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ABSTRACT: 
 
Contrary to the still prevailing belief in the Netherlands that the Melkert job project was a failure, we 
argue based on a political-economic analysis that the Melkert job should be considered an innovative 
and successful project. It fully acknowledged that a large group of long-term unemployed should not 
be left in the lurch by creating basic jobs for this group, leading to improved public services. The 
Melkert job as a basic job thus represents a concrete implementation of the job guarantee, which 
currently is increasingly gaining interest in Europe. 
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1. Introduction 
 

In the early 1980s, a unique public sector jobs project was introduced in the Netherlands. This  project, 
which became known as 'Melkert jobs', was named after Ad Melkert, the Minister of Social Affairs who 
introduced it in 1994. This project is particularly interesting as it anticipated the recent interest in Job 
Guarantee projects and experiments in Europe. However, surprisingly little has been published in the 
international literature about the precise nature of the project and why it expired in the early 2000s. 
We are interested in a concise analysis, since we advocate the introduction of basic jobs and the history 
of Melkert jobs might provide important insights.  
 
We found far more references to ‘Melkert Jobs’ in publications than we expected, given the lack of a 
comprehensive overview in the international literature. But all these references are in the context of 
more general discussions. For instance, they are mentioned in overviews of public sector programs 
(Rose, 1999; Brodsky, 2000; Wolinetz, 2001; Auer, 2002) and in comparative surveys of the welfare 
state (Delsen and de Jong, 1998; Delsen and Jacobs, 1999; Nickel and van Ours, 2000; Van Berkel and 
de Schampheleire, 2001; Hansen et al., 2002; de Graaf and van Berkel, 2011). Additionally, significant 
attention has been paid to the role of Melkert jobs in the development of the welfare state (Hemerijck 
and van Kersbergen, 1997; Visser and Hemerijck, 1997; van Oorschot, 2002; Hemerijck, 2003), also in 
relation to the ‘third way’ (van der Veen and Trommel, 1999; Hemerijck and Vail, 2004; de Gier and 
Ooijens, 2004; Alexiadou, 2013; Jürgens, 2019). Melkert jobs are also mentioned in relation to other 
aspects of the welfare state, such as inclusive labor markets (Klosse and Muysken, 2016), attitudes 
towards unemployment (Horn et al., 2023), poverty (Snel and Karyotis, 1998), work quality (Karasek, 
1997, 2004), public services networks (van Gestel, 2023), and empowering large cities (Braun et al., 
2016). Finally, in the discussion of personal or job characteristics, Melkert jobs are mentioned in the 
context of discrimination (Doomernik, 2016), the underground economy (Williams, 2004), youth 
unemployment (Lowe, 2001; Meijers and te Riele, 2004), undereducation (Batenburg and de Witte, 
2001; Kremer et al., 2021), poverty (Valkenburg and Coenen, 2000), and disabilities (van Oorschot and 
Boos, 1999). 
 
Despite all these references, there is no complete account of the history of the ‘Melkert jobs’ and their 
downfall. In this paper, we aim to fill this gap1.  First, we discuss the introduction of Melkert jobs in 
1994, which were implemented because of the prevalence of persistent long-term unemployment. 
Then, we show how significant changes in the political-economic climate in the 1990s resulted in the 
phasing out of Melkert jobs from 2002 onwards. We subsequently demonstrate that the Melkert jobs 
experiment was actually quite successful. Therefore, we outline key lessons from the experiment that 
should be considered when implementing job guarantee and basic jobs. Finally, we argue that Basic 
Income and the parallel labor market are not suitable alternatives to the basic job.  
 
 

2. The rise and fall of Melkert Jobs 
 

2.1 The Introduction of Melkert Jobs 
 
In the 1970s and 1980s, unemployment in the Netherlands was high, as it was in other Western 
European countries. This was partly caused by several international oil crises. At the peak of 
unemployment in late 1982, the famous Wassenaar Agreement was reached between government, 
employers' organizations and trade unions, with wage moderation in exchange for employment as its 
main outcome. 

 
1 For an extensive report in Dutch on the rise and fall of Melkert jobs, consult Mosselman and Muysken (WBS, 
2020). 
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Unemployment did decline in the following years but remained at a high level with a lot of long-term 
unemployment (Figure 1). In 1990, to tackle long-term unemployment, the Pool Jobs Scheme (BP) was 
introduced, which can be seen as a precursor to the Melkert jobs. Additionally, with a ten-year delay, 
the Youth Employment Guarantee Plan (JWG) was introduced in 1992, targeting young people and 
unemployed school leavers. 
 
Figure 1      Figure 2 

 
Source: Rapportage Arbeidsmarkt 1986;   Source: CPB 2018 
Sociale Nota 1997 
 
After a gradual decline in unemployment in the second half of the 1980s, there was another alarming 
rise to nearly 10% in 1994 (Figure 2). Within this development, the most vulnerable groups in society 
were disproportionately hard hit. Additionally, the economic outlook was particularly bleak according 
to explorations by the Central Planning Bureau. In these alarming economic conditions, the social-
democratic/liberal Kok I cabinet took office. Ad Melkert, the social-democratic (PvdA) Minister of 
Social Affairs and Employment, very soon presented his (EwLw) employment plan, the 'Regulation for 
additional employment for the long-term unemployed' (Melkert, 1994). The main component of this 
plan was the decision to gradually create a total of 40,000 jobs in the collective sector for the long-
term unemployed and welfare recipients during the cabinet period 1994-1998. The minister aimed to 
achieve a dual objective with his plan: (1) creation of (extra) regular, permanent jobs in the public 
sector – normal jobs for normal people, as the minister said – and (2) improvement of the quality of 
services in the public sector2. From 1996 onwards, for this plan almost everyone used the name 
"Melkert job". 
 

