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Summary

The present note summarises the comments by cesintind international
organizations on the Task Force Report on Potelmtititators for Measurement of Quality
of Employment, collected through an electronic edtasion in April 2010. Forty-four
responses were received (from 41 countries ane timernational organizations), out of
which 42 respondents approved the approach propbgethe report. Two countries
expressed some reservations.

The Report is presented to the 2010 plenary sesefothe Conference for
endorsement, in accordance with the Procedure falopfing Products and
Recommendations by the Conference of Europearstitans (ECE/CES/2006/37/Rev.1).
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Organization of the consultation

1. In February 2010, the CES Bureau reviewed thé& &eport and decided to proceed
with a large consultation on the Report. The Rep@as updated by the TF Chair (Canada)
to take into account the comments made by the BurBlae Bureau also decided that the
country pilot reports should be made available $sish the consultation process (see
www.unece.org/stats/documents/quality of employmefihe UNECE Secretariat was
asked to coordinate the consultation and prepareteé on the outcome to be presented to
the Conference.

2. To assist further the consultation, the saciat asked the members of the
Conference to structure their comments along fiveinmquestions. The majority of
countries and international organisations followdd proposed structure. Detailed
presentation of the comments is presented in AdneXhe ILO comments are reproduced
in Annex 2 in their entirety as requested.

3. The replies and suggestions by all responddats relate to a next stage of the
work — developing operational definitions, idenitify sources, dealing with data
comparability aspects — are deposited with the éadat and will provide the basis for
outlining future work in this domain.

4. The feedback is summarised in section Il. Sedfiooutlines possible further work.
A proposal to the Conference is presented in sectidV of this note.

Summary of feedback

5. The Task Force Report on Potential Indicatons Nteasurement of Quality of
Employment was circulated to the Conference fottami comments on 8 April 2010. Ten
country pilot reports that accompany the documendt the Validation study were made
available for the consultation on the dedicated pafpe of the UNECE Statistical division.
Forty-four responses were received from 41 countrie and 3 international
organisations The specific, detailed comments by countries amdanisations are
presented in Annexes 1 and 2.

6. Forty-two respondents endorsed the report’s approdt on measuring quality of
employment and many of them provided comprehensive reptidhe questions that were
asked during the consultation. These are: AusKigrbaijan, Belarus, Belgium, Brazil,
Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finlafdnce, Germany, Greece, Hungary,
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Kazakhstan, Latvia, LithisnMexico, Montenegro, New Zealand,
Norway, Poland, Portugal, Republic of Korea, Reubf Moldova, Russian Federation,
Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Toener Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia, Turkey, Ukraine, United Kingdom, Unitéttates, Interstate Statistical
Committee of the Commonwealth of Independent St#@S§ Statistical Committee),
Statistical Office of the European Union (Eurostatyl International Labour Office (ILO).

7. Two respondents— Australia and Luxembourg — expressed reservation
regarding the main concept of the paper and provileir comments, reflected in Annex 1.

8. Brazil, Finland, Germany, Kazakhstan, MexicowN£ealand, and Spain provided
very extensive replies including descriptions @itmational experiences and a number of
valuable suggestions for further work in this area.
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9. Thirty-nine (out of 44) respondents indicate@leitly that the Report, in outlining
the basic structure for statistical measurememjuality of employment, is comprehensive
and relevant for producing statistics at the natidevel (see Annex 1 section A).

10.  Thirty-four respondents (out of 44) noted eoigly that the proposed seven
dimensions sufficiently represent the quality ofpboyment (see Annex 1 section B).

11.  The majority of respondents agreed that attheent stage the proposed indicators
populate the chosen dimensions in a balanced waymber of countries proposed some
additional indicators for consideration. (See Anfiesection C.)

12. Many respondents referred to the comprehenssgef the Report’'s structure of
indicators on quality of employment as an advantatging that such an approach offers
the opportunity in a systematic manner to dischmdtate of quality of employment in a
country and provides new elements to extend ardpret basic quantitative indicators of
the labour market (see Annex | section D).

