
This PDF is a selection from an out-of-print volume from the National
Bureau of Economic Research

Volume Title: Social Protection versus Economic Flexibility: Is There
a Trade-Off?

Volume Author/Editor: Rebecca M. Blank

Volume Publisher: University of Chicago Press

Volume ISBN: 0-226-05678-3

Volume URL: http://www.nber.org/books/blan94-1

Conference Date: December 14-15, 1992

Publication Date: January 1994

Chapter Title: Front matter, table of contents, preface

Chapter Author: Rebecca M. Blank

Chapter URL: http://www.nber.org/chapters/c11251

Chapter pages in book: (p. -11 - 0)



00
r

n to
n o
o n
z r

n o

3
(A
C
(A

National
Bureau of
Economic
Research

Chicago

SOCIAL PROTECTION
VERSUS

ECONOMIC FLEXIBILITY

is THERE A TRADE-OFF?

Edited by
REBECCA M. BLANK

National Bureau of Economic Research
Comparative Labor Markets Series



Social Protection
versus Economic
Flexibility
Is There a Trade-Off?

Edited by Rebecca M. Blank

Do social protection programs limit the
ability of the labor market to adjust
to fast-growing segments of the econ-

omy, and thus inevitably lead to a decrease
in economic growth? This volume compares
how such programs as social security, income
transfers, and job protection laws in Western
Europe, the United States, and Japan have
affected labor market flexibility.

Does tying health insurance to employ-
ment limit job mobility? Do certain housing
policies inhibit workers from moving to new
jobs in different areas? What are the effects
of daycare and maternity leave policies on
working mothers? The authors explore these
and many other questions in an effort to
understand why European unemployment
rates are so high compared with the U.S.
rate.

By examining diverse data sets across dif-
ferent countries, the authors find that while
social protection programs do change eco-
nomic behavior, there is little evidence that
they create inflexibility with regard to eco-
nomic adjustment. To achieve useful com-
parisons among diverse nations, the authors
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the President's opinion it is suitable for publication in accordance with the principles of the Na-
tional Bureau. Such notification will include an abstract or summary of the manuscript's content
and a response form for use by those Directors who desire a copy of the manuscript for review.
Each manuscript shall contain a summary drawing attention to the nature and treatment of the
problem studied, the character of the data and their utilization in the report, and the main conclu-
sions reached.

4. For each manuscript so submitted, a special committee of the Directors (including Directors
Emeriti) shall be appointed by majority agreement of the President and Vice Presidents (or by the
Executive Committee in case of inability to decide on the part of the President and Vice Presi-
dents), consisting of three Directors selected as nearly as may be one from each general division
of the Board. The names of the special manuscript committee shall be stated to each Director
when notice of the proposed publication is submitted to him. It shall be the duty of each member
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committee signifies his approval within thirty days of the transmittal of the manuscript, the report
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detail.
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publications from time to time to ensure that they do not take on the character of formal research
reports of the National Bureau, requiring formal Board approval.

7. Unless otherwise determined by the Board or exempted by the terms of paragraph 6, a copy
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Preface

This volume contains eleven papers that explore and compare the effects of
social protection policies on the labor market in the United States with the
effects of such policies in Japan and various western European countries. The
papers are the result of a larger set of cross-national research papers funded
jointly by the Ford Foundation and the National Bureau of Economic Research
(NBER). I particularly thank Richard Freeman at NBER for his work in en-
couraging and supporting this project.

These papers were first presented at a conference held at the Centre for Eco-
nomic Performance (CEP) at the London School of Economics. I thank CEP
for sharing the cost of this conference and handling the organizational details,
and I thank the many conference participants, particularly the nine discussants,
for their valuable input into this project.
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