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ABSTRACT

Non-Standard Employment and Labour Force Participation*:
A Comparative View of the Recent Development in Europe

This paper presents — in a new way of examination and portrayal — the extent and changes of
nonstandard employment relationships (part-time work, fixed-term contracts, and self-
employment) in 24 EU member states at two points of time, in 1998 and 2008, on the basis of
the European Labour Force Survey. Apart from a detailed statistical description by gender,
skills and branches, theoretical considerations explaining the development are also examined
and tested in a preliminary way. Finally, the most important results and their challenges to the
future labour market policy are emphasised again and discussed. The central outcome is
neither the complaint of the eroding ‘standard employment relationship’ nor of its potential
‘precariousness’; it is rather the requirement of increasing variability in employment relations
due to rising employment participation of women (work-life-balance), mature aged workers,
and persons with restricted work capacities. However, parallel to this development social
risks are also spreading over the life course, especially the risk of great income volatility
through multiple or long periods of unemployment, changing working times, obsolete skills or
restricted work capacities due to ill health. In order to reduce or to avoid new social
inequalities, future labour market reforms have to acknowledge this development by
establishing new forms of social security or by constituting a more flexible standard
employment relationship through adaptations in labour and social law. The contribution ends
by providing some suggestions to such reforms.

JEL Classification: J21, J38, J41, J48, J68

Keywords: non-standard employment, labour force participation, flexibility,
labour market policy

Corresponding author:

Gunther Schmid

Employment Policy Research
Schéferstr. 14

14109 Berlin

Germany

E-mail: gues@guentherschmid.de

" | thank Paula Protsch for gathering and handling of the statistics, Ernest Berkhout and Jules
Theeuwes for their kind hospitality at SEO Amsterdam, for their help and challenging suggestions,
which | could not all fulfill, and Jutta Hoehne for bringing everything in format. The paper has been
published in slightly reduced form in Berkhout et al., Bridging the Gap — International Data Base on
Employment and Adaptable Labor, Amsterdam (2010), SEO Socioeconomic Research, pp. 119-154.



1. Introduction

Despite the current crisis, which led again to massmployment in many
countries, the long-term perspective of most EU imenstates is still one of
labour shortage for two reasons: one quantitaBleged to the ageing society, one
qualitative related to the rapid change of techgpland global competition.
Whereas migration might fill this gap to some exterising labour force
participation of the native population is generaen as the more sustainable
solution. Furthermore, changing work preferencespeeially among women
traditionally tied to unpaid work in the private usgholds, hint to unexploited
potentials of endogenous factors driving laboucdoparticipation. Preferences
for labour market participation might still be bkaa by institutional barriers of
various sorts: employment protection, tax disinest lack of child care or

elderly care infrastructure, and wage discriminatio

Other important factors slowing down the poteniiarease in labour force
participation are all sorts of regulations thatoeoé outdated standards of the
employment relationship. Such standards — traditlprdefined as open-ended
contracts in dependent full-time work, possiblytifer restricted to one employer
and five days a week from nine o’clock in the mogito six o’clock in the
evening — limit both the use of flexible labour fine employers as well as the

opportunity of variable employment over the lifaucge for the employees.

The last decades, however, have seen an erosibisof conventionally defined
— “standard employment relationship” through parmet work, fixed-term
contracts, temp-agency work and self-employmentei&és many welcomed this
development as a blessing for flexible labour mikethers were highly critical
and hinted very early to disastrous intended ontenided side-effects such as low
or volatile income, dead-end jobs instead of stepgitones, high job insecurity,
and poverty in old-age. At the beginning of thisntcey, the European
Commission stepped in as a kind of broker by recemding to direct the

European Employment Strategy towards a proper balaof flexibility and



security (Kok et el. 2004), dubbed already earlyrigenious Dutch researchers as
‘flexicurity’ (Wilthagen 1998).

Varying a well-known saying by Martin Luther witlespect to his wife: ‘as we
have got this term, we have to like it.” All the repsince a further increase of
labour force participation seems inevitably be @mted with a greater variety of
employment relationships. The aim of the followimgsay is to test this
assumption in a preliminary way through systematescriptive work and
conceptual reflections: first by comparing the depment of non-standard
employment in EU member states from 1998 to 20@8pisd by relating this
development to the dynamics of economic welfare labdur force participation;
third by exploring some determinants to explairs tdevelopment; fourth by
discussing the policy consequences aimed at emgsuancomplementary
relationship between flexibility and security rathigan trading-off one against the

other; fifth by summarising the main results andatoding.

2. The Change of the Employment Relationship in thEuropean Union

The following view on the dynamics of the employmeglationship is based on
the European Labour Force Survey using the follgwdefinitions for labour
force participation and non-standard employment:

- (1) Activity rate / or labour force participatiorate = (Employed +

Unemployed) as per cent of working age populatamge(15 to 64)

- (2) Part-time employment rate = employed in paretiwork_andn open-
ended contracts oin own account workas per cent of working age

population; or as a share of total employment

2  Notice that “labour force participation” is measd by including the unemployed who belong
— in functional terms — to the active labour fo(ce., being available to the labour market
and willing to work). The downside of this measisespoiling international comparability
since the measurement of unemployment between mesinvaries more than the
measurement of employment despite ILO or OECD statslespecially at the margin of the
ages and with respect to health related employabRelated to the latter, the standard for
employability applied in Germany for instance im¢ge 2003) stricter than in Denmark or in
the Netherlands. Konle-Seidl/ Eichhorst (2008) fthdt Dutch unemployment rates would
almost double by applying the German standards.



- (3) Fixed-term employment rate = employed in fixtedn contracts
(including temp-agency work with fixed-term contie@nd part-timers in
fixed-term contracts) as per cent of working agpyation; or as a share

of total employment

- (4) Self-employment rate = own account workersf{selployed without
dependent employees) in full-time as per cent atkmmg age population;

or as share of total employment

- (5) (Aggregate) Non-standard employment rate = s@irt2, 3 and 4) as

per cent of working age population; or as sharetil employment.

The statistical analysis uses a special data setUROSTAT which allows, by
using a filter, to put the three components of standard employment together to
an aggregate figure of non-standard employment. fithees usually published
cannot be added since categories overlap: partdsime&y be on a fixed-term
contract, and temporary workers may work full-tifds the other hand, this data
set leaves open the option to separate part-timen ffull-time fixed-term
contracts or to distinguish between part-time atitime own self-employment

if the analytical perspective requires such a dffiéiation.

Figure 1 shows the development of the (aggregate)standard employment rate
for 24 EU member statésThe first pattern we can see is the fact thanties
belonging to the so-called social-democratic reginege including Netherlands a
‘hybrid’, rank highest in terms of the combined icator for non-standard

employment,

3 Notice that self-reported ,part-time” is useddiewhich includes both the possibility that
some people are in an open-ended full-time contbattactually work part-time, or the
possibility that people are in an open-ended paré-tontract but actually work more than 35
hours.

4  Excluded are — for reasons of data limitationexzeptionality — Bulgaria, Cyprus and Malta.

5 I refer to the classic ‘regime’-typology by EsgiAndersen (1990); Netherlands as a ‘hybrid’
contains ‘conservative’ elements as well. See Adpeh for country abbreviations.



Figure 1: Aggregate non-standard employment ratesi Europe,
1998 and 2008
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Source: Eurostat, Labour Force Survey; own calmrat the “aggregate” non-standard
employment rate includes part-time, fixed-term amdn account work controlling for
overlaps; the EU-average excludes Bulgaria, Maith@yprus; see footnote 5.

However, with around one quarter of the working-gg@ulation non-standard
employment is also fairly well developed in thééral’ system of UK, and even
in family centred or so-called conservative emplepinsystems like Austria,

Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Spain and Portfigal

On the other hand, it is remarkable that most ef iew member states cluster
together in the left corner of the figure, whichane displaying low non-standard
employment rates of around 10 percent, and somatmes showing even

declining rates.