2.2 Changes in the Political-Economic Climate and Consequences for Melkert Jobs 
 

While the introduction of the Melkert jobs during the cabinet period 1994 – 1998 proceeded largely  
according to plan, significant changes occurred in the political-economic climate (van den Brink, 2020; 
Mellink and Oudenampsen, 2021). The economic view on the functioning of the labor market was 
strongly influenced by the 'Jobs Study' of the OECD in 1994. In this study on the causes of rising 
unemployment in the early 1990s, the OECD based its analysis on the views of Layard, Nickel, and 
Jackman (1991), which attributed unemployment to obstacles in the labor market, in line with the 
concept of NAIRU. Government policy to reduce unemployment should, in this view, focus on 
addressing  these obstacles and curtailing social security. It is clear that the OECD was very critical of 
Melkert jobs. This more neoliberal economic vision also permeated the (party) political field, especially 
among social democrats in Western European countries. As a result of the rise of neoliberalism  in the 

 
2 Another part of the (EwLw) employment plan concerned the provision of wage subsidies for up to 20,000 jobs 
with a temporary employment of 6 months for the benefit of experimental employment projects in the private 
sector, for the same target group. This Scheme was included some years later, together with the JWG and the 
BP, in the Job Seekers Involvement Act (WIW). 
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economic-political debate, these parties adopted the 'Third Way' as their new directive, which involved 
in The Netherlands a 'definitive farewell to socialist ideology' (Kok, 1995; Mellink and Oudenampsen, 
2021). 
 
When the Kok II cabinet (1998-2002) took office, socio-economic conditions had greatly improved. Due 
to the shifting political-economic landscape, there was more focus on the activating effect of social 
security arrangements, and fewer barriers to the labor market were advocated. Entering the regular 
labor market, especially the market sector, became the new credo. The official name of the job (EwLw 
job) was changed to ID job (I = entry job, D = step-up job). The existing 40,000 jobs were converted 
into 40,000 I-jobs, to be expanded during the cabinet period 1998-2002 with 10,000 I-jobs and 10,000 
D-jobs (see Table 1). The D-jobs were intended for employees who had filled an I-job for 5 years 
(Coalition Agreement Kok II, 1998; Ministry of SZW, 1998). 
 
Table 1 Jobs/Benefit Years (x 1000) for Various Schemes 
 
 Melkert/ID JWG BP 
1989  5  
1990  7 4 
1991  7 6 
1992  6 16 
1993  12 16 
1994  16 20 
1995 6 22 22 
1996 24 23 23 
1997 38 25 24 
 ID WIW 
1998 40 42 

53 
40 
36 
35 
29 

1999 45 
2000 50 
2001 55 
2002 53 
2003 46 
 WWB 
2004          34          +                 14 

Source: various edition of Sociale Nota 
 
The ID jobs were intended to be permanent employment positions, but the staffing was to be flexible. 
This means that all ID jobs were given a step-up objective. This fundamentally deviated from the 
original setup of the EwLw job, namely an (extra) regular, thus permanent job within the collective 
sector. The new remuneration system was also tailored to step-up, with higher remuneration for D-
jobs than for an I-job. 
Around the turn of the century, unemployment had dropped to about 4% due to continued economic 
growth, and as a result, increasing criticism emerged on the active and, according to many, expensive 
labor market policy. In response, the Minister of SZW established an Interdepartmental Policy 
Research and Consultation group (IBO) to investigate the efficiency and effectiveness of the existing 
labor market instruments. The findings of this investigation, the IBO report “Aan de Slag” (IBO, 2001), 
were in line with the prevailing view on the functioning of the labor market and the retreating role of 
government. The report was widely supported by social organizations, even by the allied trade union 
movement, to the disappointment of the PvdA ministers. A few months after the IBO report, the Social 
and Economic Council unanimously advised to phase out subsidized employment in the long term (SER, 
2002). This essentially sealed the political fate of the Melkert/ID job. 
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2.3 Phasing Out the Melkert/ID Jobs 
 
After the elections of May 2002, in which the social democrats  (PvdA) suffered a major defeat, a 
center-right cabinet (Balkenende I) took office. From the outset, it was clear that the Melkert/ID 
scheme would be phased out. This phase-out was initiated by the then-liberal State Secretary for Social 
Affairs and Employment, the future Dutch Prime Minister Mark Rutte, with a ‘double decision’. First, 
it was decided to transfer the available ID funds to the municipalities for the freely disposable 
reintegration budget. Second this was accompanied by a significant budget cut of 25%, and further 
reductions were announced (Rutte, 2002).   
 
The municipalities thus became responsible for retaining or phasing out the ID jobs. They were faced 
with further cuts to the reintegration budgets and increasingly opted to use these (limited) funds for 
supportive and mediating reintegration activities, rather than for ID jobs (Balkenende I, 2002). The 
gradual phase-out of the ID jobs was thus inevitable and final (see Table 1). 
 

2.4 Why Melkert Jobs Were a Success 
 
First, we want to emphasize that Melkert jobs in the 1990s, and still today, evoke strong emotions in 
debates, with many people having the impression that it was a failed experiment. This is remarkable 
because, strictly speaking, the actual scope of the Melkert project, both in terms of the cost share of 
active labor market policies and as a percentage of total unemployment, was relatively small (Figure 
3)3. Our analysis is that during this period, there was a very rapid change in the political-economic 
framework – reflected in opinions held by the media and the public – leading to significant political 
and ideological disagreements.4 
 
Figure 3 

 
Source: CPB 2018 and Table 1. 

 
3 The unemployment share varied between 10% and 20%. The costs were at most 30% of the total costs of active 
labour market policy – these total costs constituted at most 0.8% of GDP. 
4 The change in opinion is illustrated by the big difference between the 1994 recommendation of the Andriessen 
Commission (Commissie Laagste segment van de arbeidsmarkt, 1994) to create 100,000 ‘additional jobs’  
(Melkert jobs ‘avant la lettre’) on the one hand and the 2001 IBO recommendation discussed above to abolish 
additional permanent jobs/Melkert jobs and focus from now on reintegration on the other.  See also Van den 
Brink (2020). 
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During the period of the Melkert jobs and in subsequent discussions, the main point of criticism has 
been that there was insufficient reintegration to the regular labor market. Remarkably, this criticism 
overlooks that moving on  to the regular labor market was never a goal of the original setup of the 
Melkert jobs. This additional objective was only included at the request of the liberal political party 
VVD during the formation of the Kok II cabinet in 1998. The IBO report also correctly points out this 
fact but it does state that a (necessary) scheme for sheltered employment should involve very modest 
numbers. This suggests to us that the IBO report, without further empirical underpinning, assumes 
that the majority of long-term unemployed and inactive individuals could move on  to the regular labor 
market after a reintegration process. In our view, this assumption of the IBO report is a reflection of 
the spirit of time rather than the result of thorough research into Melkert jobs (Kraaijeveld, 2016). 
 
In our analysis the 'experiment' with Melkert jobs was successful, because of its threefold character: 
(1) the direct targeting of the intended audience, namely long-term unemployed individuals w ith social 
assistance benefits, who have no chance finding a job on the regular labor market, (2) the permanent 
nature of the jobs offered in the public sector, improving public services, and (3) the use of saved 
benefits as (partial) funding for the Melkert jobs under the motto 'work above welfare.' 
 