13. Many countries and all international organdadiindicated that interest in statistics
on quality of employment is high and growing andared on existing national initiatives
in this area. Many reported willingness or existpigns to develop and disseminate special
sets of statistical information based on the Répsttucture. Eurostat intends to assess
the options to advance the production of suchssiedi France together with the Indicators’
group of the EU Employment Committee is planningatke stock of the empirical testing
of the Report’s set of indicators in order to litlem with the ILO indicators on decent
work. Belgium, Germany, France and Mexico pointed the potential relevance of the
proposed indicators for the implementation of thecommendations in the
Stiglitz/Sen/Fitoussi-report on the “Measurement of Economic Performance anciaSo
Progress”. (See Annex 1 section E.)

[1l. Possible further work

14. The Report outlines a basic structure for stiatil measurement of quality of
employment and proposes a set of potential indisagmuped under seven dimensions. As
such, the Report does not provide for the detaifedadata on the indicators including
operational definitions, methodological guidelirzesl suggestions on specific data sources.
It refers mainly to the measurement of quality ofpboyment at the national level in the
broad sense and is not intended for internatiooparisons.

15.  Ten country pilot reports, that accompany teedit have tested the applicability of
the proposed set and grouping of indicators undédwraad variety of situations and
highlighted the possible data sources and someatpeal definitions. The Validation
study conducted by ltaly also explored internatilpnaavailable data sources for
harmonized indicators for future consideration.

16. Many respondents pointed to the need for furtherk in this field. The set of
indicators probably should be reviewed and extenoledhe basis of results of further
practical experiences collected from actual impletagons. This procedure has already
proven fruitful during the Task Force work as shobw the country reports. Further
voluntary tests of the framework at the countryeleshould be encouraged.

17.  In the current Report, the indicators are psepowithout full specification, which
corresponded to the Task Force's aim to develamaeptual frame. The Validation study
conducted by Italy provided standard definitionsl adentified sources for a part of the
indicators. For the remaining indicators this dtiéls to be done. Hence, next steps should
be undertaken towards providing more precise defims of indicators, their computation
methods and sources.
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V.

Proposal

18. In view of the work undertaken or planned orasueing quality of employment in
many countries and the expressed support to thgopeal set of indicators, it is proposed
that the Conference endorse the Report on Poténdadators for Measurement of Quality
of Employment as basis for further work.

19. It is proposed that the CES Bureau considerftinther work at its meeting on

11 June 2010 in view of the proposals made andstwes raised by countries during the
consultation.
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Annex 1

Consultation on Potential Indicators for Measurenent of
Quality of Employment: detailed countries’ comments

Introduction

1. In February 2010, the CES Bureau decided togawavith a large consultation on
the Report. At the request of the Bureau, the Repas updated by the TF Chair (Canada).
In order to assist the consultation process, th& BGHreau also decided that the country
pilot reports should be made available. The UNE@Er&ariat was asked to coordinate the
consultation and prepare an information note on dh&come to be presented to the
Conference. To assist the consultation processséleretariat asked the CES members to
structure their answers according to the five qaestindicated below.

Question 1: Do you find the Report’s basic apmach to the statistical
measurement of quality of employment relevant andamprehensive in
general and in the case of your country?

2. Thirty-nine respondents indicated that the Report’sapproach is comprehensive
in general and relevant for producing statistics onquality of employment at the
national level: Austria, Belarus, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, CypruCzech Republic,
Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hundagland, Israel, Italy, Kazakhstan,
Korea, Latvia, Lithuania, Macedonia, Mexico, Newalsnd, Norway, Poland, Portugal,
Republic of Moldova, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, 8em Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine,
United Kingdom, CIS Statistical Committee, Eurostatl ILO. Russian Federation agreed
with the comprehensiveness of the Report's apprdathnoted that the lack of data on
certain indicators undermine the relevance of fgr@ach at the national level.

3. Germany pointed out that the Report’s systematic structurehich the indicators
are presented in seven dimensions is straightfahaad makes the complex subject easy to
understand. “Using the underlying concept, a caftgpieture of the various dimensions of
quality of employment has been achieved, which élhighly useful for a user-friendly
way of data dissemination”. Germany suggested niefprto the set of indicators as a
framework and not as “potential indicatars”

4, France and ILO, too, pointed to the structural clarity of the aparo and suggested
to rename the Report's “potential indicators” a&framework for measuring quality of
employment”.

