)19Bhe basic model takes
into account two labour market states — unemployraad employment — and
assumes that jobseekers’ search for jobs and fsee'ch for workers take time
and are costly. As a result, the labour marketidnis are unavoidable parts of the
functioning of labour market and preclude the stemdous match of jobseeker
and vacancies (Ernst and Rani, 2011). To reacHilaguin, employment, unem-
ployment, and vacancy rates should be constantt Whinportant is that, it re-
quires flows between the two labour market staidsetconstant too. Here, firms’
decisions regarding vacancies, jobseekers’ desisigarding job acceptance, and
destruction of jobs matches, which can take exageno endogenous form, repre-
sent contributing factors (RWI, 2014). Within tifiamework, the effects of busi-
ness cycles or labour market institutions, as albther factors can be examined.

According to the latest OECD study (Garda, 20&8)ich covers the period
between 2005 and 2012, the annual transition rat@ £mployment into job-
lessness (unemployment or inactivity) averaged He¥oss OECD countries.
The average annual transition rate for movemenésiopposite direction repre-
sented 309%.Employment instability was far from negligible: %8of workers,
who moved from employment to unemployment or indigti did so twice or
more. Of course, there are significant cross-cqudifferences behind these
figures. The cross-country variation reflects thigedences in institutional fra-
meworks of the labour markets, in particular thiéedénces in regulation con-
straints and labour market policies. Unsurprisingiiye countries with less rigid
labour markets show higher transition probabilifiesand out of employment.
This also holds true for the countries with a lodegree of rigidity of the product
markets, as the product market regulatianfuence entries and exits of firms
(and new hiring and layoffs), which account for dhed of the all workers’
flows (Garda, 2016). Furthermore, a higher fregyeniclabour market transi-
tions relates to more generous unemployment benafitl higher spending on
the active labour market policies.

The labour market dynamics were hit by the finahand economic crisis.
One of the first attempts to identify the main pats of the change was the
analysis carried out on behalf of the European Cission immediately after
the crisis (RWI, 2014). This shows that it was sitians between employment
and unemployment, which was changed substantialiyng the recession:
employment stability was significantly reduced, arahsitions from employment

3 The probability of moving from employment to undoyment was similar to the probability
of entering inactivity. The probability of becomimgmployed was higher for unemployed (46%)
than for inactive persons (20%).

4 For example, costs related with starting a busines
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to unemployment increased in the EU member staesiporary contracts
played an important role in this respect as theiinduced a strong increase in
movements from temporary employment to unemploymAnthe same time,
there was an increasing tendency among unemplayetbve to education and
inactivity, accompanied by decreasing probabilityntove to employment. As
aresult, it was the increase in flows from empleptto unemployment that
contributed most significantly to the overall undayment growth and not the
decrease the flows out of unemployment.

The study also reveals heterogeneous effectsfaratit socio-demographic
groups. As regards transitions from employmentrtenoployment (and particu-
larly transitions from temporary employment to updmyment), men and young
workers were more negatively affected. When it comoean opposite flow from
unemployment to employment, men showed higher gniibato remain in
unemployment and a lower probability to move intoptoyment as compared
to women. On the other hand, women more often mdr@d unemployment
to inactivity (RWI, 2014). Studies at a country déwalso confirm a differential
impact across various socio-demographic and sauoemic categories (Bergin,
Kelly and McGuinness, 2015; Lehmann, Razzolini dagteva, 2015).

Bachmann et al. (2015) pointed to the heterogeneffects of the crisis on
the EU countries. In terms of the “standard” clisstd countries, the Anglo-Saxon
countries showed a specific trajectory during thisi. They experienced the
strongest decline in employment stability, the rsfj@st increase in transitions
from employment to unemployment, and a disproppdiancrease in transitions
to inactivity. Other country clusters, includinguedries from Central and Eastern
Europe, followed these trends as well, but theyndiddisplay such strong effects.
As these authors argue (2015, p. 26), the crosstgo(and cross-cluster) varia-
bility is driven by differences in the institutidnsettings of the labour markets,
with the dominant role of employment protection.

The majority of the research focuses on the fiteise of the crisis between
2008 and 2010/2011. Later developments were coyvdoedexample, by the
European Commission’s study (2016), which shows ldaour markets were
not frozen in the second phase of the crisis, hat they experienced quite
strong dynamics. Later, until mid-2013, unemploytmianthe EU grew despite
the fact that the flows from unemployment to empieynt outnumbered the
flows in the opposite direction. The reason wasedasing flows of transitions

5 Prior the crisis, the situation was quite diffarems Ward-Warmedinger and Macchiarelli
(2014) showed. The CEE, including Slovakia, and iednean countries faced several difficulties.
They experienced decrease in the overall laboukehanobility (which increased in the Continental
and Nordic countries), they displayed weak traosgi from unemployment and inactivity into
employment and increase in the probability to renii@iunemployment.
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from inactivity to unemployment. At the same tingedecline in employment

resulted from the fact that the flows from joblessnito employment were over-
weighed by the transitions from employment to jebleess (European Commis-
sion, 2016). The study also confirms an increaséal af temporary contracts in

most EU Member States during the crisis, includinigs second phase. However,
temporary jobs became “career dead ends” for maonkers, as transitions to
permanent contracts deteriorated.

2. Labour Market in Slovakia prior and after the Financial
and Economic Crisis

In the years before the crisis, Slovakia expesdnstrong economic and em-
ployment growth. Since 2005, the GDP growth rate e of the highest among
the EU countries, reaching 10.8% in 2007. Unempkaynfiell considerably from
16.4% in 2005 to 11.2% in 2007. Long-term unemplegtrfollowed a similar
trajectory, dropping from 11.5% to 8.3%. All oth@ain labour market indica-
tors also improved. On the other hand, despitgts#tive development, unem-
ployment and long-term unemployment rates weré lstgh, far above the EU
average. The same applies for the share of lomg-teremployment on total
unemployment, which remained above 70% during dreog.

The crisis hardly hit the Slovakian labour marlé&though the GDP decline
was comparable to that of neighbouring countrles Hungary or Czech Republic,
the unemployment rate in Slovakia increased mayaifstantly (D’'Apice, 2014,
p. 2). Unemployment (14.5% in 2010), long-term upkyment (9.2%) and
youth unemployment (33.9%) were among the highesté EU. The crisis has
amplified existing structural imbalances in thedabmarket and, at the same
time, it has undermined the achievements of theqars period of economic boom.

The first years of the post-crisis period brougbsitive developments accom-
panied by persisting structural problems. Althotlyh overall economic recovery
from the recession was one of the strongest ifethd OECD, 2012), the labour
market lagged behind. Employment growth did notegpond to the dynamics
of the GDP growth and was erratic and uneven dweryears, including 2013
(Hvozdikovéa and Studend, 2016). Despite some pesitends — reduction in
unemployment rate (14% in 2012, 13.2% in 2014) ghHevels of unemploy-
ment as well as long-term unemployment continueakta typical feature of the
Slovak labour market. It is only since 2014, whabdur market has started to
recover fully in terms of strong economic growtlroeg employment growth
and a significant reduction in unemployment (Figdje On the other hand,
structural problems have persisted, including huegional disparities, weak
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labour market attachment of low skilled, skill metches, and low employment
rate of mothers with small children, and stronget$ of the social background
on education and labour market outcomes.

Figure 1
Recent Trends in the Slovak Labour Market(%)
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Source Eurostat.