This leads to the second pattern that immediatahybe observed from Figure 1.
Most countries are situated above the diagonal, kmeich means above the
implicit time axis. If all countries would lie omis diagonal, nothing would have

changed from 1998 to 2008. This is true for somentites, e.g. for UK, Greece,

6 May be catholic Poland can be counted to thlgsme-type as well.



and Hungary. Some countries, especially Lithuani laatvia, experienced even
a decline in the aggregate non-standard employraést In most other countries,
however, especially in Italy, Poland, Spain, Gerynand Netherlands, the non-

standard employment rate increased by about fitert@ercentage points.

By decomposing non-standard employment into itsegtfwmomponents of part-time
work, fixed-term employment and self-employment; expectation is confirmed:
part-time work is the most prominent element in -standard employment of
most countries. As already hinted at the beginrilyg pondering about the
definition of “standard” employment from a life-ase perspective, there are
good reasons to argue that at least open-endetirpartvork in the range of 20 to
35 hours deserves to be counted as standard, ar@tgpical” anymore. Part-
time work is common especially in well developedowtedge and service
economies. Part-time employment rates — includwegnion-trivial number of self-
employed people working in part-time — however Bigmreat variation between
the EU member states, ranging from one percentomddia to 27 percent for
“champion” Netherlands. The fixed-term employmeates (including part-timers
with fixed-term contracts) vary “only” between (ighly) one percent in Romania
again and 16 percent in Spain; whereas the selfegment rate (excluding part-
time) displays a minimum of two percent (Luxembquagd a maximum of 12

percent (Greec¥).

Behind any variation of figures there are possibtyden patterns. Are these three
components of “flexible” employment complementany smbstitutive? A first
answer to this question can be found by simplyetating the various forms of
non-standard employment across the 24 country wésens in 2008. In order to
avoid auto-correlations, we further subdivide sitfployment into part-time and
full-time, and do the same with fixed-term contsacivhich leaves — as fifth
element — part-time work in form of open-ended caxts.

7  See the corresponding figures in Appendix 2.



Table 1:  Correlates of non-standard employment in @08

Part-timé’ Fixed-term  Fixed-term  Self-empl.  Self-empP
(Open-ended)  (Full-time)  (Part-time) (Full-time)  Pgrt-time)

Part-time 1.00

(Open-ended)

Fixed-term -0.07 1.00

(Full-time)

Fixed-term 0.68 0.34 1.00

(Part-time)

Self-employed -0.46 0.14 -0.19 1.00

(Full-time)

Self-employed 0.49 0.28 0.62 0.15 1.00
(Part-time)

Source: Eurostat, Labour Force Survey, own calicuidat N = 24 Member States of the EU (without
Bulgaria, Malta, Cyprus);

Strong (‘significant’) coefficients (>= 0.30) ane bold

1) Part-time according to self-assessment; witlselftemployed

2) Own account workers (without dependent employees

The strong positive correlation between open-ended fixed-term part-time

employment (r=0.68) is intuitively clear since botontractual forms are
complementary. One can plausibly assume that arityaaf open-ended part-
time employment is the continuation of fixed-terrartgtime work. The same
explanation can be given for the positive corretatoetween fixed-term part-time
work and fixed-term full-time work (r=0.34), in athwords: a substantial part of
fixed-term part-time contracts might lead to fixeedm full-time contracts,

although such interpretations cannot directly b@ved from such correlations.

A bit more difficult to explain is the strong colagon between fixed-term part-
time employment and part-time self-employment @2). Common underlying
causal factors of this correlation probably arepbygonstraints, in particular of
single or married women (or of the few single meaying children who can
devote only part of their time to gainful employmeiihis interpretation is
corroborated by the significant correlation betwepen-ended part-time work
and part-time self-employment (r=0.49).

8 One is also tempted to explain this correlatignthe possible combination of gainful part-
time work (as the main and reliable income soummell part-time self-employment (as
experimental area of additional income or ‘selflissdion’). However, the nature of the data
does not allow this conclusion since individuals eounted by the main occupation they are



The most interesting result of this exercise is #fi®ng negative correlation
between full-time self-employment and open-ended-trae work (r=-0.46),
which indicates a substitutive relationship betwéesse forms of non-standard
employment. This would mean, as far as this ineggtion is correct, that not all
forms of non-standard employment are driving ladoure participation — at least
not for all target groups. This substitutive pattéarecasts the decline of full-time
self-employment in favour of part-time employmespecially for countries that
need to catch up with the ‘developed’ countriestémms of non-standard
employment and labour force participation. Furthenen it can be assumed that
formerly self-employed people in agriculture, rit@ or sweat-shops transit into
dependent part-time work and combine this smallrégtlar income with volatile
income from various kinds of informal work on thdes(especially in small-sized

agricultural production), moonlighting or even gbd work.

The differentiation of these observations by gerglevides further hints to the
reasons of rising non-standard employment. FigRrasd 3 clearly show that the
variation of non-standard employment among womethénEU is much higher
than among men. The minimum and maximum non-standarployment rates
for men vary between 8 percent (Estonia) and 30gmr(Netherlands) in 2008;
however, for women, they range from 6 percent (&toRepublic) to 56 percent
(Netherlands). Whereas non-standard employment ahen increased (apart
from Romania and the Baltic states) in almost &llfeBember states, especially in
the Netherlands and Germany, the pattern of dyrssmsianixed for men: The
small Baltic States, and also Greece, experienadztkne, and only a few of the
countries (ltaly, Poland, and Netherlands) showulastantial increase in male

non-standard employment.

reporting. Nevertheless, as we will see later, tisibination may indeed play an important
role.



Figure 2: Aggregate non-standard employment ratesi Europe,
1998 and 2008, Women

60 -
55
50 -
45
40 H
35 4
30 A
25 A
20
15

10 A

Figure 3: Aggregate non-standard employment ratesi Europe,
1998 and 2008, Men

35 4
30 A
25 A
20 A
15 4

10 A

Source: Eurostat, Labour Force Survey; own calmriaf the “aggregate” non-standard
employment rate includes part-time, fixed-term aself-employment, controlled for
overlaps.
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The differentiation according to educatipsurprisingly, does not provide a clear
pattern. One would expect a concentration of nangdrd employment among
low-skilled people which is, as we find at firskgte (Table 1, Appendix), only
partly true. Whereas non-standard employment amlomgskilled people is
common in Mediterranean countries like PortugagiSand Greece, many highly
skilled people in non-standard employment can &sofound in the ‘social-
democratic’ regimes like Denmark, Sweden and N&hds.

Figure 4: Share of skill-groups in nonstandard empdyment compared to
their shares in total employment in Europe 2008 (dierences in
percentage points)
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Source: Eurostat: Labour Force Survey; own calmiiat

Confronting the shares of non-standard employment ghalification with
corresponding shares of these skill levels in taaiployment, the pattern

9  According to ISCED (1997): Low=ISCED 0-2 (prerpary education; primary or first stage
of education of basic education; lower secondarucation or second stage of basic
education); Middle=ISCED 3-4 ([upper] secondary @tion; post-secondary non tertiary
education; High= 5-6 (first stage of tertiary edima [not leading directly to an advanced
research qualification]; second stage of tertiagtyoation [leading to an advanced research
qualification]). The reader, however, should be renaf the dubious validity of these levels
for comparative aims (Muller 2007).
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becomes clearer (Figure 4). Without any exceptiony skilled people are
overrepresented in non-standard employment, howewéh great variation
across EU member states. We find, for instanceutai@ percentage point
overrepresentation in Denmark, 8 in Germany, arig ®imn the Netherlands (six
percentage points being the EU-average). At medlith level, the pattern is
mixed, whereas at high-skill level, high skilledopée are underrepresented in
most countries (especially in Eastern European nember states), with the

exception of Italy and Czech Repubilic.