This threefold structure is essential: The Melkert job transforms structural long-term unemployment 
with social assistance benefits into structurally higher added value of government, resulting in better 
public services, at relatively low business economic costs, with the use of saved benefits.  Ultimately, 
the societal result will be determined by the difference between the extra added value of government 
and the extra costs not derived from the saved benefit. This societal impact must still be supplemented 
by the additional societal value of workers in better health compared to benefit recipients. 
 
Looking at the scope of Melkert jobs realized within municipalities and the care sector – by the end of 
1998, 35,000 of the allocated 40,000 jobs were occupied – this number is small, 0.45%, relative to total 
employment, but certainly not negligible. Municipalities saw improved services in childcare, 
healthcare, education, and also safety thanks to Melkert jobs. Additionally, municipalities realized an 
increasing outflow from social assistance, partly as a result of the Melkert jobs5. 
 

3. Lessons for Working with Basic Jobs 
 

What particularly appeals to us about the Melkert jobs project is that government can help those who 
are disadvantaged in the labor market by offering (basic) jobs in government sectors, where the saved 
social benefits can serve as partial funding for these jobs. This approach closely aligns with the concept 
of the ‘Job Guarantee,’ developed by a group of American institutional economists such as Copeland, 
Gordon, Minsky, and Wray, and by Mitchell in the Australian context. According to these authors the 
central government should provide additional employment If the market economy does not create 
sufficient employment. These situations can occur during a recession – a temporary decline in 
employment – and in times of prolonged structural unemployment. 
 
This strategy  was applied successfully in the Melkert jobs project. However, our analysis also reveals 
that mistakes and incorrect assumptions were made during both the preparation and implementation 
of the project. We list these mistakes to draw lessons from them, so that we can avoid the problems 
that ensue from them in the (re)introduction of basic jobs or the implementation of a job guarantee. 
But first, we argue for the desirability of a job guarantee for everyone and discuss the close link 
between this objective and  basic jobs. 

 
5 In the period 1995 – 2002 the number of welfare benefits fell sharply, partly due to the Melkert jobs. Before 
1995 the level was around 500,000, in 2002 it had fallen to 340,000; see CBS Statline. 
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3.1 Job Guarantee for Everyone and the Basic Job 
 
The original concept of the Job Guarantee focuses primarily on preventing and tackling  
unemployment. It moves away from the idea that unemployment, especially in the form of natural 
unemployment, functions to keep the economy operating smoothly. A key principle of the job 
guarantee approach is that it is government’s responsibility to fully utilize all productive factors at all 
times. Government then acts as the ‘Employer of the Last Resort,’ offering a ‘Job Guarantee.’ Such 
situations can occur during a recession – a temporary decline in employment – and during prolonged 
unemployment. To prevent inflationary pressure, government must offer this additional employment 
at the prevailing minimum wage, which must still guarantee a living minimum. The minimum wage 
implies that the job guarantee is affordable and prevents displacement in the labor market. See 
Mitchell and Muysken (2008, 2010) for a comprehensive overview of these ideas6. 
 
We also can consider the prevention/tackling of hard-core unemployment, defined as available labor 
potential with a great to very great distance from the regular labor market, as part of the Job 
Guarantee. This aspect is less elaborated in the literature cited above, because in the Anglo-Saxon 
countries, this hard core is less prevalent than in the continental Western European countries. 
 
For the Dutch context, this latter approach to the job guarantee is elaborated in Klosse and Muysken 
(2011, 2014). It is emphasized that the job guarantee for everyone explicitly concerns an ‘inclusive 
labor market’ where there are also employment opportunities for the hard-to-place. In Dankbaar and 
Muysken (2019), it is further proposed to experiment with socially useful jobs that people themselves 
suggest and with possibilities to connect employees from the job guarantee with ‘social employers.’ It 
is crucial that the work is continuously meaningful and useful, and that employees are treated with 
respect, regarding their background and ambitions. 
 
The basic job provided by government is the concrete elaboration of the job guarantee. Everyone who 
wants to and can work – full-time or part-time – and who cannot find work on the regular labor market 
can start in a basic job at the prevailing minimum wage. The basic job can thus function as  a remedy 
in times of insufficient employment and for those who have no chance to enter the labour market not 
even during economic booms. 
 
Several EU countries have now started Job Guarantee-like experiments7. To give these experiments a 
good chance of success, it is important to identify the lessons that can be learned from the experiment 
with the Melkert jobs. 
 
  

 
6 Recently this idea has been adopted by Atkinson (2015), Banerjee and Duflo (2019), Skidelsky (2019), Kelton 
(2020) and Tcherneva (2020), among others. 
7 Markowitsch and Scharle (2024), a report for the European Commission,  mentions the following experiments 
in Europe: in Austria ‘The Marienthal Job Guarantee project’, in France and Belgium ‘Territoires Zero Chomage 
de Longue Durée, in Germany ‘The Solidary Basic Income project’ and in The Netherlands ‘The Gronings Basic 
Job project’. 
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3.2 Lessons from the Melkert Jobs Experiment 
 
Below, we discuss the key learning outcomes of the Melkert jobs experiment. These are important for 
developing proposals for the introduction of and experiments with basic jobs. 
 
Lesson 1: The Nature of Basic Jobs and the Role of Government 
 
Basic jobs are supplementary jobs, consisting of a single task or multiple tasks, that are not offered by 
government on the regular market due to budgetary constraints and/or a low return/cost ratio. 
Supplementary and non-regular are the key words here. These boundaries must be explicitly 
respected. If it concerns work that is not supplementary but structural and/or work that is regular, 
then that work must be offered on the regular labor market at an appropriate wage. 
Offering basic jobs, outside the regular labor market, can by definition only be achieved by  
government as it requires legislation and political decisions. A basic job consists of supplementary tasks 
to strengthen the quality of public services which should not displace regular tasks. If the private sector 
is given the resources to improve public services, there is a very high chance that job seekers who do 
not belong to the category of long-term unemployed with low labor productivity will occupy the basic 
jobs (SCP, 2023). 
People in a basic job can, in principle, also be seconded to social enterprises that accept that the basic 
job needs to be adjusted to the possibilities and limitations of the basic job holder while accepting that 
the respective basic job holder is supervised by a certified job coach from the employment company. 
 