5. Switzerland acknowledged that a comprehensive and periodicsanement of
quality of employment is worthwhile. Yet it is nesary to take account of the following
constraints: (i) the most interesting aspects that enable to compbeisting statistics and
indicators are in many cases very difficult or ewempossible to use, or cannot provide
meaningful results (e.g. informal work, measurentdrdecent work)(ii) the interpretation
of indicators relating to the quality of employmemsin sometimes be subjectiard; (iii)
the measurement of qualitative indicators is alsoanifficult to interpret”.

6. Australia expressed reservations about the capacity of thEorRe approach to
assess objectively quality of employment. AccordiogAustralia, the purpose of the
document, and how it would be used, remain uncl€aere are likely to be problems in
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using it for international comparisons, but alsolgems in using it to genuinely discern
changes in the quality of employment in a particatzuntry”. (Note by the secretariat: this

is acknowledged in the paper. The explanatory note, as well as the Report itself, clearly
state that the set of indicators are proposed for measuring quality of employment at the
national level at this stage). Australia further commented that there is alseead to clarify
as to whether it is the quality of employment, gyadf work, or quality of a job which is
being considered.

7. Australia, Austria, Belgium, Israel, Luxembourg, Naway and the United
Kingdom commented on the potential issue of subjectivityinterpreting quality of
employment indicators and noted that for some tatale indicators it is not always clear
what is ‘good’ or ‘bad’ and if a change in a val@lshould be seen as improvement in
quality or not.

8. Commenting on coveragksrael, Spain, and Mexicopointed to the need to add
some indicators related to self-employment and rotherkers. For a more inclusive
approach, Mexico proposed to consider various teoktlisaggregation of indicators across
all dimensions. The basic classifications/breakdownoposed —orthogonal to the seven
dimensions — are (i) sex, (ii) age, (iii) statusimployment, (iv) economic activity sector,
(v) institutional sector and (vi) status at home.

9. The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedoniareferred to the complexity of the
issue and highlighted the need for paying attentiothe country-specific legislative basis,
policies and strategies when assessing qualitynpl@/ment.

B. Question 2: How well the proposed seven dimewsis outline/reflect the
quality of employment?

10.  Thirty-four respondents (out of 44) noted explicity that the proposed seven
dimensions sufficiently represent the quality of employment. Eight countries did not
respond directly to the question but provided soownments reflecting national
specificities.

11. Switzerland acknowledged that the proposed wide range of dsines “enables
each country that has surveys on the economicatiyeapopulation to apply the model.
Each country can freely and independently definemter of priority for the dimensions
and indicators that best fit its labour market”.

12. Spain noted that as different factors/dimensions “areuged into the same
conceptual framework, the entire system offersarall integrated perspective and, at the
same time, allows showing the specific influenceath factor/dimension in the quality of
employment”.

13. ltaly specifically supported the Report's approach talsathe sub-dimension on
Fair treatment in employment: “proposed by the TBskce as a transversal dimension
proved to be very effective to describe the Ital@mtext”. In addition, Italy suggested
considering a more specific dimension on work &atison.

14. Turkey commented on the potential difficulties to gatbata for the dimension on
Fair treatment in employment since this kind ofist&s is not always produced by the
NSOs.

15.  Eurostat supported the Report's “approach towards the dadine aspects of
access to employment as explained in paragraphf2theoreport: These aspects are
undoubtedly important, but they can better be égtah conjunction with the quality of
employment indicators rather than by additionaldatbrs inside the set proposed”.
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16. France, referring to the paragraphs 21 and 49 of the Repdvocated for including

a dimension on access to employmeMexico also suggested that the proposed set should
be complemented by a set of indicators addressiogsa of employment and not to depart
from the ILO’s decent work indicators.

17.  Finland noted that “the concept should be seen from thgleanf its changing
character. Changes in working life will also chartge need for dimensions/indicators in
the future. This is why the list should be seefieasble as possible”.

18. New Zealand suggested some changes to terminology: to chadmgeSafety at
work’ sub-dimension “to ‘Safety and health at world better reflect the indicators
contained therein. In addition, it would be morkevant, if the ‘Social dialogue’ dimension
was renamed ‘Collective representation and banggihi

Question 3: Does the main set of proposed inditors populate
adequately the dimensions/sub-dimensions? Do yoave any
suggestions for adding/removing/reallocating indicers under specific
dimensions (in general, not at metadata levit

19, The majority of respondents agreed that, in generalat the current stage, the
proposed indicators populate the chosen dimensions a balanced way. A number of
countries proposed some additional indicators for@nsideration.