3. Explaining the Dynamics of Non-standard Employmet

Many possible factors would have to be taken intcoant to explain the
dynamics of non-standard employment. One would havgtart with structural
changes on the supply and demand side including ihieraction, and then
scrutinize institutional as well as policy deteramits as reactions to these
changes, for instance taxation, social securitgrre$ and labour market policies
targeted towards specific groups like elderly anodmen. Last but not least,
changes in labour market regulation, especiallyseéhtargeted to non-standard

work, would have to be considered.

In the following, a pragmatic approach — insteadfafowing a systematic
analytical framework — shall be applied to bringngoinsights at hom¥.Leaving
aside text book wisdoms like wage elasticity at sugpply side or marginal
productivity at the demand side, such a perspedivmmth guided by interesting
patterns observed as well as by considerationslafyprelevance.

The basic assumption guiding these consideratisrthe expectation that non-
standard employment is not only a risky and oftapleasant side effect of the

new employment dynamics. It is, first of all, a ttahrequisite for high labour

10 For economic text-book versions see, amongrsthehrenberg/ Smith (2003); in the
framework of comparing employment systems Schmi@D@? chapters 2 and 3); from a
sociological point of view and related to the pexdjve of ‘precarious work’ see Kalleberg
(2009).
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force participation in a modern economy in whictthbmen and women want to
combine family, life and labour market work. It calso be anticipated that in a
knowledge economy people of all ages want to comlife-long-learning and
work; and it seems also plausible that in an ageiagiety — in which the
proportion of young and old fundamentally changee is becoming an asset and
not (only) a burden. Furthermore, non-standard eympént in the form of part-
time, temporary or own account work may also replac some extent, flexible
adjustment forms within the standard employmenrdati@hship (e.g. short-time
work, overtime, job rotation) which have evolvedlange-scale internal labour
markets related to mass production in manufactulingeems that in knowledge
based service economies dominated by project edentork organization and
horizontal labour division employers probably haeerely more on external
flexibility with respective higher labour turnoveFhe resulting increase in non-
standard employment forms with corresponding higieks for workers, then,
would imply the necessity of developing new se@sitto avoid new forms of

labour market segmentation.

3.1 Is non-standard employment driving labour fopegticipation?

Before starting to test the relationship between-standard employment and
labour force participation in a preliminary and dgstive way, the two main

reasons for expecting a positive relationship ghalinade explicit.

First, from the demand side perspective, deepetabgur division due to

globalisation or internationalisation and infornoati technologies requires a
flexible work organisation in which individual jakecurity may become a barrier
rather than a requisite of high productivity. Thises not mean that job tenure
becomes obsolete as a requirement for cumulatipgresnce and cooperation
among complementary skilled workers. But it is sefeassume that either job
security has to be combined with multiple skills,jmdividual job security has to

be replaced by individual employment security idesrto enable employers to

mix the skills according to the changing tasks teslato high-skill diversity

13



production often based on projects or network typéswork organisation
(Marsden 2004).

Second, from a supply side perspective, rising dablmrce participation of
women (especially of those with high skills) ingesa coordination problems —
for both men and women — between gainful labourketarvork and work related
to care or education which money can’t (or showd) buy. Furthermore, higher
living standards may induce people to value fremetifor leisure or self-
productive activities higher than additional marketome, leading to claims of
opportunities to transit between various employnretdtionships over the life-

course.

Both kinds of reasoning lead to the expectation lddaour force participation and
non-standard employment are developing in a paraley. This expectation
would be (at least provisionally) falsified by sifigant negative correlations

between non-standard employment shares and lab participation rates.

Figure 5 shows, however, a (albeit not very strgragitive relationship between
the aggregate share of non-standard employrhand activity rate in 2008 for 24
member states of the EU (excluded are Cyprus, Matih Bulgaria). As the
scatter plot makes clear, the Scandinavian cowntiied the Netherlands rank
highest both in terms of non-standard employmeraresh and labour force

participation; the new member states, but surgigialso Italy, rank lowest.

The “causal” interpretation of this figure would bebstantiated if the change of
both variables (the activity rate and the sharearf-standard employment) would
go in the same direction. Checking this for thengfeafrom 1998 and 2008 (not
shown here), we find a positive but not significaigin (r = 0.16). The scatter plot,

however, hints to — especially for the new memletes — erratic movements that

11 Notice that we use here the shares of aggrépatetime, fixed-term, self-employment) non-
standard employment in total employment to avoidtirollinearity, since non-standard
employment rates are parts of labour force padicip.

14



Figure 5: Aggregate non-standard employment in pernt of total
employment and activity rate (2008)
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Figure 6: Part-time employment in percent of totalemployment and
activity rate (2008)
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destroy the expected stronger correlation. It isyvikely, that the overall
relationship between non-standard employment atiditgcrates is “spoiled” by
possibly opposite links between the componentsnoin“standard” jobs. So, a

look on the differentiated correlations might gavelue.

Figure 6 shows the relationship between the shéangad-time work and the
overall activity rate, which turns out — not unesaelly — to be positive again and
much stronger than the overall relationship.

The assumption that part-time work might drive labforce participation is also
strongly supported by the ‘dynamic’ scatter plabwing the changes of part-time
(as percentage of total employment) and the chaoigiedbour force participation
from 1998 to 2008 (Figure 7). As to be expectet tlorrelation in the
corresponding ‘dynamic’ scatter plot for women (sbbwn here) is particularly

strong (r=0.64), but the nexus is also strong fenr(r=0.43).

Figure 7: Change of part-time employment in percenbf total employment
and change of activity rate (Differences 2008-1998 percentage
points)
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The positive correlation between the share of teamydor fixed-term) work and
the activity rate, however, is rather small (Fig@e This weak relationship
indicates already that fixed-term work contractsyph quite different role within
the various employment systems represented in tihgpgan Union. Two outliers
in Figure 8 are of special interest. Although Pdlanoverall labour force
participation is low, its share of temporary woskhigh. In this country, fixed-
term employment rocketed from 514,000 (1998) ta03,200 (2008), whereas
total employment stagnated. The reason probablyhé lax regulation of
temporary work which allowed until 2003 fixed-tewhain contracts without any
limit. Only in 2004, Poland introduced stricter uégtion, except in the seasonal
and temp-agency sector. In fact, the height ofdfiterm contracts was in 2007,

and the number of temporary workers declined diyght2008.

Figure 8: Temporary employment in percent of totalemployment and
activity rate (2008)
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On the other hand, Denmark’s high labour force iggdtion combined with
exceptionally low shares of temporary work hintsato alternative to fixed-term
contracts: low employment protection combined witlgh income security

(through generous unemployment benefits) and highpl@yment security

17



(through active labour market policy). Thus, flakipp within the “standard”
employment relationship might serve as a functioeglivalent to external
flexibility through fixed-term contracts, a poirt which we will come later.

As fixed-term contracts obviously play a differemie within the context of
different employment regimes, it would also be liesting to look at various
organisational forms of temporary work, especialiyhe role of temp-agencies as
possible mediators between employers’ predominatgrast in flexibility and
employees’ predominant interest in security. Pitesl temp-agency firms
might be able to pool the risks in a way to makthhieterests compatible or even
complementary by establishing a virtuous circlersen flexibility and security?

A first hint for such a potential positive role halseady been provided elsewhere,
indicating a positive correlation between employtnaarticipation and voluntary
temporary work (Berkhout et al. 2010, chapter duiie 14).

Unfortunately, as explained at the beginning, oatadbase (European Labour
Force Survey) is unable to separate different asgéional forms of temporary
work. However, combining the CIETT Statistics (Beokit et al. 2010, table 7)
with OECD statistics, we can look at the relatiopsbetween temp-agency

penetration and labour force participation rategue 9).