Lesson 2: Ensure Temporary and Permanent Basic Jobs 
 
In times of a shortage of employment the job guarantee has an important function.  Then the basic 
job, at the statutory minimum wage, serves as a temporary employment safety net until the labor 
market recovers. In this situation, the basic job (as an employment position) does not need to be 
permanent. However, it seems wise to have a substantial pool of basic jobs available at the start of a 
recession. 
For reasons of fairness and effectiveness, performing a basic job must be financially more attractive 
than income received from benefits, and financially less attractive than the remuneration of jobs on 
the regular labor market8. The social security system must be fair and encourage employment9. 
Additionally, the minimum wage as the remuneration for a basic job is partly motivated by the 
importance of avoiding wage inflation (Mitchell and Muysken, 2018). In all cases, the minimum wage 
is a “minimum living wage,” meaning that one should be able to uphold a decent life standard. With 
such (net) wages, one falls outside the poverty statistics. 
 
The long-term unemployed with a great distance to the labor market formed the target group of the 
Melkert jobs. The transition opportunities to the regular labour market of this group, after gaining 
work experience, were expected to be very modest given the great distance to the labor market. This 
implies that the vast majority of people with a Melkert job can reasonably be considered to have a 
permanent job, based on a permanent employment contract (Kees Kraaijeveld, 2016). Therefore, both 
the basic job and the holder of the basic job have a permanent character. 
People who are permanently employed in a basic job, with an insurmountable distance to the labor 
market, must accept that their starting salary is the minimum wage, but they can count on modest 

 
8 In almost all Western societies employees are entitled to temporary unemployment benefits. These employees 
will probably not accept a basic job, but they will spend their time looking for other work. 
9 In our evaluation of Melkert jobs we also identified the problem with Melkert jobs of a higher salary than the 
minimum wage (Mosselman & Muysken, 2020). 
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yearly salary increases in line with the applicable collective agreement. In countries with forms of 
sheltered employment, the applicable collective agreement can be applied. 
 
Finally, basic jobs are not intended for people with an officially assessed  labor disability. In recent 
years, guarantee jobs and sheltered workplaces have been developed in the Netherlands for these 
people via the Target Group Register (Doelgroepregister). After the decision in 2015 to abolish the 
Sheltered Employment Act (WSW), people with a labor disability – assessed and determined by the 
UWV and through the Practice Route (Praktijkroute) by municipalities – were included in the Target 
Group Register. Employers can then employ people from the Target Group Register, with a wage cost 
subsidy provided by government depending on the degree of labor disability. 
 
Lesson 3: Do Not Neglect Implementation Problems 
 
The Netherlands has a long history of job placement, employment mediation, and job coaching for 
welfare recipients, the unemployed, and the disabled. This is also a history of many changes in 
legislation and institutions. Municipal social services have been responsible for the reintegration of 
welfare recipients since 2004 – with the introduction of the Work and Social Assistance Act (WWB). 
The decentralized implementation of the Melkert jobs in the period 1994 – 2002 was therefore a 
vulnerable component of the experiment. 
Thanks to years of experience with local and regional reintegration and employer services, this 
expertise is now well developed, especially and almost exclusively for the reintegration and placement 
of job seekers with a short distance to the labor market. This development is reinforced by limited 
reintegration budgets. 
For the placement, support, and supervision of long-term unemployed people with a great distance to 
the labor market, more specific expertise, suitable jobs, and a corresponding budget are needed10. A 
recent experiment in Groningen with basic jobs for long-term unemployed people did show that 
participants might need long-term, or even permanent, supervision. Actually, professional supervision 
at the workplace and in all areas of life is important to keep this target group on track (Mosselman and 
Polstra, 2023). 
Of course, (social) enterprises can also employ people with a great distance to the labor market. This 
would consist of work on the regular labor market. Often, this will involve people with a labor disability, 
registered as such. Wage costs are then partially covered by subsidies. In this way, the entreprise can 
still develop a business model. 
 
Lesson 4. A Structural Policy Measure Requires Clear Goals, a Long-Term Approach, and Good 
Experiments 
 
The Melkert project was intended to be structural from the outset. The extra jobs for long-term 
unemployed people would have a regular and sustainable/permanent character. Such a structural 
policy measure must be thoroughly prepared, including a socio-economic impact analysis in the short 
and especially in the long term, as well as an analysis of political risk factors. An implementation plan 
must also be drawn up. In practice, the focus has mainly been on the policy ambitions of the cabinet. 
In Mosselman and Muysken (2020), we propose a long-term approach. We advocate an introduction 
in stages of a job guarantee for everyone, where the basic job is first included as an instrument in the 
Participation Act for the long-term unemployed, after which the job guarantee can also be opened for 
other long-term and temporarily unemployed people. 

 
10 See SCP (2019) for an analysis of the failed activation policy of the Participation Act and see Commissie 
Regulering van Werk (2020) and Kremer, M et al. (2020) for proposals to improve the activation of the (long-
term) unemployed, including the introduction of basic jobs.  
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For policy effectiveness, it is important not only to conduct impact analyses in advance but also to 
carry out and properly evaluate experiments. If it is impossible to experiment in advance, the initial 
period of the new policy approach must be thoroughly monitored and evaluated, so that adjustments 
can be made based on evaluations. 
Very little evaluation has been done during and after the Melkert jobs project (Theeuwes, 1996).  Some 
reports on the Melkert jobs have been published, but they reflect the spirit of the time more than 
consisting of an actual evaluation (Rekenkamer, 1996; IBO, 2001). 
 
 

4. Basic Income and the Parallel Labor Market: Not Suitable Alternatives 
 
The notion of a basic income for everyone has a very long history – it was proposed, for example, by 
Thomas Moore in 1516 in his book Utopia. Against this background, recent advocates such as Rutger 
Bregman and Philip van Parijs characterize it as a Utopian project (Bregman, 2019; van Parijs, 2019). 
Two central ideas feature these proposals: (1) people are not too lazy to work, and a basic income 
allows them to do what they enjoy; (2) with a universal basic income, society does not need a heavily 
rigged bureaucratic surveillance apparatus with high implementation costs. However, the concrete 
proposals on how a basic income should be implemented in practice vary widely (van Parijs, 2019). 
 