20. Eurostat observed that the current set of indicators canebE=wed and extended,
“but only on the basis of results of further preati experiences collected from actual
implementations. This procedure has already prdmetiul during the Task Force work as
shown by the country reportsflungary expressed a similar position and advised against
an “endless reactive discussion on sets of indisato

21. Poland did not exclude amendments to indicators undercipedimensions
“depending on the development of labour markeisites and coherent statistics based on
well-documented, statistical sources of good qgyialit

22.  Germany and CIS Statistical Committeeadvised that if necessary at the national
level, additional indicators could be added. Fastdance, some countries may consider
including an indicator on commuting time.

23. Austria suggested adding indicators on the access tabwt market for specific
age groups or other sub-populations having diffiealintegrating into the labour market
(e.g. employment rates for elderly/younger popafatiroups/migrants).

24. Belgium proposed considering ‘share of employed persons o wh
never/sometimes/usually work at home’ or ‘shareeofployed persons who have the
possibility to work at home’ for a set of indicasaunder dimension 3 Working hours and
balancing work and non-working life.

25.  Brazil specified some economic and social context indisab be used: economic -
GDP annual growth, real growth of GDP per capitapual inflation rate, interest rate,
employment distribution by economic sector and lalyoductivity; social — average years
of schooling of the population aged 15 and oves,eghrolment rate of the population aged
15 and over, literacy rate of the population ag&dahd over, Gini coefficient and life
expectancy.

26. Finland reiterated a few points previously discussed leyTtask Force but not fully
reflected in the Report regarding the indicatorpypating dimension 3 Working hours and
balancing work and non-working lifétaly noted a need for indicators on job satisfaction
in dimension 7 Workplace relationships and workikragion.
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27. Ireland mentioned that “an indicator on receipt of infotioa from employer on
the organisation could prove somewhat useful asugplement within the 7b sub-
dimension”, e.g. ‘Share of employed people who ikeceegular information from their
employer on the operation or performance of théness.’

28. Latvia stated that the indicator “Gender pay gap’ is ampnt for income
dimension and should be added to dimension 2 (@nhe from employment”.

29. Luxembourg suggested “removing ‘Public social security expemd as share of
GDP’ undersub-dimension 4b, as there is no direct link to empient quality or working
conditions”.

30. Republic of Korea proposed to adjust the list of indicators in orterimprove the
measurability and to enhance the practicality’pémticular concerning dimension 1, since
most countries prohibit child labour by law, Repalaf Korea questioned whether attempts
to measure such labour are practical in most cm#tThe indicators can either be
removed from the list or be rearranged as a swdgoay.

31. Spainnoted that “there is a lack of indicators refegrio self-employed workeras
degree of difficulty to create their own enterprise (excessive bureaycaccess to credit)
or prejudiceagainst female entrepreneurs”.

32.  Switzerland suggested considering additional indicators for:

(@ Measuring the dynamics of the labour markehi¢tv would facilitate the
study of transitions from one status to anotheg, the transition from an economically
active to economically inactive status or the tit@ms from a vulnerable to a non-
vulnerable status, etc.);

(b) Measuring under-employment and over-employmemtd hence the
correspondence between qualifications and emplogmen

(c)  Focusing more on the satisfaction with work@agnditions or balancing work
and family life (for example: percentage of nuresrper economically active person of
childbearing age). All the more so because the uelforce survey offers, at regular
intervals, supplementary modules that relate téasemspects of quality of employment
(balancing work and family life, unpaid work, sdcsituation, continuous education and
training, etc.).

33.  Republic of Moldova referred to additional relevant indicators undwer dimension
Security of employment and social protection: “dayment in the informal sector’ and
‘informal employment’ which reflect the lack of satprotection for a significant part of
the employment”The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedoniaalso suggested adding
the indicators related to the ‘informal employment’

D. Question 4: For implementation: what are poterial advantages and
disadvantages in using the suggested approach to aseire quality of
employment?