Utilizing all statistical information, it turns out not shown here — that the corre-
lation is positive but weak (r=0.13J.However, if we skip the Nordic employ-
ment systems (DK, FI, NO, SE), in which temp-agewoyk is rather differently
regulated than in continental or ‘liberal’ Europeamployment systents,we find

12 For an extensive discussion of the complexibiéty-security nexus, in which — apart from
trade-offs — also virtuous and vicious circles pwesible, see Schmid (2008, chapter 8).

13 However, due to data restrictions, the cousgtydiffers from that used in the other tables and
figures. On the one hand, it excludes some EU-mersila¢es; on the other hand it includes
Switzerland (CH), the United States (US), Japanafd Norway (NO).

14 Most important is, first, the late liberalizati of temp-agency work; second, the dominant
modus of collective agreements, especially in Dekrmaad Sweden; the upward dynamic in
both countries (from a very low level), however, résnarkable. For more information see
Berkhout et al. 2010, chapter 1.2; Ahlberg/ Bru@0(08), Arrowsmith (2009), Coe et al.
(2007), and Hansen et al. (2009).
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Figure 9: Temp-agency penetration rate* and labourforce participation
rate for selected countries (2007/08)
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Source: Labour force participation (OECD Employménitlook 2009); temp-agency work
(CIETT, see chapter 1, table 7). Labour force pgudtion rates refer to persons aged 16-64
in UK, US, ES, SE; temp-agency penetration ratés te 2007 in DK, HU, IE, IT, PT.

*) Temp-agency penetration rate=average daily numbéeroporary agency workers full-
time-equivalent as a percentage of total employment

a stronger positive relationship between temp-agemork and labour force
participation (r=0.41). Again with proper cautiahjs evidence allows the con-
clusion that at least some part of the higher laldotce participation might be
related to the ‘driving force’ of temp-agency wdrk.

The factor really “disturbing” the expected partlevelopment of non-standard
employment and labour force participation comesite third component of
“non-standard” jobs, with the category of (full-emworking) self-employed.

Here, the scatter plot shows a surprisingly stnoeggative correlation (Figure 10).

If we distinguish between men and women (not shdwere), this negative

correlation is especially strong among women (B6}. It is very likely that the

15 Note, that this observation does not allowadeshent on the quality of related jobs. This
requires looking at the individual level and lomgrh job sequences (‘careers’) related to the
(potentially positive) intermediate role of tempeagy work.
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share of self-employed (own account work withoutpkaypees) is still strongly
related to the importance of agriculture whichasrocborated by the fact that this
share declines in the respective countries (sudrasce, Spain and most of the
new member states). It is probably safe to saydHatusal”’ point for a positive
correlation between self-employment and activitg izan only be made related to
the modern type of own account work which is corghe unrelated to
agriculture and rather connected with the so-calieshtive sector. The latter
informed speculation might also be the reason tvah account work even
increased in some rather ‘developed’ countries Iietherlands, Germany,

Austria, UK and Denmark.

Figure 10: Self-employment (own account workers witout employees) in
percent of total employment and activity rate (2008
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Source: Eurostat: Labour Force Survey; own calmnat

The speculation gets a bit more save by exploibmgpossibility to differentiate
between full-time and part-time self-employment emthe assumption that part-
time represents more the modern type and full-tmere the traditional type
(especially related to agriculture) of own accowntk. The following correlation
matrix of the changes in the share of non-standardioyment and the changes in

labour force participation provides some interagtirsights (Table 2).
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Our expectation is at least partly corroboratedhydifferent signs between part-
time and full-time self-employment in the expecticection. Furthermore, the
strong correlation between the change of the simapart-time self-employment
and change of labour force participation for wonmeticates that own account

work may indeed serve as driver of labour forcdipiaation at least for women.

Table 2:  Correlates of the changes in the share abn-standard employ-
ment and the change in labour force participation 1998-2008)

Total Men Women
Part-time open-ended 0.60 0.48 0.65
Part-time fixed-term 0.27 0.40 0.08
Part-time self-employed 0.27 0.21 0.39
Full-time fixed-term -0.10 -0.02 -0.15
Full-time self-employed -0.25 -0.26 -0.03

Source: Eurostat, Labour Force Survey, own caliculat

The correlation matrix reveals three further ingsghFirst, the change in open-
ended part-time work strongly correlates with thearge in labour force
participation, for the total and both for women gadbit less) for men, which
confirms our previous results. Second, it is irdéng to see, that part-time work
in fixed-term contracts correlates with labour ®garticipation only for men in a
‘significant’ way, not for women. This pattern (tatively) may reflect the fact
that temporary part-time serves only for men agotiffe stepping stone for
participating in the labour market. The dynamics temporary full-time
employment is not at all related to the dynamickbbur force participation.

To summarise this part, it is evident that only #wailability of part-time work

can be considered as a strong driving force ofudaldorce participation. This
conclusion is corroborated by the quite strong elation (r=0.58) between the
changes of the activity rates and changes of tlaeeshin part-time work from
1998 to 2008. The correlation becomes even strongasidering only open-
ended part-time work without self-employment. Tenapp work, however, and

especially own account work play an ambiguous tbket would have to be
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specified for the target groups of increasing lakfouce participation, especially
related to women, the young and the elderly. Thes®me reason to believe that
temp-agency work can support higher labour marlativisy of people who
otherwise would become ‘outsiders’ (the young, kemgn unemployed and
returning women) if properly regulated and professaily organized. There is
also some evidence that part-time self-employmeives female labour force
participation.

3.2 Is non-standard employment related to strudtanange?

Finding a positive relationship between structuwriahnge in the economy and
non-standard employment would further corroborate txpected parallel
development of non-standard employment and laboteef participation. The
expectation would be disconfirmed if we would firad significant negative

relationship between growing industries and nondgdied employment.

A direct preliminary test would be, again, a simpberelation with non-standard
employment and the most dynamic growth sectorshefé@conomy in terms of
employment. As the proper statistical data bagigHis exercise is not available,

we present only scattered evidence from other gsurc

First, a special study ifGermany (Statistisches Bundesamt 2008) about the
sectoral composition of non-standard employmentwshahat wholesale and
retail trade, restaurants and hotels, businesscesrand social (especially health)
services are most prone to non-standard employntkeetjeast prone to non-
standard employment are the declining sectors ofiufiea&turing (apart from
temp-agency work being heavily concentrated in $kistor) and construction (in
which temp-agency was completely prohibited uni02, since then only partly

deregulated).

Second, two shift-share analyses, againGermany come to the result that
structural changes in sectoral and in gender coitipof employment explain
some part of the decline in standard employmend, (aitce versa, of increasing
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non-standard employment). A study (covering theogeof 1991 to 2007) finds

that structural change of gender composition erplaight percent of the decline
in standard employment; and structural change m gsbctoral composition

explains 16 percent (Sachverstandigenrat 2008,38). 4Another study, only

concentrating on West-Germany and the period 056188005, allocates even 27
percent of the decline in standard employment iacgiral change in the gender
composition and 22 percent to structural changeha sectoral composition
(Schéafer and Seyda, 2008).

Berkhout et al. (2009) provide a very informativect®ral breakdown of
temporary and part-time employment for all EU mem$ites and for 2007/
2008. If we look at countries with both high shaoépart-time work and labour
force participation, a clear pattern emerges: Thame two sectoral clusters
contributing most to part-time work: first wholesatetail & repair plus hotels &
restaurants; second, education, health & sociak\whurs other community, social

and personal services.