We agree with many others that the introduction of an unconditional, universal basic income for 
everyone equal to a minimum wage at subsistence level is not affordable. This observation is 
increasingly acknowledged by proponents of a basic income. But then holds, as Robeijns (2019, p.6) 
states: “it is extremely true that the devil is in the details: only by clearly outlining all the details can 
we make a responsible normative analysis of basic income.” In her analysis, Ingrid Robeijns 
convincingly shows that with a basic income below the subsistence level, the freedom argument, ad. 
(1) above, is not self-evident in the Netherlands. Moreover, the costs of a basic income must be 
weighed against the possibility of investing it in improving the social infrastructure (including housing, 
healthcare, and education)11. Additionally, there will be implementation problems, ad. (2) above. 
 
Finally and interestingly, Robeijns (2019, par. 8) points out that the reciprocity principle is an important 
difference when comparing a basic job with basic income. The principle of justice dictates that 
everyone who can work should, in principle, be willing to contribute to society. Although this principle 
is widely endorsed by philosophers, Robeijns shows that in practice there are many problems such as 
the poverty trap, the question of who can and cannot work, and the availability of jobs. Furthermore, 
she points out that one can also contribute to society in non-market ways, such as through volunteer 
work. This latter aspect fits well within our proposal for basic jobs. In this respect, it is noteworthy that 
Robeijns overlooks the lesson we formulated earlier, that basic jobs belong in the public sector. 
However, her argument is a significant illustration of our Lesson 3: Do not neglect implementation 
problems. 
 
The concept of the parallel labor market was introduced into the Dutch public debate around 2015 by 
the Start Foundation and Ton Wilthagen. Frustrated by the decades-long failure to get more people to 
participate in the regular labor market, they propose creating jobs in a parallel labor market so that 
the ‘regular’ labor market would not have to be disrupted. “Work in the parallel labor market comes 
from both government and public sectors, as well as from the private sector. Government organizes 
work that meets a great societal need… The private sector provides work that is not profitable to carry 
out in its regular form, with some of this work being reshored from abroad.” (Brouwer et al., 2018). A 

 
11 This is also an important argument for Robeijns (2019, par. 7) as to why the notion of ‘collective inheritance’ 
does not automatically advocate a basic income. Collectieve inheritance means that the current generation owes 
its prosperity to the collective efforts of previous generations and may therefore also share in it collectively. 
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central idea is “using current benefit funds as ‘capital’ for the creation of this type of socially valuable 
work.” (Blauwbroek et al., 2021). 
 
In this proposal, people with a disability, who permanently rely on support, are offered permanent 
contracts. For others, the parallel labor market offers temporary transition positions (to become 
suitable for the regular labor market) and shelter positions (for when the economy is in a downturn). 
A participation income is paid, which is financed from freed-up benefits. 
 
There are several aspects of this proposal that conflict with the lessons we have drawn from the 
Melkert experiment – see also Dankbaar and Muysken (2019): 
 
Firstly, in the proposal only temporary contracts are offered (‘transition contracts’). The assumption is 
that most people who rely on the parallel labor market are unemployed because they are not yet 
sufficiently equipped for (re)entry into the labor market, or they want to maintain their skills during 
periods of high unemployment. In the first case, people must transition once they are sufficiently 
equipped; in the second case, people must leave once unemployment decreases. This does not align 
with Lesson 3 we drew from the Melkert jobs experiment. 
 
Secondly, participants in the parallel labor market receive a “participation income” that is lower than 
the minimum wage but higher than subsistence income. Consequently, the resulting jobs do not 
provide a stable foundation under the labor market that guarantees all workers decent work for at 
least the statutory minimum wage, as is the case with basic jobs – see Lesson 4 above. The participation 
jobs are not ‘real’ jobs. 
 
Thirdly, participants in the parallel labor market can work at regular enterprises. As Blauwbroek et al. 
(2021) state, “… over the years, a significant ecosystem of so-called social enterprises has emerged 
that can also play a good role in this. Last but not least, private companies should also be able to take 
an initiating role in this. … If private parties participate, it will also benefit the creativity and speed of 
getting initiatives off the ground.” All this contradicts our analysis of the Melkert experiment that basic 
jobs belong in the public sector: the many experiences with unintended use of wage subsidies by the 
private sector and the displacement of slightly less marginal labor  lead to our conclusion not to make 
basic jobs available to the private sector12. 
 

5. Conclusions 
 
In this article, we have analyzed the Melkert jobs project. Because there has not yet been a 
comprehensive overview of this unique experiment in the international literature, we have provided 
an overview of the introduction of Melkert jobs in 1994, in response to persistent long-term 
unemployment, until their phase-out in 2002. 
 
Contrary to the still prevailing belief in the Netherlands that the Melkert job project was a failure, we 
argue based on a political-economic analysis that the Melkert job should be considered an innovative 
and successful project. It was innovative and successful because it was fully acknowledged that a large 
group of long-term unemployed should not be left in the lurch and that basic jobs – suitable jobs – 
should be created for this group, leading to improved public services. This dual objective, partly funded 
by the remuneration of (saved) benefit funds, was the core of the Melkert project. The Melkert job as 
a basic job thus represents a concrete implementation of the job guarantee, which is increasingly 
gaining interest in Europe. 
 

 
12 See Mosselman and Muysken (2020) 
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The Melkert job remains a shining example of active labor market policy aimed at employment for 
everyone, despite its shortcomings revealed during its preparation and implementation.  If the Melkert 
approach had been continued after 2002 under later cabinets – of course, with improvements and 
adjustments based on the evaluation of experiences, as indicated by us – we can assert without 
hesitation that long-term unemployment and underutilization of labor at the lower end of the labor 
market would be substantially lower than it is today. In that respect, we also have broadened the 
original concept of the Job Guarantee, i.e., the prevention and tackling of cyclical unemployment, with 
the prevention/tackling of hard-core unemployment.  
 
We discussed the four key lessons that can be drawn from the Melkert jobs experiment. These are 
important for developing (future) proposals for the introduction of basic jobs and for the design and 
implementation of the Job Guarantee-like experiments recently and currently starting in several EU 
countries. 
In this regard, we outlined the significant role of government. Offering basic jobs is by definition the 
task of government based on legislation and political decisions. Under certain conditions should 
secondment of basic job holders to social enterprises and the private sector be possible. 
 
In line with our broadening of the Job Guarantee concept, government should provide both temporary 
and permanent basic jobs, important principles for the remuneration of basic jobs apply here. Special 
attention must be given to preventing implementation problems. This is particularly relevant for the 
assignment of basic jobs and the supervision of long-term unemployed with a basic job. Furthermore, 
we advocate a long-term approach and a phased, gradual introduction of the job guarantee for 
everyone. 
 