In terms of labour market transitions, the labmarket in Slovakia was cha-
racterised by a low degree of labour market mgbpitor to the recession. The
Shorrock’s mobility index represented 0.221 in pegiod 2004 — 2008, which
was one of the lowest values among the EU coun(frile& and Mysikova, 2015;
Garda, 2016; Ward-Wardeminger and Macchiarelli, 4Z30Decline in the unem-
ployment rate was mainly a result of the net flonf unemployment to employ-
ment; other flows played only minor role (Flek avdgsikovéa, 2015). In a com-
parative perspective, the labour market in Slovakiawed a higher capacity to
absorb the least qualified and older workers thanabour markets in the Czech
Republic and Poland (ibid.). As regards labour mnkansitions in the post-crisis
years, we are not aware of any analysis that feacasehe situation in Slovakia.
The paper aims, inter alia, to fill this gap.

3. Data and Methodology

When analysing labour market transitions, longitatlmicro-data are typi-
cally used. The empirical studies on labour mattaatsitions in the EU coun-
tries, whether comparative or not, are usually tase data from the European
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Union Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS) or the Europgaron Survey on Income
and Living Conditions (EU-SILC). Some comparativedses employ both data
sources in order to validate results (see, for gt@nRWI, 2014). Our analysis
relies on the EU-SILC longitudinal data due to selveeasons. The EU SILC
has a longitudinal component that allows for foliogvrespondents over a four-
year period.Unlike the EU-LFS, it offers annual as well as tindyrinformation
on labour market statuses (transitions). It alsgains more information on indi-
vidual and household characteristics that can $tedeas determinants of various
transitions.

We use two longitudinal datasets: EU-SILC 20083+2and EU-SILC 2012
— 2015. The first dataset refers to the years 20@D11, covering the period
shortly before and after the onset of the econ@na financial crisis. The second
dataset refers to the years 2011 — 2014 and captioeeperiod after the crisis,
which was characterised by slow recovery. In batasets, we focus on persons
aged 16 — 65 years who were surveyed for at lea@stbnsecutive years.

In the EU SILC, labour market status refers tsealf‘declared main activity
status”. This means that it captures the personis gerception of his/her main
activity. As such, it differs from the ILO conceffEurostat, 2017). We use
monthly information on main activity, captured hretvariable PL211X, which is
retrospectively reported for the income referensega. Based on monthly main
activity, we define three types of labour markeitest: employment, unemploy-
ment, and inactivity.

Labour market transitions refer to movements betwiese labour market
states. Transitions are calculated as respondemtsements between labour
market status in a given month and labour marletistin the same month in
the following year (for example, movements betwkdrour market statuses in
January 2008 and January 2009). Given the factwkatise a four-year panel,
information about 48 monthly labour states are laléeé for each surveyed
respondent. Based on this, we deal with data otaB6ur market transitions
for each respondent.

The strategy of empirical analysis consists of tmain elements. Firstly, we
provide an overall picture on labour market traosg in terms of transition
probabilities. Probabilities of transitions fronb&ur market states at time potnt
to other ones at time poititl are expressed in the form of Markov transition ma
trix. In this matrix, transition probabilities amodelled using Markov transition

5 The longitudinal EU-SILC takes the form of a fowsay rotational panel in which each sub-
sequent year the one quarter of total sample laceg by a new sub-sample of respondents.

" It may seem that the dataset EU-SILC 2008 — 202 awt cover the period of the crisis
properly, as it includes the pre-crisis year 20€8@wever, as we focus on annual changes, we
capture labour market transition between year 20@7year 2008, when the crisis began.
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chains, which suppose that the distribution ofalalgv in periodt+1 is deter-
mined by the distribution of this variable in theeyious period (RWI, 2014,
p. 40). The formal expression can be written as

PR[\(+1= VIV Vg he 1\‘]: PlFtylz Vlt]/

When we apply this general formula, for examperansition from inactivity
() in time t to employment (e) in timé+1, the probability of such transition
would equal to:

PR g, = €|i= |

As we consider movements between three labourehatates, Markov transi-
tion matrix contains three rows and three columwtsere the diagonal elements
represent unchanged labour market states.

An overall picture on labour market transitionsigpplemented by the Shor-
rocks’ summary index of labour market mobility, whicaptures the probability
of moving across given number of labour marketustes between two points in
time ¢ andt+1). The mobility index is bounded between 0 andtere the value
of zero implies no mobility (i.e. no probability faving any labour market status)
and value of one implies full mobility (Ward-Wardemer and Macchiarelli,
2014). It takes the following form:

M =[n-tr(Q)]/(n-1)

where
n — denotes the number of labour market statuses,
tr(Q) - refers to the trace of the transition matrix.

We will calculate the summary index of labour nlibpifor the total popula-
tion, as well as for various socio-demographic gaties.

Secondly, we estimate several multinomial logidels in order to investigate
the effects of personal and household charactarieta labour market transitions.
We estimate models for transitions from three laboarket states: employment,
unemployment, and inactivity. In each case, thezealso three destination states.
For example, in the case of transition from empleginwe estimate probability of
transition to unemployment, inactivity, or probaiibf remaining in employment.

The multinomial logit model with the vector of penal and household char-
acteristicsX takes the following general form (RWI, 2014, p):43

Pr(y=m| X)

INnQ . =In =X , with m=1,2,.. ,j
m|b { PI’(yZ bl X)} Igmlb J
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In this equationb represents a base (reference) categoiig,an actual status,
andInQ_,, refers to log-odds of being in status m, compaeethe base (refer-
ence) status.

We interpret the relationship between explanat@anjable(s) and dependent
variable in terms of predicted probabilities. Thengral form of predicted pro-
bability from multinomial logit model can be expsesl as (Bachmann et al.,
2015)

Pr(y=m| %)= ex} Bup) /S exp Bp), with m=1,2,...,j

Here, /3, is the coefficient vector, which contains the inégpt and the slope

coefficients. Thus, there is one set of coeffigeinr each alternative status. In
order to guarantee identification of the model, ¢befficient vector for the base
category is set to zero (Wulff, 2015). All othesuéis are then interpreted rela-
tive to this base category.

The list of explanatory variables includes micewel factors that have usually
been tested in the studies on labour market tiansitas well factors that plays
an important role when it comes to the Slovak labmarket (Stefanik et al.,
2018). It contains “usual” socio-demographic vaealike age, sex, health status,
marital status, and number of children in the hbakk In addition, we are inter-
ested in the effects of position in the labour rea(kype of contract, occupational
categories); household’s situation in relationhe tabour market (household’s
work intensity) and place of living (degree of unksation, region).

We run six multinomial logit models. Three modeldich model transitions
from three labour market statuses — employmentnpi@yment and inactivity,
are estimated for the crisis period 2008 — 201kdtaon the EU-SILC dataset
2009 — 2012). The other three models, with the sspeeifications, are estimated
for the post-crisis period 2011 — 2014 (the EU-SHataset 2012 — 2015).

In the first model, a nominal variable “transitiofiom employment”, consist-
ing of three categories (transition from employm&nemployment, unemploy-
ment, and inactivity), serves as a dependent Jariabthe second model, a varia-
ble “transitions from unemployment” is modelled.eTthird model contains “tran-
sitions from inactivity” as a dependent variabldl. rAodels include the same list
of explanatory variables. Marginal effects withitregandard errors are reported
in tables in the anné.