The picture related to temporary work is not asarckut. In most countries,
temporary work is overrepresented (relative toawerage) in “other community,
social and personal services”; the same holds-trueth a few exceptions (for
instance the Netherlands and Poland) — in educatiealth & social work and in
hotels & restaurants (exception Denmark). In caestwith exceptional high
shares in fixed-term contracts but low participatiates, temporary work is
typically concentrated in sectors with seasonalrattaristics or other peculiar
conditions. Spain, for instance, employs in cortdtom 45% of the work force in
temporary work, and 32% in agriculture. Agricultaso attracts high shares of
temporary work in Germany (13%), ltaly (25%), Slkia(9%) and Hungary
(8%). Poland’s temporary workers are also highlpcemtrated in construction
(35%) and to an unusual extent in hotels & restasr§41%); Poland is also

exceptional in having a high share of temporarylkwarmanufacturing (30% as
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compared to 12% for the EU-27 averatfeJemp-agency work (not necessarily
restricted to fix-term employment, but usually tethto this contract type) does
not show a clear sectoral or occupational pattériseems that this form of
temporary work plays — according to the respec&eployment regime —
different roles: from replacing people on (growinggave schemes, thus
contributing to the stability of the core work-fetcto simple cost-cutting
strategies, thus contributing to shifting employmesks to the most vulnerable

workers.

For an intermediate summary, it seems worthwhilebtiefly reflect on the
sectoral pattern of part-time work which we havenitified as the main driver for
labour force participation. Both sectoral clustémswhich part-time work is
concentrated share a low level of labour divisiorproducing or providing the
services and a high share of self-servicing. Mbshese services — especially the
expanding education, health and social servicese—dmectly oriented towards
persons, often in interactive form. Many of theseviges have been provided in
former times by unpaid household work or barterhaxges in neighbourhoods.
All in all, the driving force of part-time work sees to be grounded in the
interaction of changing work preferences (especiadimong women) and

transforming formerly unpaid services into markahsaction (‘marketisation’).

3.3 Institutional determinants of non-standard emgptent

As elaborated in the preceding section, structcinainge explains — both on the
supply and the demand side — some but even nohdij@ part of the dynamics in
non-standard employment. Other determinants havee toonsidered, especially
related to target groups with low labour force fgvation like women, the

elderly and low skilled people (or even more gelherghe “inactive”)!’

16 An analysis of self-employment according toustdies or occupations was not possible here.

17 Fighting effectively unemployment, especialbng-term unemployment, would increase
employment, but not necessarily labour force pigitton since the unemployed are counted
to the active labour force.
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Obviously, institutional change — which means clegnip the rules of the labour

market game — has to be taken into consideratiofufther explanations.

First of all, economic incentives through changimgfitutions of wage formation
or tax treatment would have to be considered. Uifigd gender wage gap
through open or statistical discrimination are quessible factor blocking or
slowing down the rise in female labour force pgmation (Mandel/ Semyonov
2005). The same holds true if non-standard employms systematically
punished by lower wages per hour, which is an éstedu fact especially related

to fixed-term employment (Schoeman et al. 1988).

Well established is the fact that equal tax treatnfer married women has a
strong positive effect on female labour force pgation. Married women,

especially if they work part-time, are taxed momavily than men or single
women in many OECD countries. Sweden is a good pkamhere the transfer
from joint to separate taxation in combination wattmer family friendly policies

has led to higher labour force participation amamgmen. A study for 17 OECD
countries shows that women will participate moreewltthey are being taxed
separately and equally compared to men (Jaumotd3)2@&nd another study
attributed to the change from tax allowances to tmansferable tax credits of a
recent Dutch tax reform a positive impact on femalgour force participation

(Bosch/ van der Klaauw 2009).

Parental leave arrangements, both in terms of @sisduration, are important
drivers of labour force participation, too. They aelatively well researched in
the meantime, although the links between instihgicarrangements and labour
supply reactions can be quite complicated. Two mesults, however, are well
established. First, the availability of affordalol@re services is a strong positive

driver, whereas long parental leaves combined eittitlements to return to the

18 More recent studies emphasize especially trgevpainishment of fixed-term contracts for
(higher) skilled workers; for Germany see Gebel0@0 for Italy Elia (2009), and for Spain
Fernandes-Kranz/ Rodriguez-Panas (2009).
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job produce ambivalent results, improving partitipa on the one hand but

leading to wage and income penalties on the otled I(Esping-Andersen 2002).

Drivers of labour force participation for elderlyeaalso well studied (OECD
2006). Most important for early retirement wereosty incentives by generous
pension entitlements not calculated on an actubasis, a policy that most of the
EU member states withdrew in the meantime. Somentoes (for instance
Germany) still have strong seniority based wageghwineduce the transition
probability into early retirement at least of thealthiest people. On the other
hand, however, seniority wages hamper transitidnslderly unemployed back
into employment, leading them often to escape inéativity and on alternative
transfer schemes like disability pensions. Comparakesearch also indicates that
non-standard forms of employment, especially paret and new self-
employment in service related local jobs can happing the elderly active on
the labour market (Hartlapp/ Schmid 2008).

Much neglected is the low labour force participatemmong low-skilled people,
hinting to the possibility that an egalitarian edtien policy might be one of the
most effective policies to increase labour forcdipgation. Taking the European
Employment Strategy’s main goal of full employmeramely, to reach an overall
employment rate of 70 percent by 2010 and an emmoy rate of at least
60 percent for women, then the breakdown by gualiibn immediately shows

where the main problem liéS.

Taking women as the main target group for raisatgplr force participation at
the EU-level, highly skilled women already surp#ss benchmark of 60 percent
by 15 to 25 percentage points, almost regardlegheokind of welfare regime
involved. It is the low-skilled women whose oppaities for (employment)

participation in the labour market are seriouslynpeomised® Portugal, Norway

19 | refer here to ,employment participation’ baesa the skill level of the total active labour
force is not as easily available; both figures, deer, strongly correlate.

20 The difference in employment rates between Ihighilled and low-skilled people is also
present among men but slightly less marked. | alssiract from critical qualifications with
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and Switzerland are the exception, with employmatgs of women already over
60 percent. At the overall EU-27 level, low-skille@men are — with an average
employment rate of about 45 percent — 37 percerpag#s below the average
employment rate for highly skilled women. The enyphent rate of highly skilled
Dutch women, to take an example of a ‘progressogeintry, is relatively high
and matches almost that of the Scandinavian casntilowever, although the
Dutch figure for low-skilled women is above the R@-average, it is still far
away from the Lisbon target (Figure 11).

Figure 11: Employment rates of women (25-64 yeardd) by skill level,
2008 (2006)
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The figure includes some Non-EU countries for thkesof comparison: (AUS = Australia,
NO=Norway, USA=United States of America, CH=Switaad); “low skill” (ISCED 0-2),
“high skill” (ISCED 5-6). Source: Eurostat; AUS atdSA (OECD Employment Outlook
2008, Table D, year 2006). For abbreviations of&&untries see Appendix 1.

Finally, a prominent candidate for being a barimestead of a driver for labour
force patrticipation is employment protection regiola Although its influence on

employment dynamics is well researched in the n@antts impact is still much

respect to the employment rate as proper benchfoagmployment policy. Apart from the
quality of jobs, working time would have to be takato account, especially for women who
overwhelmingly work part-time, many even in margdigabs. Information on full-time
equivalents would be necessary if increasing warkimlume (important for economic
prosperity) is the goal.
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contested’ As such, high employment protection shields thsitlers’ against the
risk to become unemployed. The other side of the, ¢mwever, is the higher risk
of unemployed or inactive people (the ‘outsiderns) remain unemployed or
inactive. Among the ‘outsiders’, employment proi@ct might reduce the

employment chances especially for young peopleitapfor their first job and for

women trying to re-enter the labour market. Becaatber institutions or labour
market policies might intervene, the available emal evidence for the

theoretical expectation of segmentation is notretes. Employment protection
can foster, for instance, cooperation among emp®y® the firm, thereby
increasing productivity and competitiveness, wregkntually can result in higher
labour demand, thereby reducing or at least mitigasegmentation. Forms of
non-standard employment, thereby, might play the as mediators or stepping-

stones to transform employment potentials into aeal sustainable employment.