We further argued that both the concept of an unconditional, universal basic income at the level of 
the minimum wage and the concept of the parallel labor market should not be considered sensible 
alternatives to the job guarantee. 
 
We conclude with a brief note on the financing of the job guarantee for everyone. The few studies 
conducted on this subject indicate remarkably low costs (SEO, 2020 and Tcherneva, 2020). The main 
reason for this is that with a job guarantee, previously unused earning capacity is now utilized, and 
former benefits and administrative costs are saved. Additionally, the positive social effects of work on 
quality of life, health, and healthcare costs have not yet been accounted for. 
 
Government investment in unused labor capacity, education, and lifelong learning is a valuable, even 
necessary investment in the future of society. This is also an important lesson from the Melkert jobs 
experiment. 
 
 
References 
 
Alexiadou, D. (2013).  Old and new guard of social-democrats and employment policy in parliamentary 
democracies. APSA Annual Meeting Paper. American Political Science 
Association. https://ssrn.com/abstract=2299568 
 
Atkinson, T. (2015). Inequality – What can be done? Harvard University Press. 
 
Auer, P. (2002). Flexibility and security: labour market policy in Austria, Denmark, Ireland and the 
Netherlands. In G. Schmid & B. Gazier (Eds.), The dynamics of full employment: Social integration 
through transitional labour markets (pp. 81-105). Edward Elgar. 
 
Balkenende, J. P. (2002, 26 juli). Regeringsverklaring kabinet Balkenende 1. Tweede Kamer [The 
House of Representatives]. Handelingen // 2001/02, 92, 5466 – 5470. 
 

https://ssrn.com/abstract=2299568


 14 

Banerjee, A. V., & Duflo, E. (2019). Good economics for hard times. Alan Lane. 
 
Batenburg, R., & De Witte, M. (2001). Underemployment in the Netherlands: How the Dutch 
‘Poldermodel' failed to close the education-jobs gap. Work, employment & Society, 15(1), 73-94. 
 
Blauwbroek, A., Depla, S., Verhoeven, J., & Westerlaken, A. (2021). “Whitepaper parallelle 
arbeidsmarkt. Start Foundation. 
 
Braun, E., Chouly, A., & Van der Meer, J. (2016). The Netherlands: empowering large cities to meet 
their challenges. In L. van der Berg, E. Braun, & J. van der Meer (Eds.), National Policy Responses to 
Urban Challenges in Europe (pp. 279-310). Routledge. 
 
Bregman, R. (2019). Gratis geld voor iedereen. De Correspondent. 
 
Brodsky, M. M. (2000). Public-service employment programs in selected OECD countries. Monthly 
Labor  Review, 123(10), 31-42. 
 
Brouwer, P., Verhoeven, J., & Wilthagen, T. (2018). Geen uitkeringen meer; van sociale naar 
participatiezekerheid. Sociaal Bestek 2018(4), 45-47. 
 
CPB [Netherlands Bureau for Economic Policy Analysis]. (1986). Rapportage Arbeidsmarkt 1986. 
Centraal Planbureau. 
 
CPB [Netherlands Bureau for Economic Policy Analysis]. (2018). De Nederlandse economie in 
historisch perspectief. Centraal Planbureau.  
 
Commissie Laagste segment van de arbeidsmarkt (1994). De onderste baan boven. VUGA. 
 
Commissie Regulering van Werk (2020). In wat voor land willen wij werken. Naar een nieuw ontwerp 
voor de regulering van werk.  Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment. 
 
Dankbaar, B., & Muysken, J. (2019). Op weg naar een baangarantie voor iedereen. In M. Somers  (Ed.), 
Fundamenten. Sociale Zekerheid in onzekere tijden (pp. 262-277). Minerva.  
 
De Gier, E., & Ooijens, M. (2004). Dutch labour market policies from the mid-1980s on. In H.G. de Gier, 
A. de Swaan, & M. Ooijens (Eds.), Dutch Welfare Reform in an Expanding Europe: The Neighbours' 
View (Ch. II.1). Het Spinhuis. 
 
De Graaf, W., & Van Berkel, R. (2011). The activation turn in the Netherlands: ‘Home’-grown or steered 
by Europe? In P. Graziano, S. Jacquot, & B. Palier (Eds.), The EU and the domestic politics of welfare 
state reforms: Europa, Europae (pp. 96-120). Palgrave Macmillan. 
 
De Rekenkamer [The Netherlands Court of Audit]. (1996, 24 oktober). Gesubsidieerde arbeid. 
Kamerstuk // 1996/97, 25070, nrs. 1 – 2. 
 
Delsen, L., & De Jong, E. (1998). Germany and The Netherlands: Who follows whom? In L. Delsen, & 
E. de Jong (Eds.), The German and Dutch economies: Who follows whom? (pp. 159-176). Physica 
Heidelberg. 
 
Delsen, L., & Jacobs, A. (1999). The management of redundancies in Europe: The case of the 
Netherlands. Labour-England, 13(1), 123-182. 
 
Doomernik, J. (2016). Integration policies towards immigrants and their descendants in the Netherlands. 
In F. Heckmann & D. Schnapper (Eds.), The integration of immigrants in European societies: National 
differences and trends of convergence (pp. 165-184). De Gruyter Oldenbourg. 
 
Hansen, H., Hespanha, P., Machado, C., & Van Berkel, R. (2002). Inclusion through participation? 
Active social policies in the EU and empirical observations from case studies into types of work. In R. 
van Berkel & I. Hornemann Möller (Eds.), Active social policies in the EU (pp. 103-136). The Policy 
Press. 



 15 

 
Hemerijck, A. (2003). A paradoxical miracle: The politics of coalition government and social concertation 
in Dutch welfare reform. In S. Jochem & N. A. Siegel (Eds.), Konzertierung, verhandlungsdemokratie 
und reformpolitik im wohlfahrtsstaat: Das modell Deutschland im vergleich (pp. 232-270). VS Verlag für 
Sozialwissenschaften Wiesbaden. 
 
Hemerijck, A., & Vail, M. I. (2006). The forgotten center: state activism and corporatist adjustment in 
Holland and Germany. In Jonah D. Levy (Ed.),  The state after statism: New state activities in the age 
of liberalization (pp. 57-92). Harvard University Press. 
 
Hemerijck, A., & Van Kersbergen, K. (1997). A miraculous model? Explaining the new politics of the 
welfare state in the Netherlands. Acta Politica, 32(3), 258-280. 
 