34. Many respondents referred to the comprehensiveness the Report’s structure

of indicators on quality of employment as a potensil advantage. Bulgaria, CIS
Statistical Committee, Eurostat, Germany, Irelald), Italy, Kazakhstan, Lithuania,
Poland, Republic of Korea, Republic of Moldova, fBpand Ukraine stated that, in their
opinion, such an approach offers the opportunity 8ystematic manner to discern the state
of quality of employment in a country and providesy elements to extend and interpret
basic quantitative indicators on the labour market.
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35.  Austria, Brazil, Eurostat, Finland, France, iBany, Hungary, New Zealand, Spain,
and Republic of Moldova recognise the advantagiefReport’s integrated approach that
unifies dimensions populated by indicators in agkenconceptual frame on quality of
employment.

36. It should be noted that the Report focusesi@ipl on measuring quality of
employment at the national level and does not e&bmn metadata and interpretation of
indicators at this stage for reasons which areamnet in the document. Nevertheless,
countries and international organisations ofteremrefl to the above issues in their
reflections on the implementation of the proposetdo$ indicators. Although these are not
in the scope of the current Report, such commemetsnaluded in the below discussion in
order to convey the respondents’ views in a halistanner and as an indication of possible
future work in this aredn the following paragraphs country comments and rélections

on potential advantages and disadvantages of the gmosed set of indicators are
grouped broadly under the three headingsl. International comparisons; 2. data sources;
3. measurement and interpretation of indicators.

International comparisons

37. Eurostat supported “the cautious attitude towards using ftemework for
international comparisons, but thought that theepiiél the framework offered in this
respect was not fully worked out in the report. sThian only be elaborated upon after
further experience has been accumulated, and tesmbt constitute a flaw in the report”.

38. Mexico and Republic of Koreaalso agreed that at this stage the international
comparisons might be misleading. Similafgorway saw as a reasonable approach “not to
establish an international reporting requirementtie NSOs”.

39. Ireland remarked that “the nature of the indicators doetsfacilitate international
comparison as harmonised definitions are not affefé@is does not diminish its usefulness
nationally but could mean that individual countreemild separately undertake work which
will not be coordinated or yield comparable results

Data sources

40. Estonia, Greece, Latvia, Lithuania, Republic of Motlova and Spainidentified
the unavailability of statistical sources in theseaf some indicators and countries as a
potential disadvantage. It can affect the degreeayerage in certain dimension and,
therefore, in the whole system of indicators. Wvreurveys were launched to obtain data on
the indicators the burden on respondents wouldeas®.Russian Federationindicated
that a “few indicators from the list could be catesied as sociological (for example, social
dialogue, workplace relationships and work motimatiand it could be difficult to organize
statistical survey for them”.

41. Czech Republic, Cyprus, Italy, Slovenia, New Zealat Portugal, and Turkey
pointed out that the Report’s approach calls foingisvarious existing and new
sources/surveys to build up the indicators. Thiy nesult in a lack of consistency between
the numerators and denominators of these indigaaisin inconsistent reference periods.

42. Kazakhstan and Israelindicated as a potential drawback the relianceuijective
responses and opinions of the respondents, which leed to incomplete/inaccurate
responses, and as a consequence may affect they aqpiadlata. Similarly,New Zealand
pointed out that there might be a lack of awarernsssome workers of their working
conditions and employment arrangements.
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3.

Measurement and interpretation of indicators

43. New Zealand commented on possible implementation issues, namal the
feasibility of collecting all indicators, difficilts with using inconsistent reference periods,
references to current main jobs versus all jobscatlidcting income data.

44.  According toSpain, Slovakia and Sloveniaother limitation relates to the lack of
operational definitions of the indicators. Whileettcommon methodology including
definitions and sources exists for about two thiodsindicators tested by Italy in the
Validation study, these still have to be develofigdhe remaining one third.

45.  Australia noted that “it could be difficult for an agencyptementing the proposed

model to interpret information from a large numbéidicators, when movements in some
of these indicators are not unambiguously positivenegative for employment quality.

There are also likely to be significant issuesdiliably and validly measuring a number of
indicators outlined in the report, which may impamt the capacity of agencies to
implement the model proposed in the report”.

Is there any interest in or plan for providing statistics on quality of
employment in your country?

46. Many countries and all international organisationsindicated that interest in
statistics on quality of employment is high and greing.