However, employment protection might drive non-dmx employment also for
other reasons. Fixed-term contracts allow employ@rsircumvent employment
protection or to combine external flexibility (hiend fire) with job security for
the core work force. Both possibilities lead to tlsame consequence:
segmentation between ‘insiders’ (with standard @) and ‘outsiders’ (with
non-standard, fixed-term contracts).

The theoretical relationship between employmentegation and part-time work
or self-employment is more difficult to establisBpen-ended part-time work is
not more flexible than standard employment, and,is we have already seen,
very much supply driven and dominated by women. Nseif-employment
(especially in the form of ‘dependent’ or fake saifiployment), on the other
hand, could be used for outsourcing certain funsti@o that a slight positive link
between employment protection and self-employmenghin be expected,
especially, if employment protection is combinedthwhigh non-wage costs
related to social security financing. To test theseectations, we restrict

21 For an overview of the state of the art see DEZD04).
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ourselves again to a descriptive test by simpleetations, which should be

complemented in further research by multivariatelyses (Table 3).

Table 3:  Correlates between employment protectionrad non-standard
employment rates

Non- Non-
standard standard Part-time Fixed-term Self-
Empl. Rate Empl. Rate Empl. Rate Empl. Rate EmateR
Mer? WomerR TotaP Total” TotaP
Individual
employment 0.33 0.12 -0.12 0.53 0.10
protectior?
Collective
employment 0.22 0.14 0.08 0.13 0.08
protectior?
Temporary
employment 0.25 0.05 -0.16 0.46 0.17
protectior?
Combined
employment 0.39 0.13 -0.16 0.62 0.19
protectior?

Source: Eurostat; OECD 2004; own calculations

Figures in bold ‘significant’ (N=24 member statéste EU; Bulgaria, Malta and Cyprus excluded)

1) Men in part-time, fixed-term or own self-emplogmt in percent of working-age men (15 to 64) (2008)
2) Women in part-time, fixed-term or own self-empttent in percent of working-age women (15 to 64)
(2008)

3) Employees in open-ended part-time (without satployed) in percent of working-age population {@5
64) (2008)

4) Employees in fixed-term contracts in percenwofking-age population (15 to 64) (2008)

5) Employees in own self-employment (without parters) in percent of working-age population (15 to
64) (2008)

6) Indicator composed of eight characteristics wiplwyment protection against individual dismissals
(OECD 2004)

7) Indicator composed of four characteristics ofplryment protection against mass dismissals (OECD
2004)

8) Indicator composed of six characteristics of lEyment protection in case of temporary work (OECD
2004)

9) Indicator composed of 6), 7) und 8); all foudizators represent employment protection regulation
around the year 2003; according to OECD-Employmartto©k 2008 (p. 132) no significant changes can
be reported since then; most changes were relatietinporary work in the direction of stricter resgion.

The results largely meet the expectations. Genetallh employment protection
seems to induce high non-standard employment amoerg the correlations,
however, are not strong. The signs related to mandard employment of women
go in the right direction but the correlations argte weak. Decomposing non-
standard employment into the three elements of-tpae work, fixed-term

employment and self-employment confirms quite dleathat individual
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employment protection drives up fixed-term emplogin&oth for men and

women but not part-time work.

The coefficients for self-employment have the rigign, but are rather weak.
Employment protection especially directed towardsngorary work also
correlates positively with the fixed-term employrmeate (r=0.46), although the
causal link might be the other way round (growiegporary work might induce
tightening regulation). Collective employment patten seems to play no role in
determining non-standard employment. Finally, thembined indicator of
employment protection hints to a quite strong datren (r=0.62) with the

employment rate in fixed-term contracts.

3.4 Preferences for non-standard employment

It is evident that asking people themselves abweit preferences should provide
insights into the reasons for non-standard employmEhis raises, however, a
measurement problem. Preferences cannot be direethgured, since preferences
are not fixed or even not inherited. Preferencesadso expression of economic
constraints and cultural influences. It remainsdéf@e unclear whether responses
to corresponding questions reflect genuine chajasexpression of autonomy or

free will) or the results of external constraintsl anfluences.

Despite these caveats, it makes sense to takeenaftisuch surveys since they
represent the results of individual decisions sténg with external constraints.
Thus, being aware of contextual conditions, charufesuch preferences in time
and across countries might tell a story. The Eumopkabour Force Survey
(ELFS) contains information about the reasons peap giving for being in part-

time or temporary (fixed-term) work. In the following, however, we cannot

22 Related to part-time, the possible reasons(&yeindergoing school education or training; (2)
own illness or disability; (3) looking after chikein or incapacitated adults; (4) other family or
personal reason; (5) could not find a full-time;j¢®) other reason; (7) none of these reasons
applies. Related to temporary work (fixed-term)e thossible reasons are: (1) contract
covering a period of training (apprentices, trajaesearch assistance, etc.); (2) could not
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exploit the whole potential of this information #@ehle and have to restrict

ourselves to some impressidtis.

For part-time work (and year 2005) the followingcpkarities are worth to be
emphasised: A majority of women in Germany (57%) &K (45%) mentioned

“looking after children or incapacitated adults” r@ason for working part-time;
both countries are known as having relatively coreteve attitudes related to
gender role models. This reason has little or npoirtance in countries having a
reputation for progressive family and gender pglioy instance the Scandinavian
countries, the Netherlands and France. Here, manyien just do not want to
work full-time (Netherlands 74%, France 57%, anaBark 41%)*

With the exception of Netherlands, the reason a¢fhaving found a full-time job
is also common in these countries (France 29%, 8w28% and Denmark 18%).
Employment in part-time due to education or tragniis only substantive in
Denmark (31%). Finally, a remarkable share of wonmeBweden (11%) works
part-time for reasons of illness or disability. Esglly for the latter two reasons,
it would be desirable having this information brokdown both by age and

gender.

For temporary work or fixed-term contracts (heréeméng to 2007), “person
could not find a permanent job” is the most importeeason given in almost all
countries. In Greece, Portugal and Spain, overe0gmt of temporary workers
prefer a permanent job (or an open-ended contrébg. average in the 27 EU
member states is 60 percent. Countries with a woettraining system in form
of apprenticeship (combining ‘on’ and ‘off’ the jdbaining) deviate from this

find a permanent job; (3) did not want a permarelpt (4) probationary period; (5) none of
these reasons applies.

23 The following figures are taken from Berkhotiak (2009).

24 The interpretation of these results is corratest by Gash (2008). The methodological
subtlety of this study consists in the indirect m@ament of preferences by comparing
transition rates (into full-time, inactivity, othegmployment) of part-time workers with
corresponding transition rates of full-time worker8y statistically controlling transition
probabilities for socio-demographic and other fagteart-time working women in the UK
remain longer in this status and in the same jah th Denmark or France.
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pattern since apprentices per definition have gteary contract, e.g. Germany
(25%) and Austria (20%); combining education anchgerary work is also

common in Denmark and the Netherlands (about 35%).

The pattern becomes even more pronounced if weeotrate on the age group of
15 to 24 for which we found already a concentratadntemporary work. In
Austria and Germany, over 80 percent of young peaple “education or
training” as the primary reason for being involveda temporary contract, in

Denmark 50 percent.

Finally, in some countries, for example in Scandiaaand especially in the UK,
a substantive minority (about one third) doesn’ntnepermanent job. One reason
could be the difference in wages and working caows In Denmark, for
instance, it is reported that working conditiongl amages for professionals and
specialists, e.g. in the health sector, are oftdtebin temp-agency contracts than
in ‘regular contracts since higher employment tmsdy related to these
temporary contracts is compensated by higher w@§elberg/ Bruun 2008, 41).
Wages and working conditions in ‘everyday-labourkets’, however, seem to
be universally connected with less attractive wagad working conditions,

independent of the employment regimes.