Each table refers to the results of one multinbmiadel and contains three
columns that represent three destination stateplégment, unemployment,
inactivity).

8 Annex is available online at the website of Jolafi&conomics.
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4. Transitions between Labour Market Statuses in Slovakia during
and after the Recession

Markov transition matrices for the crisis and passis years show (Table 1)
three main features of the labour market mobilystly, the stability of jobs
has slightly increased. During the crisis, almds¥9of workers who were em-
ployed in the previous year were still employedhia subsequent year. In the
post-crisis period, this percentage increased t6%95The transition rate for the
movements from employment to unemployment has dathng the opposite
direction.

Secondly, the resilience of unemployment, whichifested itself after the
recession, comes from two sources: from the sicanifi increase in the probabil-
ity of remaining in unemployment (from 64.9% durithg crisis, to 70.3% in the
period after the crisis), and from the significdetline in the unemployment-to-
-employment transition rate (from 29.8% to 24.7%)irdly, the transition rates
for flows from inactivity to other labour marketgiises prior the crisis are almost
identical to rates after the crisis. The low lesemobility among persons outside
of the labour force indicates one of the main peoid the Slovak labour market
has had to face.

Table 1

Markov Transition Matrix for the Crisis Period and Post-Crisis Period —
Average Annual Probabilities of Transitions(%)

Origin Destination
Employmen1 Unemploymeml Inactivity Employmebt Unemploynient ctivigy
Crisis period (2007 — 2011) Post-crisis period 2612014)
Employment 94.9 3.0 2.1 95.7 2.3 19
Unemployment 29.8 64.9 5.3 24.7 70.3 5.1
Inactivity 2.8 2.1 95.1 2.7 2.0 95.3

Source EU-SILC 2009 — 2012 and 2012 — 2015, authorgdations.

There are differences in the transition rates éetwmen and women as Table 2
shows. Flows from unemployment during the crisipresent one example.
While men and women had similar probability to mdrem unemployment to
employment, women had higher probability to mowvenfrunemployment to
inactivity (6.4% vs. 4.3%). The hypothesis is tbaemployed women tended
more often to engage in family-related activitiesorder to avoid the limited
prospects in the labour market. This is partly zoméd by the fact that women
remained more frequently trapped in inactivity thman (95.6% vs. 94.4%) in
this period. On the other hand, women had lowebglodity of remaining in
unemployment (63.6% vs. 66.1%).
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In the post-crisis period, the prospects of uneysgd persons have further
deteriorated, and unemployed women were hit hafeir unemployment-to-
-employment transition rate fell by almost six parage points to 24.1%. The
male transition rate declined by 4.3 percentagatp@nd reached 25.3%. At the
same time, the “immobility” of unemployed persoras lbecome more frequent
among men and women — but to a different extent.nf@n, the probability of
staying in unemployment from one year to the nestincreased by 3.5 percent-
age points to 69.6%. For women, the probability joagped by 7.3 percentage
points to 70.9%. As a result, the gender gap olesem the crisis period has
almost disappeared.

Table 2

Markov Transition Matrices for Men and Women — Average Annual Probabilities
of Transitions for Men and Women (%)

Origin Destination

Employment| Unemploymev|1t Inactivity EmploymIant Uteyneent | Inactivity

Crisis period (2007 —2011) Post-crisis period 2612014)

Male
Employment 94.5 3.3 2.2 95.5 2.7 1.9
Unemployment 29.6 66.1 4.3 25.3 69.6 5.4
Inactivity 3.2 2.4 94.4 3.4 2.6 94.0
Female
Employment 95.2 2.8 2.0 96.0 2.0 2.4
Unemployment 30.0 63.6 6.4 24.1 70.9 5.Q
Inactivity 2.6 1.8 95.6 2.2 1.6 96.2

Source EU-SILC 2009 — 2012 and 2012 — 2015, authorgdations.

Previous research pointed to the crisis’s effectshe labour market transi-
tions of the youngest persons. Our analyses cortfiainflows from employment
to unemployment were observed mainly among the gesincohort (Table 3).
On the other hand, the older workers aged 54 tdigdlayed the lowest proba-
bility of staying in employment from one year t@thext and the highest proba-
bility of moving from employment to inactivity. Adt the crisis, the oldest cohort
has remained the most fragile in terms of flowsrfremployment to inactivity
after the crisis.

This “inactivity bias” of the oldest age categdsyeven stronger when it
comes to the movements from unemployment. Moreaweee in inactivity, it
was very difficult for persons aged 55 to 64 toagecfrom it. They displayed the
highest probability of staying in inactivity in boperiods. It was so high that it
almost crowded out all flows from inactivity to elopment and unemployment.
These transition rates partly reflect retiremenis @arly retirements in given age
category.
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The period after the recession has brought yethangroblem for persons
aged 55 to 64. Persistence of unemployment hasngbgw .6 percentage points,
representing the largest increase among all aggaaes, and reached 75.1%.
This fact, together with a marked decline in thebability of moving from un-
employment to employment, has weakened job prospét¢he unemployed.

Table 3

Markov Transition Matrices for Different Age Categories —
Average Annual Probabilities of Transitions(%)

Origin Destination

Employment| Unemployme+t Inactivity Employmkznt Utheyneent | Inactivity

Crisis period (2007 — 2011) Post-crisis period 2612014)

16 — 24 years
Employment 91.1 6.8 2.1 93.0 4.0 3.4
Unemployment 29.5 61.1 9.4 29.9 63.2 6.9
Inactivity 3.9 4.3 91.8 4.1 4.7 91.2
25 — 34 years
Employment 96.4 3.3 0.3 97.0 2.8 0.2
Unemployment 38.7 58.8 2.4 325 63.9 3.6
Inactivity 20.2 9.9 69.9 19.2 104 70.4
35 — 44 years
Employment 96.5 3.1 0.4 97.8 2.0 0.2
Unemployment 31.1 67.6 1.2 25.2 74.3 0.5
Inactivity 25 2.9 94.6 25 2.0 95.5
45 — 54 years
Employment 96.9 25 0.6 97.3 2.3 0.5
Unemployment 25.5 71.9 2.6 22.1 75.2 2.7
Inactivity 34 0.4 96.2 6.8 0.4 92.8
55 — 64 years
Employment 88.6 2.9 8.5 90.1 2.2 7.7
Unemployment 175 67.5 15.0 111 75.1 13.9
Inactivity 0.8 0.1 99.1 0.7 0.2 99.1

Source EU-SILC 2009 — 2012 and 2012 — 2015, authorgdations.

In order to capture an overall picture of labowarket mobility we calculate
Shorrock’s index (Table 4). It reached the valud @26 during the recession
and 0.193 in the subsequent period. The fact teatabour market has become
more frozen after the recession represents a aeumtdtive finding only at first
sight. Unlike the period after the recession, theixbrought with it significant
changes in the main labour market indicators, whedulted from increasing
dynamics, in particular from changing transitiotesaof movements from em-
ployment to employment and movements in the opgabiection. Lower labour
market mobility after the recession clearly stewnfrthe increased rate of re-
production of labour market statuses. The consemsenf the decline in the
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dynamics always depend on what kinds of statuseseproduced. While in-
creased stability of employment represents a pesitend, increased stability of
unemployment or inactivity is exactly the opposliteSlovakia, the labour mar-
ket has experienced an increase in the reproducfiait labour market statuses,
with the strongest growth of immobility among theemployed.