Horn, A., Kevins, A., & Van Kersbergen, K. (2024). Workfare and attitudes toward the unemployed: New 
evidence on policy feedback from 1990 to 2018. Comparative political studies, 57(5), 818-850. 
 
IBO (2001). Aan de slag. Eindrapport van de werkgroep toekomst van het arbeidsmarktbeleid. Ministry 
of Social Affairs and Employment. 

 
Jürgens, H. (2019). The short history and long legacy of the Third Way: Social democracy and 
moderation at the end of the twentieth century. In I. de Haan & M. Lok (Eds.), The politics of moderation 
in modern european history (pp. 205-219). Palgrave MacMillan Cham. 
 
Karasek, R. A. (1997). Labor participation and work quality policy: Requirements for an alternative 
economic future. Scandinavian Journal of Work, Environment & Health, 23(supple4), 55-65. 
 
Karasek, R. A. (2004). A vacuum in political and economic labor policy?. Bulletin of Science, Technology 
& Society, 24(4), 353-365. 

 
Kelton, S. (2020). The deficit myth. John Murray Press. 
 
Klosse, S., & Muysken, J. (2011). WWNV-voorstel: een wolf in schaapskleren. Tijdschrift voor Recht en 
Arbeid, 67(8/9), 5-11. 
 
Klosse, S., & Muysken, J. (2014). Een inclusieve arbeidsmarkt vergt meer dan garantiebanen. 
Socialisme & Democratie 71(4), 64-72. 
 
Klosse, S., & Muysken, J. (2016). Curbing the labour market divide by fostering inclusive labour markets 
through a job guarantee scheme. Psychosociological Issues in Human Resource Management, 4(2), 
185-219. 
 
Kok, W. (1995, 11 december). We laten niemand los. Den Uyl-lecture 
 
Kok, W. (1998, 3 augustus). Regeerakkoord kabinet Kok 2. Tweede Kamer [The House of 
Representatives].  Kamerstuk // 1997/98, 26024, nr. 10. 
 
Kraaijeveld, K. (2016, 15 oktober). Mensen in de bijstand ‘activeren’ met een doorstroombaan is en blijft 
zinloos. Vrij Nederland: https://www.vn.nl/mensen-bijstand-activeren-doorstroombaan-is-en-blijft-
zinloos  
 
Kremer, M., Went, R., & Engbersen, G. (2021). Better work: The impact of automation, flexibilization 
and intensification of work. Springer Cham. 
 
Layard, R., Nickell, S., & Jackman, R. (1991). Unemployment, macroeconomic performance and the 
labour market. Oxford University Press. 
 
Lowe, G. S. (2001). Youth, transitions, and the new world of work. In V. Marshall, W. Heinz, H. Krüger, 
& A. Verma (Eds.), Restructuring work and the life course (pp. 29-44). University of Toronto Press. 
 



 16 

Markowitsch, J., & Scharle, Á. (2024). Towards zero long-term unemployment in the EU: Job guarantee 
and other innovative approaches. Social Innovation Initiative. Report for the European Commission. 
 
Meijers, F., & Te Riele, K. (2004). From controlling to constructive: youth unemployment policy in 
Australia and the Netherlands. Journal of Social Policy, 33(1), 3-25. 

 
Melkert, A.P.W. (1994, 2 november). Bestrijding langdurige werkloosheid. Tweede Kamer [The House 
of Representatives]. Kamerstuk // 1994/95, 24347, nrs 1 en 2. 
 
Mitchell, W., & Muysken, J. (2008). Full employment abandoned:  Shifting sand and policy failures. 
Cheltenham.  
 
Mosselman, C. A., & Muysken, J. (2020). Melkertbanen: lessen voor de baangarantie. Wiardi Bckman 
Stichting. 
 
Mosselman, C.A., & Polstra, L. (2023). De praktijk van basisbanen. Monitor van het experiment 
Basisbanen in Groningen. Hanzehogeschool Groningen 
 
Nickell, S., & Van Ours, J. (2000). Why has unemployment in the Netherlands and the United Kingdom 
fallen so much?. Canadian Public Policy/Analyse de Politiques, 26(1), S201-S220. 
 
OECD (1994). Jobs study: Facts, analysis, strategy. OECD Publishing. 
 
Oudenampsen, M., & Mellink, A. G. M. (2021). Bureaucratics first: The leading role of policy makers in 
the Dutch neoliberal turn of the 1980s. TSEG. The Low Countries Journal of Social and Economic 
History, 18(1), 19-52. 
  
Robeijns, I. (2019). Het basisinkomen: waarom zouden we dit (niet) willen. Ethische Annotatie #6, 
Universiteit Utrecht. 
 
Rose, N. E. (1999). Jobs for whom? Employment policy in the United States and Western 
Europe. Journal of Economic Issues, 33(2), 453-460. 
 
Rutte, M. (2002, 4 december). Aanvullend pakket gesubsidieerde arbeid. Tweede Kamer [The House 
of Representatives].  Kamerstuk // 28600 XV nr. 27.  
 
Skidelsky, R. (2019, 16 augustus). The Case for a Guaranteed Job. Project Syndicate on Point 
 
Snel, E., & Karyotis, S. (1998). Does poverty last forever? Dynamics of being on social assistance in 
the Netherlands. Netherlands Journal of Social Sciences, 34(1), 44-60. 
 
SCP [The Netherlands Institute for Social Research]. (2019). Eindevaluatie van de Participatiewet. 
Sociaal Cultureel Planbureau. 
 
SEO Economisch Onderzoek [SEO Amsterdam Economics]. (2020). Doorrekening voorstellen Platvorm 
de Toekomst van Arbeid. SEO Economisch Onderzoek. 
 
SER [The Social and Economic Council of the Netherlands]. (2002). Advies Werkgroep Sociaal – 
Economisch Beleid. Sociaal-Economische Raad. 
 
SZW [Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment]. (1996). Sociale Nota 1997. Ministerie Sociale Zaken 
en Werkgelegenheid. 
 
Tcherneva, P. R. (2020). The case for a job guarantee. Polity Press 
 
Theeuwes, J.J.M. (1996). Sociale Nota 1997: veel plannen zonder bezinning. Economisch Statistische 
Berichten 81/4079, 894. 
 
Valkenburg, B., & Coenen, H. (2000). Working poor in the Netherlands? Transfer: European Review of 
Labour and Research, 6(4), 612-629. 