3.5 Reasons for self-employment

The analysis would need further differentiation aading to the different

components of non-standard employment to get auuntlerstanding of their
dynamics and various functions they play in the emndabour market. Since the
state of the art is already quite developed fot-pare work and for temporary
work (including temp-agency work), we just referdnéo some literature and turn
to some additional reflections related to self-esgpient, especially in the form

of own account work®

25 For non-standard employment see Mangan (200@)Houseman/ Osawa (2003); on part-
time work Leschke (2008) and Sciarra et al. (2008lgted to temporary work the ‘classic’
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A study on the development of female self-employhwnthe basis of the ELFS
(Strohmeyer/ Tonoyan 2007) reports that most ofitfeeease in own account
work from 1995 to 2005 took part in form of parig work (54% compared to
15% in full-time self-employment); the same patteam be seen among men. The
share of part-time working women in own account kvaanges from 11% in
Greece, over 18% in France, 32% in Sweden, 38% ést\Mzermany to 68% in
the Netherlands. On the basis of a Heckman-Praiitnation, the authors also
found that “having a family with children” turnediioas the most important driver
for the choice of part-time work in self-employmeitis pattern is especially
strong in so-called “conservative welfare regimesiere public care facilities are
still underdeveloped, and where traditional valaescerning labour division in
the family still prevail. Unfortunately, the study silent about the combination of
part-time self-employment and dependent part-timeekwHowever, the great
share of marginal part-time in self-employment sedm imply that — as we
already speculated looking at the correspondingetairons — such combinations

are quite common.

This informed speculation is corroborated by ameséudy in Sweden (Delmar et
al. 2008%°, which hints to a stepping-stone function of giarte self-employment.
The authors find persons who combine own accountk wath wage work
constitute a majority of the total number of setigdoyed. Most people enter own
self-employment by engaging first in combinatory rkyoindicating that the
decision to transit into self-employment is morenptex than characterized in

earlier research.

Three “transitional motivations” might explain thastonishing pattern: First
supplemented utility maximization, which means iattey psychological utility
from self-employment by retaining at the same tiem®nomic security from

dependent wage work (so to speak balancing fletysibdnd security on an

Schoeman et al. (1998); for temp-agency work Sto(#002); for self-employed Arum/
Mueller (2004).

26 The empirical basis of this study is unique emtesentative for all cases of self-employment
in Sweden from 1990 to 2002.
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individual level); second providing a hedge agaitisé potential risk of
unemployment; third reducing uncertainty associateéth entry into self-
employment or exit from self-employment. 91 percehtdependent employees
enter self-employment as combiners, and only 9eguerof them start with full
self-employment. Of all combiners, 68 percent gakbato dependent wage
work, and 32 end up as pure self-employed. Finéllypercent of the pure self-
employed transit at one stage or the other in thigr course to dependent

employment, and 39 percent transit to a combinattatus.

4. Policy Debate

Before discussing the main results, a big caveatt dace. Although a remarkable
body of research on the consequences of non-sthretaployment for income,
employment stability or social security is alreaxailable, important pieces of
information are still missing’ Proper risk assessment of non-standard
employment would require the analysis of individudiong-term transitions
sequences over the life course (careers) to unaavether risky events end up in
status maintaining, integrative or exclusionarysitions?® Equally important are
deeper studies on the functions of non-standardeymgnt at the level of firms,
especially whether they are mainly used as instnisnef short-term cost
reductions and shifting the burdens of risks tortba-standard employees or as
instruments to improve long-term competivenessutjinodiversified high quality
production and enabling especially school leavatsymung adults to accumulate

work experiences and to improve their work-lifedrade in the ‘rush hour of live’.

The first question to be raised is the consequehoen-standard employment for
social security, especially in old age. In as fapansion entitlements are related
to wage income, the corresponding first conclusisnto attack any wage

discrimination that might be connected with nomded employment contracts.

27 For the most recent state of the art in thetspi ‘transitional labour markets’ (TLM) and
‘flexicurity’ see the excellent volume edited by fiis (2008).

28 For criteria and examples of proper risk assess (including the important element of
communicating risks and from a TLM point of viewge Schmid (2006).
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As this might be self-evident for some countrieg, éor Netherlands, for many
EU member states it is not. Any gender wage gapoably hurts above all
women who are overrepresented in part-time worklateé to fixed-term
employment, countries with no legal minimum wage @specially prone to wage
discrimination. The main risk of (new) self-emplogm is the extreme volatility
of the income stream over the life course, and n@myg account workers even

remain at the lowest income level for a long, if alb the time.

The flip side of this coin is positive wage disci@ation. One example is
continued salary pay in the critical event of ilseften linked to the employment
status?® Small or medium sized employers are less able ldr@e employers to
reinsure this risk with the likely consequence tthaty tend to escape into fixed-
term contracts in order to reduce this risk. Anotlied more important example
are seniority wages, which originally served asirsurance device smoothing
individual productivity changes over the life coewrd he rationale of this internal
labour market institution diminishes with the nesddhigher external flexibility.
As the corresponding coupling of pension entitletmen the last wage before
retirement became unjustified, most countries halelished this rule in the
meantime. Nevertheless, even if pension entitlesnerdw are consequently
linked to average life course income, the trangitman intermediate spell of non-
standard employment (especially part-time) or tbsgantially lower paid jobs
does not yet pay. Under the assumption, howevat,siich mobility is necessary
due to better adapting to structural change or aeduindividual earnings
capacities, or even desired due to changes inrgrefe over the life course, better
insurance is required to offset the related risksumemployment and income
volatility (Kalleberg 2009, p. 16). One possibilitwould be to extend
unemployment insurance towards an employment inserghat makes valuable
transitions pay, among other through continuoustronal training accounts, life
course saving systems or wage insurance (Schmigl 26@pter 8).

29 With respect to the obligation of the emploiegercontinue paying an ill employee’s wage in
international comparison see Knegt/ Westerveld 820 the duration of this obligation (up
to two years), the Netherlands is unprecedentéldeimest of Europe.
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The second question relates to the financing soofrsecial security. The rise in
non-standard employment logically implies not toklifund raising for social
security too closely to the standard-employmenati@hship. Otherwise, the
employment contract becomes, indeed, more and arorexclusionary device’
(Knegt 2008). Strategies to reconstruct the empymecontract to an
inclusionary device — which means to develop a rstandard-employment
relationship — are manifold. The respective va®in the EU member states still
require more systematic screening before one cstad to recommend simple
alternatives. Nevertheless, the principle alteuesti are clear: extension of
individual or collective private insurances, lingirsocial security to citizenship
status (‘basic securities’) or making public sogaturity institutions — especially
the employment contract — more inclusive. Many ¢oes, for instance, have
started to make additional private or collectiveurance mandatory for employers
and workers independent of their employment staffuance, The Netherlands,
Switzerland, Denmark and Sweden, for instance, heaached an almost
universal coverage of the employees by firm or bndevel additional insurances.
In contrast, for instance to Germany, these coemtairranged such an extension
either by law or by legally extending correspondaagjective agreements. At the
EU level, such national activities could be indudsddirectives, especially for
own account workers for whom — in contrast to pane and temporary workers

— no such binding regulatory framework exists.