Table 4 also depicts differences among variouspaydulations. Persons with
high level of education show the highest leveladdur market mobility, well
above the population average. On the other haedmibbility of low-educated
persons has been frozen in both periods. Lookintheatmagnitude of change,
persons aged 35 to 44 and 55 to 64 have experighedniggest drop. Further,
high-educated persons and women also display & ldegline in the overall
mobility.

Table 4
Shorrock’s Index of Labour Market Mobility during a nd after the Crisis
Crisis period Post-crisis period Percentage change
(2007 — 2011) (2011 - 2014) (%)
Men 0.225 0.204 9.3
Women 0.228 0.185 18.9
16 — 24 years 0.280 0.263 6.1
25 — 34 years 0.374 0.344 8.0
35 — 44 years 0.206 0.162 21.4
45 — 54 years 0.175 0.173 11
55 — 64 years 0.224 0.178 20.5
Low level of education 0.128 0.113 11.7
Medium level of education 0.234 0.204 12.8
High level of education 0.393 0.318 19.1
Total population 0.226 0.193 14.6

Source:EU-SILC 2009 — 2012 and 2012 — 2015, authors'utations. The index is bounded between 0 and 1.

4.1. Determinants of Labour Market Transitions during the Crisis Period

Taking into account significant coefficients inbles Al to A3, several pat-
terns emerge. The regression results confirm thatation plays an important
role. As regards employed persons (Table Al), tieces of remaining in em-
ployment during the crisis years were highest fimse with high level of educa-
tion. They were 8.7 percentage points more likelyeimain employed than low-
-educated persons. On the other hand, employedmseveith high level of edu-
cation were less likely to become unemployed (B frercentage points) and
inactive (by 3.4 percentage points) than low-edest@mployed persons.

When it comes to transitions from unemploymenb{@#2), education had an
even stronger effects. High-educated unemployesbperfound it much easier to
move to employment: their chance of moving frommplyment to employment
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was 16.1 percentage points higher, as compareuatoof low-educated unem-
ployed. At the same time, their probability of remiag in unemployment was
much lower (21.1 percentage points). As regardssitians from inactivity, the

higher level of education correlates with the loyenbability of remaining in

inactivity.

Other strong determinants of transitions inclukdaracteristics related to work
(length of work experience, type of occupation,etyqf contract) and labour
market attachment (work intensity). During the isrigears, more experienced
workers had higher probability of remaining in eoywhent. Workers who had
worked for 16 years or more were 8.3 percentagetponore likely to maintain
employment, as compared to workers with 5-yearharter work experience.
This also holds true for workers who worked for-115 years (4.5 p.p.) and for
6 — 10 years (2.9 p.p.). Length of work experieals® differentiates the proba-
bility of moving from employment into unemploymethe shorter work experi-
ence the higher probability of becoming unemplogiadng the crisis. The same
applies to transitions from employment to inaciivit

Length of work experience had stronger effects$ransitions of unemployed
persons. More experienced persons had higher chaocmove into employ-
ment and lower chances to remain in unemploymeningluhe crisis years.
For example, the unemployed who had worked for &y or more were 8.2
percentage points more likely to find a job andadinl3 percentage points less
likely to stay unemployed, compared to the unemgdiowith the shortest work
experience (5 years or less). On the other haredutfemployed with longer
work experience had a higher probability of trdosihg into inactivity. We
suppose it was older workers (with more years spentork) who withdrew
more frequently from the labour market and entémadtivity.

Part-time workers did better in some respects tharkers in full-time jobs.
Being a part-time worker meant a higher probabitifyremaining in employ-
ment (by 2.4 p.p.) and a lower probability of mayiinom employment to inac-
tivity (by 3.4 p.p.). The regression results alaggest that previous involvement
in part-time job positively affected the chancesunémployed persons. Unem-
ployed persons who previously worked in part-tirobsj were 7.6 percentage
points more likely to find a job than the unempldyweho were previously in-
volved in full-time jobs. Furthermore, the unempmdywho worked previously
in part-time jobs had lower probability to remamunemployment (by 4.5 p.p.)
and a lower probability to move to inactivity (byl3.p.).

Occupational categories, captured by the ISCOd#&r markedly in terms
of transition probabilities. In general, low-levetcupations (categories 6 — 8
according to the ISCO-08) and elementary occupati@ategory 9) provided
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better chances in the labour market during theiscr@orkers in elementary

occupations were 16.7 percentage points more litcelgmain in employment,

as compared to high-level occupations (categories8)L The chances of workers
in low-level occupations were higher by 10.8 petaga points. Both occupa-

tional groups showed lower probability to move framployment to unem-

ployment and inactivity. It seems that the criseans worsened job prospects
especially for workers at the top of the occupatidadder.

The category of occupation plays an important noléhe movements from
inactivity. Inactive persons who previously worked high-level occupations
showed the lowest probability to move into emplogitner unemployment. Fur-
ther, they were more likely to stay inactive, asnpared to other occupational
groups. Persons whose last job belonged to elemyeataupations had better
labour market prospects (i.e. the highest charcesove from inactivity to em-
ployment) and to enter the labour force (i.e. tighést chances to move from
inactivity to unemployment).

Labour market transitions were also affected k& alerall household em-
ployment situation. Higher level of work intensigrrelated with a higher prob-
ability of success in the labour market. Workemsrfrthe households with high
work intensity were 19 percentage points more yikkelstay in employment than
workers who lived in the households with low workeinsity. Workers who
lived in households with high work intensity alsmdrsmaller chances to move to
unemployment (by 9.8 p.p.) and to inactivity (b2 9.p.).

Work intensity seems to be correlated with movemsient of unemployment.
Higher level of work intensity increased the prabgbof moving from unem-
ployment to employment. Unemployed persons livinghouseholds with high
level of work intensity had markedly higher chan¢eg 48.8 p.p.) to move to
employment, as compared to unemployed in houseladgtddow work intensity.
Similarly, this holds true for unemployed personig in the households with
medium work intensity: their chances to find a jebre 27.6 percentage points
higher compared to the chances of the unemploy#eeihouseholds where almost
nobody worked.

Our multinomial logit models contain also otheriaales. We control for sex,
age, and marital status, number of children, hegdtjion, or degree of urbanisa-
tion. Some of these variables’ coefficients do hawveaningful interpretation.
Men had slightly better chances for success inaheur market — to stay em-
ployed or move from unemployment to employment.t@other hand, women
were more likely to move to inactivity — both freaemployment and unemploy-
ment. Age was an important factor that differeetigprobability of reproduction
of unemployment, with the stronger effects in tlstgrisis period. Health status
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played some role in relation to inactivity. In pewtar, the unemployed with
worse health were more likely to move from unemplent to inactivity
(by 4.3 p.p.) and inactive persons with poorer theakere more likely to stay in
inactivity (by 2.8 p.p.).

4.2. Determinants of Labour Market Transitions after the Crisis

The results for the period 2011 — 2014 are reforteTables A4 to A6 in
the annex. Compared to the period 2008 — 2011 ralesimilarities as well as
differences have appeargdEducation has ceased to affect transitions from
employment in the post-crisis period. However, ¢ffect of education has not
disappeared entirely. Education has continuedag ah important role in rela-
tion to transitions from unemployment. Its effestsre comparable with those in
the crisis period. For example, high-educated uneyed were 12.8 percentage
points more likely to find a job and 18.3 perceetapints less likely to stay in
unemployment, compared to the unemployed with levell of education. As
regards transitions from inactivity, the situationthe period 2011 — 2014 was
similar to that in the period 2008 — 2011. The biglevel of education correlates
with a lower probability of remaining in inactivitgnd a higher probability of
moving to employment.