 17 

 
Van Berkel, R & De Schampheleire, J. (2001). The activation approach in Dutch and Belgian social 
policies, Journal of European Area Studie, 9(1), 27-42. 
 
Van den Brink, G. (2020). Ruw ontwaken uit een neoliberale droom en de eigenheid van het Europese 
continent. Prometheus. 
 
Van der Veen, R., & Trommel, W. (1999). Managed liberalization of the Dutch welfare state: A review 
and analysis of the reform of the Dutch social security system, 1985–1998. Governance, 12(3), 289-
310. 
 
Van Gestel, N. (2023). A persistent ideal of public services networks amid alternative reform strategies: 
A study over three decades. Public Management Review, 26(8), 1-22. 
 
Van Oorschot, W. J. H. (2002). Miracle or Nightmare? A critical review of Dutch activation policies and 
their outcomes. Journal of Social Policy, 31(3), 339-420. 
 
Van Oorschot, W. J. H., &  Boos, C. L. J. (1999). Disability policies in Europe: The Netherlands. (WORC 
paper; Vol. 99.11.03). WORC, Work and Organization Research Center. 
 
Van Parijs, Ph. (Ed). (2019). Basic income and the left: A European debate. Social Europe 
 
Visser, J. and Hemerijck, A. (1997), The Dutch miracle: Job growth, welfare reform and corporatism in 
the Netherlands. Amsterdam University Press. 
 
Williams, C. (2004).  Harnessing Enterprise and Entrepreneurship in the Underground Economy. 
International Journal of Economic Development, 6(2), 23-54 
 
Wolinetz, S. B. (2001). Modell Nederland: Social partnership and competitive corporatism in the 
Netherlands. In N. Bermeo (Ed.) Unemployment in the new Europe (pp. 245-268). Cambridge University 
Press. 
 
 
 
 
  



The UNU-MERIT WORKING Paper Series 

 
2024-01 The green transformation as a new direction for techno-economic development by 

Rasmus Lema and Carlota Perez 
2024-02 Evidence on an endogenous growth model with public R&D by Thomas H.W. 

Ziesemer 
2024-03 Higher Educational Systems and E-resilience by Mindel van de Laar, Julieta Marotta 

and Lisa de Graaf 
2024-04 Estimating the wage premia of refugee immigrants: Lessons from Sweden by 

Christopher F. Baum, Hans Lööf, Andreas Stephan and Klaus F. Zimmermann 
2024-05 Green window of opportunity through global value chains of critical minerals: An 

empirical test for refining copper and lithium industries  By Jorge Valverde-
Carbonell and Alejandro Micco A. 

2024-06 Migration and Consumption by Roberta Misuraca and Klaus F. Zimmermann 
2024-07 The power of narratives: How framing refugee migration impacts attitudes and 

political support towards refugees by Tobias Hillenbrand, Bruno Martorano, Laura 
Metzger and Melissa Siegel 

2024-08 Strategies of search and patenting under different IPR regimes by Robin Cowan, 
Nicolas Jonard and Ruth Samson 

2024-09 From drains to bridges: The role of internationally mobile PhD students in linking 
non-mobile with foreign scientists by Rodrigo Ito, Diego Chavarro, Tommaso Ciarli, 
Robin Cowan and Fabiana Visentin 

2024-10 Expanding horizons: The impact of post-doctoral mobility grants on research 
diversification by Yağmur Yıldız, Diego Chavarro, Fabiana Visentin and Tommaso 
Ciarli 

2024-11 Scorching heat and shrinking horizons: The impact of rising temperatures on 
marriages and migration in rural India by Manisha Mukherjee, Bruno Martorano 
and Melissa Siegel 

2024-12 Labour market integration for refugees: A social justice framework by Tamara Kool 
and Zina Nimeh 

2024-13 The evolution of development with trade in global value chains by Önder Nomaler 
and Bart Verspagen 

2024-14 The impacts of the Microfinance Multiplied approach on seasonal food insecurity: 
Evidence from a high-frequency panel survey in Uganda by Ricardo Morel, Franziska 
Gassmann, Bruno Martorano, Nyasha Tirivayi and John Kamau 

2024-15 Building CoPS Capability for Catching Up During Transitions: The Case of ACWA 
Power in Saudi Arabia by Kaori Mita and Michiko Iizuka 

2024-16 The KSTE+I approach and the AI technologies: evidence from the European regions  
by Francesco D’Allesandro, Enrico Santarelli and Marco Vivarelli 

2024-17 Theory and measurement in SFC models: the role of the financial sector by Huub 
Meijers and Joan Muysken 

2024-18 Is artificial intelligence generating a new paradigm? Evidence from the emerging 
phase by Giacomo Damioli, Vincent Van Roy, Daniel Vertesy and Marco Vivarelli 

2024-19 Industrializing Africa - a science, technology, and innovation policy perspective by 
Bertha Vallejo 

2024-20 Innovation in the wind energy sector by Rasmus Lema, Davide Bonaglia and Ulrich 
Elmer Hansen 



2024-21 The Investment Landscape in the Lithium Triangle: Implications for the EU’s Critical 
Raw Materials Act Agenda by Beatriz Calzada Olvera and Melissa Vergara-
Fernández 

2024-22 3G internet diffusion and secondary education attainment: Evidence of opportunity 
cost in Viet Nam by Trang Thi Pham and Bernardo Caldarola 

2024-23 Influence of the Sectoral Composition of Production on Occupational and Sectoral 
Wage Structures: Evidence from Multiple Economies by Nelson Marconi, Danilo 
Spinola, Tiago Porto and Eliane Araújo 

2024-24 Transition from Information and Communications Technology to Educational 
Technologies and Game-Based Learning in the Republic of Moldova: The Case of 
The Mobility Era Game by Irina Burlacu de Paoli 

2024-25 When one teaches, two learn: The bidirectional learning process supervisor-PhD 
student by Pierre Boutros, Michele Pezzoni, Sotaro Shibayama and Fabiana Visentin 

2024-26 Cloud technologies, firm growth and industry concentration: Evidence from France 
by Bernardo Caldarola and Luca Fontanelli 

2024-27 The Innovation and Structural Transformation Database: A Guide by Neil Foster-
McGregor, Önder Nomaler & Bart Verspagen 

2024-28 The Political Economy of Targeting: An Empirical Assessment of Poland’s Family 
500+ Programme by Stefanie Roost and Franziska Gassmann 

2024-29 Melkert Jobs, a unique experiment by Kees Mosselman and Joan Muysken 