47.  Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Finland, Germany, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Mexico, New
Zealand, Poland, Russian Federation, Slovakia, an&wedenmentioned the existing
national initiatives to provide some quality of doyment statistics albeit in a less
comprehensive or systematic way and often undeerdifit headings (“Decent work
country profile”, reports on “Working conditions'Quality of Work Life Survey”, “Survey
of Working Life”, “Strategic indicators”, reportsnoresults of ad-hoc Labour Force
Surveys). Russian Federation, on the other handplasning a “pilot survey on
measurement of quality of employment and integreimcesses in labor market” in 2010-
2011.

48. Brazil, Bulgaria, Israel, Kazakhstan, Poland, Repulic of Korea, Republic of
Moldova, and Spain reported their willingness and/or existing plaws develop and
disseminate special sets of statistical informatimsed on the Report's structure for
analysis of quality of employment in their counsti&ermany plans to produce their first
publication comprehensively covering quality of dayment on the basis of the Report’s
indicators set in 2010.

49.  France: continues working on the quality of employmerdtistics at the national
level and together with the Indicators’ group a t8BU Employment Committee in Brussels
is planning before the TACLS to take stock of the empirical testing of fReport’s set of
indicators in order to link them with the ILO’s iidtors on decent worlEurostat intends
to assess the options to advance the productisnatf statistics.

50. Australia already regularly collects and disseminates softbenindicators in the

Report (average weekly earnings, leave entitlemehnésirs worked and trade union
membership). ABS does not have plans at this diageovide official statistics on other
aspects of quality of employment.

51. Brazil is “already in the process of remodeling its systef household surveys,
allowing the creation of indicators to measuredhbality of employment”.

52.  In Bulgaria, “although there are no specific plans for disserting dedicated
statistics on quality of employment, indicatorsatetl to its measurement are published in
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the national labour force survey publications”. dgeneral, Bulgaria is “interested in
developing such statistics and considers the subjgbly relevant to its users and policy
makers”.

53. CIS Statistical Committeeindicated “thestudy of the quality of employment in the
CIS countries and its statistical measurement a&s ainthe priority tasks related to the
improvement of labour statistics in these countries

54.  Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Latvia, Luxembourg, Noway, Portugal, Slovenia,
The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Swederand Switzerland informed that
they have no plans for the time being to providgistiics on quality of employment in a
systematic way.

55.  Finland will continue conducting the Quality of Work Lif8urveys which have

been administered in six-to-seven year intervalds Furvey forms the basis for analysing
quality of employment. “In addition, all other sstical tools, like the Labour Force
Survey, Statistics on Income and Living Conditior&ructure of Earnings Survey,
Statistics on Occupational Accidents and Adult Edion Surveys will continue to be
available”. “This new set of indicators on qualdfyemployment will be an important tool
for coordinating statistics in this field and foivigg an overview of developments in
working life, not to mention the future opportuagifor international comparisons”.

56. Germany has been publishing information on many of theppsed indicators for
many years. “In summer 2010, the indicators progdsethe Task Force will be the basis
of the first publication of the Federal Statisti€ffice comprehensively covering quality of
employment. The indicator framework is an idealregke for a cross-sectional publication
bringing together the different aspects of a comgdenomenon and covering all data
sources available”.

57.  “Most of the indicators are released in différdatabases iHungary and some of
them are well known even in international datase®sésently Hungary does not intend to
provide separate statistics on quality of employnsémce there are already a lot of datasets
containing some of indicators. However, it plansuge the concept in their analysis of
quality of employment.

58. Ireland “recently published a report on working conditioogvering access to
benefits, training, knowledge of employment rigbtess classified against various socio-
demographic characteristics of the employee andaclexistics of the employment”. There
is sufficient interest to further develop the domai Ireland but there are no immediate
plans to formally adopt the framework.

59. Israel is interested in providing data on quality of eayphent in future national
statistics publications. In order to include thigoi work plans, “standard data collection
tools are needed”.

60. ltaly is interested in providing statistics on qualifyesnployment at the national
level and some steps in that direction are alrdadtgn: “ISTAT, for the first time, in

2008/2009, inserted a specific ad hoc module fatuwse mobbing (“harassment at work”
or “bullying at work”), in the Multipurpose survegn the Citizens’ security, which is
carried out every five years”.