Length of work experience has continued to diffiéiege probabilities of tran-
sitions from all three labour market states. Intipalar, it affected the probabil-
ity to find a job among unemployed persons andodatility to stay in unem-
ployment. Unemployed persons with longer work eigmees had higher chances
to move to employment and a lower probability tysinemployed. For example,
unemployed persons with long work experience (nioa@ 15 years) were 19.7
percentage points more likely to find a job tharmployed persons who had
short work experience (5 years or less).

Involvement in part-time contracts has affecteglfghobabilities of transitions
from employment and inactivity. The effects on sitions from employment
during the period 2011 — 2014 have been stronger tiie effects that took place
in the years 2008 — 2011. The chances of part-tumkers to remain in work
were 7.4 percentage points higher and the chanaesye to inactivity were 5.1
percentage points lower as compared to full-timekesxs. On the other hand,
while experience with part-time work affected pivsity the job prospects of
unemployed persons during the crisis years, sufdcteflid not appear in the
period 2011 — 2014.

® We calculated intervals +2 standard deviationsiagiothe estimates in order to determine
whether there are significant differences (in tlasecthe intervals overlap). All calculations are
available upon requests from authors.
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The role of occupation has also changed to ainestdent. Firstly, the effects
of occupational categories on the transitions freamployment have changed
direction. During the crisis years, workers in lowaccupational categories
showed higher probabilities to stay in work and éoywrobabilities to move to
unemployment and inactivity. After the crisis yeattse opposite has become
true. In addition, the magnitude of the effects Hasreased. It suggests that
although the overall situation in the labour mardkas not improved markedly,
jobs for higher occupational classes, includingjab managers and professionals,
have started to offer better future prospects. Hewethe relative position of
members of the highest occupational category wasenim terms of transitions
from unemployment. They had lowest chances to &ndb — all other occupa-
tional categories showed higher unemployment-toleympent transition rates.
They also had a worse position when it came tardgsition from unemploy-
ment to inactivity and the inability to escape upéyment. In general, contrary
to the period 2008 — 2011, the type of occupatias dontributed significantly to
the transitions from unemployment during the y&fsl — 2014.

The occupation effects on the transitions fronciivéy retain its direction
and significance. This means that inactive persehs previously worked in
high-level occupations showed the lowest probabitit move into employment
or unemployment in both the crisis and pre-crigisqu. Further, in both periods
they were more likely to stay inactive, as compdeoedther occupational groups.
What has changed is the magnitude of the effeckmd decreased for all transi-
tions from inactivity and for all occupational cgteies.

Work intensity has remained an important drivetrahsition probabilities in
the period from 2011 to 2014. Workers living in timuseholds characterised by
low work intensity had the worse prospects in thigolr markets, unemployed
persons from such households had the worse prasfmeescape unemployment
and inactive persons the worse chances to movedmpioyment and employ-
ment. Moreover, the impact of work intensity in@ed in the period from 2011
to 2014. This was particularly true for the traisis of workers.

After the crisis, the men’s chances for succeshanabour market increased
— they have experienced an increase in the pratyabil staying employed,
moving from unemployment to employment and a deciimthe probability of
moving from employment to unemployment and inattivi

The role of health status has remained more erdame, with one important
exception. Inactive people with poorer health stditave become more immobile
compared to inactive persons with better healthilé\during the crisis years they
were 2.8 percentage points more likely to staytimadhan persons with “opti-
mal” health, after the crisis this difference hasréased to 4.1 percentage points.
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5. Discussion and Conclusion

Previous research showed that Central Europeantroesl had low rates of
labour market transitions prior to and during thésis (Garda, 2016; RWI,
2014). Our results confirm this tendency. Shorregkdex reached the value of
0.226 during the recession, which was below theesin the majority of other
EU countries. After the crisis, the overall molilitas further decreased, as indi-
cated by drop in the value of Shorrock’s index 93)1

Lower labour market mobility after the recessitansfrom the increased rate
of reproduction of labour market statuses, withgtiengest growth of immobili-
ty among unemployed.

An interesting finding is that the labour marketbility in Slovakia has been
comparatively low in the three different periodsthie times of strong economic
and employment growth between the years 2005 a8 @@hich resulted from
the series of welfare state reforms and favouradiégnational economic condi-
tions), during the crisis years and years afterdh&s. It seems that there is
some kind of path dependence, inheritance, whicltribaites to avoiding any
increase in the overall extent of transitions bemwvelifferent labour market
statuses. However, it is not clear what kinds atdes lie behind this result.
A specificity of the labour market's institutionlthmework, often presented as
one of the factor of transitions’ variability (Gar,d?2016), does not seem to play
a role because the degree of the labour marketatému varies across the three
periods. While quite strong before 2005, the rigigkof the labour market and
the degree of its regulation declined significariigtween 2005 and 2008. As
a result, they cannot account for the persisting lmbour market mobility. Im-
pact of other factors — generous unemployment ldsreid higher spending on
the active labour market policies (Garda, 2016)ar be ruled out as Slovakia
belongs to the less generous countries.

The post-crisis period has brought a fluctuatioremployment and unem-
ployment rates. In terms of the transition probaesd (averaged for the given
period), two major shifts occurred. In additiontihe increased reproduction rate
of the labour market statuses, which representednthin feature of this period,
transitions from unemployment to employment dedisgnificantly. Taking into
account that the profile of transitions from ingityi has changed only to a limit-
ed extent, it was the increased reproduction ofrysb@yment and decreased
outflows from unemployment to employment, which trinuted most to the
changing profile between the crisis and the pastscperiods.

Our regression analyses offer new insights intorile of the micro-level
determinants. They confirm the important role oteation. Better-educated
workers had better job prospects during the cribiss effect has disappeared
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after the crisis. Labour market trajectories of kevs during the years after the
crisis have no longer been dependent on the Idwediucation. Increased stabil-
ity of employment has gone hand in hand with disapance of the education’s
effect. However, education has continued to playngportant role in terms of
transitions from unemployment.

The important factors, identified by the studylude work experience, type
of contract, occupational category, as well as wotdnsity. Their effects reveal
a lot about the nature of the crisis and path tmvery. Length of work expe-
rience increased labour market chances of unemgplpgesons and this effect
became stronger after the crisis. Part-time cotgfamught a greater stability of
jobs, in particular in the post-crisis period.

On the other hand, in this period, the positiieafon the job prospects of
unemployed persons disappeared. The crisis yeafsrced advantage to people
in low-level occupations. When the crisis has gam&y, “better” jobs have
become a stronger source of job stability and bgiteprospects. A strong rela-
tionship between work intensity and labour markasitions, which was identi-
fied in both periods, confirms that labour markearmces are unevenly distributed
across various socio-economic contexts. Livingdndehold where nobody works
reduced chances to find or keep a job. This findipgns the questions about the
role of the educational homogamy and assortativenmavhich should become
an object of further research.

In addition to the above-mentioned factors andtrobrvariables, we also
employ region and degree of urbanization. Althotigdly do not show strong
effects, their incorporation is important as ioals us to control for spatial dif-
ferences in the labour market outcomes that arte ¢ange in Slovakia.