61. In 2005%Kazakhstan “started development and publication of statisticdicators to
measure decent work, based on the methodologicahmmendations of the ILO”. In 2010,
“the statistical agency developed and approved "Steategic Plan of the Agency of
Statistics for 2010-2014", which includes work ohetdevelopment of quality of
employment statistics”. Kazakhstan “is interestadtie formation of statistical data on
measurement of the quality of employment, but lfidg it needs consultative assistance and
practical interaction with experts in this field”.

11
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62. The Republic of Korea has been developing and calculating indicators for
measuring quality of employment since 2010. Ther plas set up as part of the Korean

economic policy to ‘Create new jobs™. It will preed in two stages: (i) in 2010, studies are
performed to review the relevant research done thgrocountries, and to establish the

framework of the indicator sets; (ii) “id011 and beyond, more indicators will be adopted
and tested, and the availability of new data wdlitmproved through surveys or by other

methods”.

63.  ‘“In the strategy of Statistids$thuania, covering the period of 2008-2012, there are
no plans for providing statistics on the quality eihployment. The report “Potential
indicators for the measurement of the quality opkipment” was sent to the Ministry of
Social Security and Labour of the Republic of Léhia for information”.

64.  As forMexico, some of indicators are provided within ENOE (Mwxi Labor Force
Survey). The dissemination platform of informatiom a quarterly basis is called Strategic
Indicators. However, to the extent that the Repodpproach encompasses multiple
sources, it is vital to assure the participationtie Ministry of Labour (Secretaria del
Trabajo y Prevision Social) before taking futurepst

65. Republic of Moldova plans to conduct a campaign (workshop, seminasgibsitise
the users about Indicators for measurement of tyuali employment and to publish
available indicators on the agency’s website”.

66. New Zealand“collected information on a number of the indigatbsted in the Task
Force Report” through the 2008 Survey of WorkingeL{SoWL) and identified other
available resources for other indicators. The SoWilas designed specifically as a
repeating supplement to the Household Labour F8teeey. Ideally, the survey should be
repeated approximately every three years to momib@nges and trends in employment
conditions, work arrangements and job quality”.

67. Poland “has already covered most dimensions of quality of emmplent proposed
in the Report, e.g. The CSO collects and disseménandicators regarding safety at work,
some data on fair treatment of employment, incoramfemployment, indicators referring
to working hours and working time arrangements. Eesv, the information has never been
gathered within the joint title ‘quality of employnt’. Inspired by the repoRoland plans

to prepare special statistical information refegrto the analysis of quality of employment
for the Polish economy. The results are expectdzetof high interest for different groups
of data users”.

68. Slovakia plans “to provide statistical information related the quality of
employment in the extent laid down in the EC retjokes: outputs from the European ad
hoc modules on the labour force sample surveysirdealith these issues (e.g. Ad hoc
module 2001, 2004, 2005, 2007) and regular infoionain the field of social statistics, in
which the theme of the measuring quality of emplewinis also included, in compliance
with European legislation and Eurostat requiremeStsvakia doesiot plan any other
activities in this field”.

69. The National Statistical Institute of Spainedfically the Labour Market Statistics
Directorate, expressed its interest in developimgdjcators suggested in the Report and
informed that they have started some work relatedhe possible development of the
proposed system.
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Annex 2

ILO Comments

1. Due to the nature of the questions mainly t@djedt specialists working at the
National Statistical Offices, the ILO would like tonit its comments to Question 1(a)
reproduces below:

Do you find the Report’s basic approach to thetatistical measurement
of quality of employment relevant and comprehensivén general and in
the case of your country, concerning

Underlying concept

2. First of all, we would like to congratulate tAeask Force and its Chair, Geoff
Bowlby (Statistics Canada), on preparing the raligersion of the original report written
for and discussed at the fifth 2009 Joint UNECEME@rostat Meeting on the
Measurement of Quality of Employment.

3. At the same time, we regret that the new doctnoianged its original title
Satistical Measurement of Quality of Employment: Conceptual framework and indicators
used at the above Meeting, which in our view muetieb reflected the content, structure,
philosophy and conceptual basis of the originaloreand the work of the Task Force
preceding its preparation.

4. We would like to recall in this regard that fhesk Force was given a clear mandate
by the fourth 2007 Joint UNECE/ILO/Eurostat Meettodurther develop and test the draft
framework of labour quality measures discussedh@t2007 Meeting in order to come up
with a more comprehensive conceptual framework aoberent set of indicators to
measure quality of employment at the national lewvel internationally.