Our analysis shows that low labour market mobilitgy hide significant
differences in the probability of changing labouarket status. Unfortunately,
we could not test all the desired factors due ta dmitations. We have had to
omit the important characteristics of job securitinformation whether there is
temporary or permanent contract.

The Slovak longitudinal EU-SILC datasets do nattam sufficient numbers
of cases for such purpose. The fact that the lodifial datasets contain less
information as compared to the cross-sectoral s the complexity of our
models. It is reasonable to suppose that the ®ituatould be even worse in
case of cross-country comparison.

The analysis provides some food for thought ferribxt research on the labour
market transitions both in the Central Europe tietyiand in the EU as a whole.
One of the future steps should involve comparisbmare periods in order to
track long-term trends.
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Annex

Table Al

Transitions from Employment to Different Labour Mar ket Statuses in the Period

2007 — 2011

Employment Unemployment Inactivity
Marg. effect | S.E. Marg. effect| S.E. Marg. effec}t .ES

Sex
Female [ Reference category [ Reference category | Reference category
Male [ 0.019** [ 0.001 | 0.004* | 0.000 | —0.022**+] 001
Age
Age 15 -24 Reference category Reference category Reference category
Age 25 - 34 -0.004 0.003 0.009** 0.002 —0.005*4 0.002
Age 35-44 —0.019%** 0.003 0.039*+* 0.002 -0.020 0.002
Age 45 - 54 —0.006* 0.003 0.037** 0.002 —0.031*4 0.002
Age 55 — 64 0.012** 0.003 —0.001 0.003 —0.011*y*  0.002
Education
Low Reference category Reference category Referenegargt
Medium 0.040** 0.003 —0.017%* 0.002 —0.023*** 0.002
High 0.087*** 0.003 —0.054*** 0.002 —0.034*** 002
Health
Suboptimal [ Reference category [ Reference category [ Reference category
Optimal [ 0.019** | 0.001 | —0.008*** | 0.001 | —0.012**]  0.001
Children
No children Reference category Reference category Reference category
1 - 2 children 0.013** 0.001 —0.012***4 0.001 a1 | 0.001
3+ children 0.004 0.003 —0.028** 0.002 0.025** 0.002
Marital status
Single Reference category Reference category Reference category
Married 0.006** ‘ 0.003 —0.014***1 0.002 0.008***| 0.002
Another status 0.006** 0.002 —0.015** 0.002 009*** 0.002
Partnership

Without partner |

Reference category

Reference category

Reference category

With partner [ —0.014*** | 0.003 | —0.004* | 0.002 | 0.07*|  0.002
Contract

Full time | Reference category | Reference category | Reference category
Part-time [ 0.024% | 0.004 | 0.010%* [ 0.003 | —0.034* [ 0.004

Working years

5 years or less

Reference category

Reference category

Reference category

6 — 10 years 0.029*+* 0.002 —0.026**4 0.002 —0300 0.002
11 - 15 years 0.045%** 0.003 —0.031** 0.002 —030p** 0.002
16 years or more 0.083*** 0.003 —0.054** 0.002 0.629*** 0.002
Occupation

ISCO1-3 Reference category Reference category Reference category
ISCO 4 -5 0.091*** 0.003 —0.028*** 0.002 —-0.064* 0.003
ISCO6 -8 0.108*** 0.003 —0.034*** 0.002 —0.074* 0.003
ISCO 9 0.167*** 0.012 —0.046*** 0.005 —0.121%* .014
Work intensity

Low Reference category Reference category Reference category
Medium 0.077** 0.002 —0.033*** 0.001 —0.044%** 0.001
High 0.190*+* 0.002 —0.098*** 0.002 —0.092*** oar

Degree of urbanization

Low

Reference category

Reference category

Reference category

Medium 0.012%* 0.001 —0.004*** 0.001 —0.009**’:|' 0.001
High 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 —0.003* 0.001
Region

Bratislava region 0.006** 0.002 —0.0lO**‘I 0.002 0.005*** 0.002
West Slovakia —0.005*** 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.803 0.001

Central Slovakia

Reference category

Reference category

Reference category

East Slovakia

0.004** | 0.002

—0.002* | 0.001

—0.002 [ 0.001

Years dummies

Included

Included

Included

Notes Pseudo R= 0.408, Number of observations = 119,853.
Source EU-SILC 2009 — 2012 and 2012 — 2015, authorgdations.
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Table A2

Transitions from Unemployment to Different Labour Market Statuses in the Period

2007 - 2011

Employment Unemployment Inactivity
Marg. effect | S.E. Marg. Effectl S.E. Marg. effedt .ES

Sex
Female [ Reference category Reference category Reference category
Male | 0.020%* | 0.006 0.040%** | 0.007 —0.061%** ] 005
Age
Age 15 - 24 Reference category Reference category Reference category
Age 25 - 34 0.035*** 0.008 0.034** 0.010 —0.089* 0.007
Age 35-44 0.043*** 0.014 0.135*+* 0.017 -0.179* 0.012
Age 45 - 54 -0.020 0.015 0.181** 0.019 —0.181* 0.013
Age 55 — 64 —0.009 0.017 0.093**F 0.021 -0.084 0.014
Education
Low Reference category Reference category Referenegargt
Medium 0.036*** ‘ 0.009 —0.062*** 0.011 0.026*** 0.006
High 0.161** 0.011 —0.211% 0.014 0.050%** 009
Health
Suboptimal [ Reference category Reference category Reference category
Optimal 0.016* [  0.007 0.027** | 0.008 —0.043**] 005
Children
No children Reference category Reference category Reference category
1 - 2 children 0.017*** 0.006 —0.049%** 0.007 0.082 0.005
3+ children 0.037*** 0.012 —0.082*** 0.013 0.045*** 0.008
Marital status
Single Reference category Reference category Reference category
Married 0.019 0.017 —0.040** 0.019 0.022* 0.012
Another status 0.059*** 0.013 —0.048**4 0.015 —-001 ‘ 0.010

Partnership

Without partner |

Reference category

Reference category

Reference category

With partner [ —0.031% ] 0.015 0.001 | 0.018 0.080*] 0.011
Contract

Full time [ Reference category Reference category Reference category
Part-time | 0.076** | 0.014 —0.045%** | 0.028 —0.031+ 0.026

Working years

5 years or less

Reference category

Reference category

Reference category

6 — 10 years 0.008 0.012 —0.046**f 0.015 0.038*1* 0.010

11 - 15 years 0.052*** 0.013 —0.086**4 0.017 0403 0.012

16 years or more 0.082*** 0.013 —0.127** 0.016 .0Q5*** 0.011
Occupation

ISCO1-3 Reference category Reference category Reference category
ISCO4 -5 0.271%* 0.008 —0.168*** 0.017 —0.104**4 0.017
ISCO6-8 0.415 4.771 0.650 30.556 -1.065 35.337
ISCO 9 0.520 8.708 0.527 55.791 —1.046 64.498
Work intensity

Low Reference category Reference category Reference category
Medium 0.276*** 0.015 —0.220%** 0.014 —0.056*** 0.006
High 0.488*** ‘ 0.013 —0.420*** 0.014 —0.069*** 0@
Degree of urbanization

Low Reference category Reference category Referenegargt
Medium ~0.005 ‘ 0.006 0.001 0.007 0.004 ‘ 0.005
High 0.036*** 0.007 —0.039*** 0.009 0.003 0.60
Region