5. The Task Force established in 2007, worked @ ithplementation of these
recommendations throughout 2007-2009.

6. It should be noted that senior national spesti@lifrom 25 countries, both
representing the UNECE Region and coming from thé&ddal Statistical Offices of Asia
and Latin America, as well as a number of intéamatl experts representing the European
Union (DG Employment, Brussels), EUROSTAT, the ILiBe UNECE and the WIEGO
worked together, lead by the Task Force Steeringni@ittee, on the development,
refinement, testing and application of the Quatiftyemployment Framework documented
in the report prepared for the fifth 2009 UNECE/VBDrostat Meeting Satistical
Measurement of Quality of Employment: Conceptual framework and indicators).

7. The validity and applicability of the suggestdthmework and indicators
underpinning it were tested in the Validation Stumiyried out by the Italian National
Institute of Statistics (ISTAST) and th@uality of Employment Country Pilot Profiles
written by leading specialists working at the Na#b Statistical Offices of the following
nine countries and: Canada, Israel, Finland, Fra@eemany, Italy, Mexico, Moldova and
Ukraine - financial support for the Validation Syudnd Country Profiles was provided
from the ILO/EU Project “Enhancing the understagdiof decent work issues by
developing decent work indicators”.

8. In our opinion, the discussions held at thénf#B009 UNECE/ILO/Eurostat Meeting
on the Measurement of Quality of Employment weremonstructive, useful and forward
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looking. As a result, the Quality of Employment faework and its seven dimensions were
largely approved by the participants, representBfy countries and 5 international

organisations. For easy reference the recommemdatibthe fifth Meeting are reproduced

below:

9. “The Meeting recommended:

(@ Inclusion of the improved versions of the feamork (to be finalized in
consultation with the current Task Force membéhg) validation study and of the country
reports in the Task Force Report;

(b) Publication of a collected volume which inobgcthe framework, the country
reports and the indicator validation study;

(c) Convening a meeting in two years. There wasrwkelming support for
another meeting from the participating countrigse Tiscussion in the next meeting should
center on:

(i) New and updated country profiles implementitige framework,
including the work of Eurostat in this field;

(i)  Further refining of the list of indicatorsd their definitions.

(d) Formation of an informal Organizing Committég the UNECE, ILO,
Eurostat, and Canada in order to organize the exért meeting in two years and take on
board any emerging issues regarding the concefparaework, such as providing advice to
countries in the implementation of the frameworkhat national level;

(e)  Further voluntary tests of the framework & tountry level during the two
years leading up to the next meeting;

() Work towards more precise definitions for timglicators and computation
methods in cooperation with the ILO based on thgoorg metadata compilation under the
ILO’s approach to measure decent work. It was asggested that the quality of
employment framework could be used for an in-deptalitative analysis of relevant ILO
decent work dimensions”.

10.  Given the above, we were surprised to read sec@mmendations of the Bureau,
and especially that requesting to replace the Wivatnework” with “potential indicators”
and re-write the Task Force report accordingly.

11.  This change not only takes away from the tretnas work carried out by the Task
Force members, its Steering Committee and thecjzatits of three meetings held in Paris
(June 2008) and Geneva (May and October 2009) hefudevelopment and refinement
of the Quality if Employment Framework and indiagtaneasuring its seven dimensions,
but takes the entire effort some 5 years back aed dot take into consideration the views
and position of almost half of the member Stateshef UNECE Region and those of
international organisations working in the areaarmtiscussion.

12.  To conclude, we would like to:

(a) Recommend a new title for the Task Force teamknowledging the
Bureau’s recommendation with respect to the indisaproposedXatistical Measurement
of Quality of Employment: Conceptual framework and potential indicators;

(b)  Support the recommendations concerning passise, testing and further
developmental work on the quality of employmenti¢gatbrs documented in Part YAow
to use theindicators of the CES Task Force report;

(c) Revert to the use of and reference to the iQuafl Employment Framework
as documented in the Task Force report preparethéoBureau’s Meeting held in New
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York (February 2009), which incorporated the comteemand suggestions of the
participants of the fifth 2009 Joint UNECE/ILO/Estat Meeting on the Measurement of
Quality of Employment.
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