Bratislava region 0.091*** 0.014 —0.171%* 0.017 0.081*** L 0.010
West Slovakia 0.003 0.007 —0.015* 0.009 0.012% 0.006
Central Slovakia Reference category Reference category Reference category
East Slovakia 0.005 | 0.007 0.005 | 0.008 —0.009 | .00
Years dummies Included Included Included

Notes:Pseudo R= 0.402, Number of observations = 14,220.
Source EU-SILC 2009 — 2012 and 2012 — 2015, authorgdations.
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Table A3
Transitions from Inactivity to Different Labour Mar ket Statuses in the Period
2007 - 2011
Employment Unemployment Inactivity
Marg. effect | S.E. Marg. Effectl S.E. Marg. effech .ES
Sex
Female Reference category [ Reference category | Reference category
Male [ —0.003** [  0.001 | —0.001*** | 0.001 | —0.003***] 0.00
Age
Age 15-24 Reference category Reference category Reference category
Age 25-34 0.029%** 0.001 0.017%* 0.001 -0 0.002
Age 35-44 0.032**+* 0.002 0.033**| 0.002 -0®8* 0.003
Age 45-54 0.032 0.003 0.020** 0.003 —0.024* 0.004
Age 55 — 64 0.006* 0.003 0.000 0.003 —0.006 04.0
Education
Low Reference category Reference category Referenegargt
Medium 0.038*** 0.003 0.043*+* 0.002 —0.081*** 0.003
High 0.052%** 0.003 0.037*** 0.002 —0.088*** 003
Health
Suboptimal [ Reference category [ Reference category [ Reference category
Optimal [ 0.017** [ 0.002 | 0.011%* | 0.002 | —0.028*]  0.002
Children
No children Reference category Reference category Reference category
1 - 2 children —0.007*** 0.001 —0.007*** 0.001 QL4 *+* 0.002
3+ children —0.005** 0.002 —0.033*** 0.003 0.037* 0.003
Marital status
Single Reference category Reference category Reference category
Married —-0.003 ‘ 0.003 —0.009** 0.004 0.012*4 0.005
Another status 0.002 0.003 —0.001 0.003 —0.001 0040.
Partnership
Without partner | Reference category | Reference category [ Reference category
With partner [ 0.006* | 0.003 | 0.005 | 0.004 | —0.011*f  0.004
Contract
Full time [ Reference category [ Reference category [ Reference category
Part-time | 0.011%* | 0.003 | —0.040***] 0.004

Working years

5 years or less

Reference category

Reference category

Reference category

6 — 10 years 0.005** 0.002 —0.020** 0.003 (055054 0.003
11 - 15 years 0.017*** 0.003 —0.028** 0.004 0p2*** 0.004
16 years or more 0.021%* 0.003 —0.049* 0.003 0.029*** 0.004
Occupation

ISCO1-3 Reference category Reference category Reference category
ISCO 4 -5 0.073*** 0.002 0.029** 0.003 —-0.103 0.003
ISCO6 -8 0.069*** 0.002 0.035** 0.003 -0.170%4 0.004
ISCO 9 0.124*** 0.005 0.067** 0.007 —0.191*+ 0.011
Work intensity

Low Reference category Reference category Reference category
Medium 0.035*+* 0.003 0.016*** 0.002 —0.051** 0.003
High 0.094*+* 0.003 0.002 0.002 —0.096**4 0.003

Degree of urbanization

Low

Reference category

Reference category

Reference category

Medium —0.002** 0.001 —0.007*** 0.001 0.009**‘1 .001

High —0.004*** 0.001 —0.008*** 0.001 0.012** 002

Region

Bratislava region 0.005*** 0.002 —0.005** 0.002 0.001*+* “ 0.003

West Slovakia —0.002 0.001 —0.002* 0.001 0.004%*  0.002

Central Slovakia Reference category Reference category Reference category
East Slovakia 0.005***] 0.001 —0.008**] 0.001 003 | 0.002
Years dummies Included Included Included

Notes:Pseudo R= 0.427, Number of observations = 101,331.
Source EU-SILC 2009 — 2012 and 2012 — 2015, authorgdations.




674

Table A4

Transitions from Employment to Different Labour Mar ket Statuses in the Period

2011 - 2014

Employment Unemployment Inactivity
Marg. effect | S.E. Marg. Ef'fect| S.E. Marg. effech .ES
Sex
Female [ Reference category Reference category [ Reference category
Male | 0.038** | 0.001 0.001 ] 0.001 | —0.038**f 0.001
Age
Age 15 -24 Reference category Reference category Reference category
Age 25 - 34 —0.008** 0.003 0.020*** 0.002 —-0.012* 0.002
Age 35-44 —0.009*** 0.003 0.037*+* 0.002 —-0.028* 0.002
Age 45 - 54 0.005 0.004 0.043*+* 0.002 —0.048** 0.003
Age 55 — 64 0.034*** 0.003 —0.016*** 0.002 -0.01%* 0.002
Education
Low Reference category Reference category Reference category
Medium —0.001 | 0.003 0.009*** 0.002 —0.008**" ma
High 0.006* 0.003 —-0.007 0.002 —0.006** 0.002
Health

Suboptimal [ Reference category Reference category [ Reference category
Optimal | 0.019** | 0.001 —0.004** ] 0.001 | —0.015**[  0.001
Children
No children Reference category Reference category Reference category
1 - 2 children 0.011%+* 0.002 —0.012%** 0.001 oo1 0.001
3+ children —0.008** 0.003 —0.032*** 0.003 0.03%* 0.002
Marital status
Single Reference category Reference category Reference category
Married —0.011%** 0.003 —0.004** 0.002 0.015** 002
Another status —0.004* 0.002 —0.003** 0.002 0007 0.002
Partnership
Without partner [ Reference category Reference category [ Reference category
With partner [ —0.005** | 0.003 —0.005* 0.002 | 0.0t1 | 0.002
Contract
Full time [ Reference category Reference category [ Reference category
Part-time [ 0.073%* | 0.005 —0.023**] 0.003 | —0.057**[  0.004
Working years
5 years or less Reference category Reference category Reference category
6 — 10 years 0.027*+* 0.002 —0.012%** 0.002 —0.@** 0.002
11 - 15 years 0.044%** 0.003 —0.029*** 0.002 —0IB*** 0.002
16 years or more 0.074**4 0.003 —0.038**F 0.002 0.836*** 0.002
Occupation
ISCO1-3 Reference category Reference category Reference category
ISCO4 -5 —0.006*** 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.004**4 0.001
ISCO6-8 —0.017*** 0.002 0.011*+* 0.001 0.006* 0.001
ISCO 9 —0.023*** 0.002 0.022*** 0.002 0.001 ma
Work intensity
Low Reference category Reference category Reference category
Medium 0.098*** 0.002 —0.051*** 0.002 —0.046*** 0.002
High 0.218*** 0.003 —0.106*** 0.002 —0.112%*** 002
Degree of urbanization
Low Reference category Reference category Reference category
Medium 0.007*** 0.001 —0.005*** 0.001 —0.002** 001
High 0.007*** 0.002 —0.007*** 0.001 0.001 0.00
Region
Bratislava region 0.005** 0.002 —0.00S**"I 0.002 0.001 ‘ 0.002
West Slovakia 0.006*** 0.001 —0.003** 0.001 -0+ 0.001
Central Slovakia Reference category Reference category Reference category
East Slovakia 0.016** | 0.001 —0.006** [ 0.001 —0m** [ 0.001
Years dummies Included Included Included

Notes: Pseudo R= 0.351, Number of observations = 114,581.
Source: EU-SILC 2009 — 2012 and 2012 — 2015, authors'utatons.
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Table A5

Transitions from Unemployment to Different Labour Market Statuses in the Period

2011 -2014

Employment Unemployment Inactivity
Marg. effect | S.E. Marg. Effectl S.E. Marg. effech .ES

Sex
Female [ Reference category Reference category | Reference category
Male [ 0.046** | 0.005 —0.007 | 0.007 | —0.039**f 0.005
Age
Age 15 - 24 Reference category Reference category Reference category
Age 25 - 34 —0.026*** 0.008 0.059*+ 0.010 —-0.034 0.007
Age 35-44 —0.121 % 0.011 0.230**] 0.015 -0.709 0.011
Age 45 - 54 —0.215%** 0.015 0.327*+ 0.018 -0.711 0.013
Age 55 — 64 —0.247*** 0.016 0.250**] 0.019 —0.003 0.013
Education
Low Reference category Reference category Referenegargt
Medium 0.025** 0.012 —0.056*** 0.011 0.031**‘1 0.006
High 0.128*** 0.013 —0.183*** 0.014 0.055*** 008
Health
Suboptimal [ Reference category Reference category [ Reference category
Optimal 0.018** [ 0.006 0.025** | 0.008 | —0.044**]  0.005
Children
No children Reference category Reference category Reference category
1 - 2 children 0.036*** 0.005 —0.063*** 0.007 .Q28*** 0.005
3+ children 0.002 0.014 —0.078**4 0.015 0.07’7""‘ 0.008
Marital status
Single Reference category Reference category Reference category
Married -0.012 0.012 —-0.013 'I 0.014 0.0397* 0.009
Another status 0.086*** 0.011 —0.125** 0.013 .0Q5** 0.008

Partnership

Without partner |

Reference category

Reference category

Reference category

With partner [ 0.005 ] 0.011 —0.015 | 0.013 | 0.010 | 0.009
Contract

Full time [ Reference category Reference category [ Reference category
Part-time [ 0.312 | 4,001 0.710 | 28.279 | —1.022 | 32.380

Working years

5 years or less

Reference category

Reference category

Reference category

6 -1 0 years 0.113** 0.009 —0.127* 0.013 [0:9] 0.010
11 - 15 years 0.128*** 0.012 —0.145* 0.015 007 0.010
16 years or more 0.197** 0.012 —0.196** 0.014 0.001 0.010
Occupation

ISCO1-3 Reference category Reference category Reference category
ISCO 4 -5 0.110%** 0.007 —0.078*** 0.009 —0.032* 0.006
ISCO6 -8 0.131%** 0.007 —0.086*** 0.009 —0.048* 0.007
ISCO 9 0.104*** 0.009 —0.048*** 0.011 —0.057** .007
Work intensity

Low Reference category Reference category Reference category
Medium 0.206*+* 0.011 —0.169*** 0.011 —0.036** 0.005
High 0.458*+* 0.009 —0.398*** 0.010 —0.061*** 0@b

Degree of urbanization

Low Reference category Reference category Reference category
Medium 0.027** 0.005 —0.037*** 0.007 0.095** 0.004
High 0.040%** 0.007 —0.037*** 0.010 —0.004 0.007
Region

Bratislava region 0.018 0.011 0.037*:|" 0.017 .OFb*** 0.014
West Slovakia 0.015* 0.006 —0.034** 0.007 0gF** 0.005
Central Slovakia Reference category Reference category Reference category
East Slovakia —0.006 | 0.006 0.039% 0.007 —0.034*]  0.005
Years dummies Included Included Included

Notes:Pseudo &= 0.350, Number of observations = 17,102.
Source:EU-SILC 2009 — 2012 and 2012 — 2015, authors'utatons.



676

Table A6

Transitions from Inactivity to Different Labour Mar ket Statuses in the Period

2011 -2014

Employment Unemployment Inactivity
Marg. effect | S.E. Marg. Effect| S.E. Marg. effec}t .ES

Sex
Female Reference category Reference category | Reference category
Male [ 0.006= [ 0.001 0.005*** | 0.001 | —0.011*] 0.001
Age
Age 15 - 24 Reference category Reference category Reference category
Age 25 - 34 0.024*** 0.001 0.019*** 0.001 —0.043** 0.002
Age 35-44 0.029*** 0.002 0.028*** 0.002 —0.057** 0.003
Age 45 - 54 0.003 0.003 0.016*** 0.004 —0.019*y* 004
Age 55 — 64 —0.006*** 0.003 0.001 0.003 0.005 0.004
Education
Low Reference category Reference category Referenegargt
Medium 0.051*** 0.004 0.021*** 0.002 —0.072%** om
High 0.074*** 0.004 0.013*** 0.002 —0.087*** 0.004
Health
Suboptimal [ Reference category Reference category [ Reference category
Optimal 0.022** |  0.002 0.018** | 0.002 | —0.041%] 103
Children
No children Reference category Reference category Reference category
1 - 2 children —0.006*** 0.001 —0.008*** 0.001 04t 0.002
3+ children —0.019*** 0.002 —0.018*** 0.003 0.037#* 0.003
Marital status
Single Reference category Reference category Reference category
Married 0.012%** 0.003 —0.020***4 0.003 0.008** 0.@0
Another status 0.014*** 0.003 —0.047** 0.005 0.038 0.005

Partnership

Without partner |

Reference category

Reference category

Reference category

With partner [ —0.008*** | 0.002 0.007** | 0.003 | 0.001 | .03
Contract

Full time [ Reference category Reference category [ Reference category
Part-time [ 0.058*** | 0.003 0.034* | 0.004 | —0.093* .005

Working years

5 years or less

Reference category

Reference category

Reference category

6 — 10 years 0.016*** 0.002 —0.030**} 0.003 0.015** 0.003
11 - 15 years 0.004 0.003 —0.037*%* 0.003 0.034** 0.004
16 years or more 0.009*** 0.003 —0.057* 0.003 oa** 0.003
Occupation

ISCO1-3 Reference category Reference category Reference category
ISCO4 -5 0.038*** 0.001 0.017*** 0.001 —0.055** 0.002
ISCO6 -8 0.039*** 0.002 0.009*** 0.002 —0.048** 0.002
ISCO 9 0.051*** 0.002 0.030%** 0.002 —0.081** 0.0
Work intensity

Low Reference category Reference category Reference category
Medium 0.032%** 0.003 —0.008*** 0.001 —0.024** 003
High 0.110%** 0.003 —0.016*** 0.002 —0.094*** 0.003

Degree of urbanization

Low

Reference category

Reference category

Reference category

Medium 0.002** | 0.001 —0.002** 0.001 0.000 0.001
High 0.001 0.001 —0.004*** 0.001 0.003* 0.002
Region

Bratislava region 0.004** 0.002 —0.006**'1. 0.002 0D 0.003
West Slovakia 0.001 0.001 —0.005** 0.001 0.003** .002

Central Slovakia

Reference category

Reference category

Reference category

East Slovakia

—0.003**] 0.001

—0.002 | 0.001

0.005*f  0.002

Years dummies

Included

Included

Included

Notes Pseudo R= 0.420, Number of observations = 102,401.
Source:EU-SILC 2009 — 2012 and 2012 — 2015, authors'utatons.