Schulze Buschoff and Protsch (2008) argue on tlsés lid comparative studies
that contributory financing systems with bottom aoimcome thresholds are not
suitable to cover the specific risks related to-standard employment, especially
not for new self-employed. They argue for an exten®f tax financed basic
income guarantees to cover the risk of extremenmecoolatility related to self-
employment and — to some extent — to fixed-termtreats. Tax financed basic
income guarantees (‘folks’ pensions, national leaisurance, earnings related
benefits) seem better able to balance flexibilibd aecurity than contributory

insurance schemes often based on corporate arrangem
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Basic income guarantees, however, usually offey éinlited income protection
in old age, and they are not designed to comperisathie higher income risks
related to non-standard work. Some countries, thexe introduced risk
contingent schemes in various forms, either throtigh related contributions
(higher premiums for higher risks, as it is comntomvork accident insurance) or
through mandatory contributions to training or eoypbility funds. France
(higher social security contributions for temp-agyerworkers), Denmark and
Sweden (better wages and working conditions foltegskitemp-agency workers)
and the Netherlands (contributions targeted tonimmgi and employability for
temp-agency workers) provide here ‘best practitbe existence of such ‘active
securities’ probably makes workers more inclinedatee over the risks related to
non-standard employment. And to the extent thath sschemes induce an
‘entitlement effect’, they might even promote higlemployment in the formal

sector and thereby labour force participation.

The third question is to what extent in-built fledities into open-ended
employment contracts should be considered as fumaltiequivalent to non-
standard employment. It seems that to a certaimedegnternal flexibility can
substitute external flexibility through in-built efibility of the open-ended
“standard” contract, for example, working time ‘aduility over the life course or
job rotation. Contracts that include the possiilidf long-term working-time
accounts are already one observable trend as aanrent to build in flexibility
over the life course into the employment contradgheut affecting seriously
income and employment security. Research, howdwers that the risks related
to a fair implementation should not be underestwaaEmployers, on the one
hand, tend to use such accounts to overcome ecorsbamps like in the present
times (2009/10), and small as well as medium sierprises seem to have
difficulties to use this instrument. Furthermolieg state has to enter the game by
ensuring claims to time accounts both in the ewdnihsolvency of firms and
workers’ transition between firms. On the otherdyamployees often prefer cash

(e.g. for working overtime) to time as an investinen an uncertain future.
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Especially tempting for them is the use of suchoaots for early retirement
instead of investing the accumulated accounts ertyployability measures, a
behavioural feature that doesn’t fit with the oliye of raising labour force

participation®

Sweden delivers a good example for the consequeofcéscreasing in-built
flexibilities in terms of employment or labour ferparticipation. The Swedes can
be proud of having one of the highest employmetasraf about 74 percent and
well above the Lisbon goal. However, their effeetemployment rate — the rate
of people in working age population actually workituring the week — is only in
the size of about 64 percent. Though precise statiexplaining this difference
between ‘nominal’ and ‘effective’ employment rateed not exist, the potential
factors explaining this discrepancy are clear. Huod' reasons are: despite an
open-ended contract in dependent fulltime work #oistandard employment
relationship), many people do not work because #reyon educational, parental
or care leave. The ‘bad’ reasons are: despite an-epded contract in dependent
fulltime work, many people are not working becatisgy are ill, in psychological

trouble or absent for undeclared reastns.

In as far as the discrepancy between ‘nominal ‘affdctive’ employment rate is
not only a universal trend but also to be recomradnidr enhancing flexibility
and security, then the full-employment goal of thisbon strategy set at 70
percent for 2010 is far too modest. In the longratethis benchmark probably has
to be set at 80 percent, a benchmark that the Datwh Swedes already

established in their national employment programmes

30 See, for instance, Delsen/ Smits (2009), Rofp@@6), Wotschack/ Hildebrandt (2008).

31 Another reason for the discrepancy between inafmand ‘effective’ employment rate could
be institutional. Germany’s part-time scheme foratpal’ retirement (now abolished)
provides an extreme example. The scheme subsiflisegiears part-time, of which the first
half (2 and 1/2 year) could be taken as full-tinies second half as zero-time. Notice again
that we used self-reported part-time figures. Thmushe German ‘block-model’ of part-time
work for elderly it might well be that the elderfyart-timers’ report that they work full-time
in the first half of the scheme, but report beingctive or even not employed anymore in the
second half of the scheme.
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The trend towards non-standard forms of employnferdlly, raises the question
whether all this leads to — or even whether we need new ‘standard
employment relationship’. Expanding the instituabistatus of the employment
contract to all forms of employment, including evempaid but socially highly
valued work as proposed for instance by Supiot 1208eems to be the most
radical and most promising route towards a new dstahkemployment
relationship. The main aim is the move from pratecfobs to protecting people
or from job security to labour market security (Au007). The old standard
employment contract would be transformed into a ra@our contract which
includes income and employment risks related tositeons between various
employment-statuses. The core is the establishrmbemtew social rights and
(neglected in the much quoted Supiot-Report) of seaial obligations to both

sides of the labour market.

The new social rightswould be new in that they cover subjects unfamit@a
industrial wage-earners on which the traditionahdard employment relationship
builds: rights to education and training, to appiage working hours, to a family
life and to occupational redeployment, retrainingvocational rehabilitation.
Their scope would also be new since they would coe¢ only “regular” wage-
earners but also the self-employed, the semi-seffleyed, temp-agency and
marginal workers. They are new in nature becausg diten take the form of
vouchers or social drawing rights, which allow wenk to rely on solidarity
within defined and perhaps collectively bargainadits when exercising their

new freedom to act.

Thenew social obligationgvould be new in that they cover subjects unfamikiar
the traditional employment relationship: obligasdo training and retraining both
for employees as well as for employers, to activebarching a new job or
accepting a less well paid job, to healthy life ledy and occupational
rehabilitation, to work-place adjustments accordimghe capabilities of workers,
and to changing working times according to the seeiher related to the

individual life course or to volatile market demanaf goods and services. The
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scope of new social obligations would also be newesthey would cover not
only certain categories of workers or employersadisib the core workers in open-
ended contracts and all firms independent of simk fanction. They would be
new in nature since they often take the form oficeq i.e. being ready to
negotiate at individual, firm, regional and brariekiel in order to reach mutual

agreements and to accept compromises in caseferfeshf interests.

In brief: The establishment of social rights andvrsocial obligations into an
inclusive employment contract would ensure the igraent of capabilities that
not only ‘make workers fit for the market’, but thelso ‘make the market fit for
the workers’ (Gazier 2007). The management of wagykime flexibility over the

life course thereby is, as we have seen, probdidyntost important driver of

labour force participation that meets the otherneisgpty ‘flexicurity’ ideal.

5. Summary and Conclusions

(1) The main result regarding the nexus of nonddeh employment and labour
force participation is quickly told: it is part-tenwork — especially in its open-
ended form of dependent work — which drives labfmice participation. This

holds especially (and obviously) true for women &lsb (and less obviously) for
men. The overall driving capacity of temporary woile. the employment
relationship in fixed-term contracts, so far wasakeHowever, it might become a
forceful and welcome driver if good quality of jobs stepping-stone-functions is
provided, but it may also remain driven itself nipinby cost-cutting

considerations of employers. Self-employment is igodwusly related to labour
force participation since— in the long-term — c@uiling tendencies let expect

rather stagnation than an extension of this empémgrform.

(2) The second important result is a deeper uralgistg of the dynamics of non-
standard employment. The standard employment oaktiip defined in its
traditional and narrow way (as an open-ended angertient full-time

employment relationship) declines and ‘non-standintns increase. For the 24
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EU member states represented here, the employm@eninr part-time, fixed-term

and self-employment (overlaps controlled) rose fibitb percent (1998) to 22.3
percent (2008). The huge differences between thenEtber states show a clear
pattern: The ‘social-democratic’ employment reginfdstherlands included) are
at the top, but non-standard employment rates ks tagh in family centred

‘conservative’ and in ‘liberal’ regimes. Apart froRoland (which deregulated —
until recently — temporary work in an exceptioradical way), all East-European

new member states are ‘underdeveloped’ in terrmoofstandard employment.

Whereas temporary work is mainly driven by cost petition and new forms of
work organisation, the main underlying causal fectfor part-time work are
women'’s strive for economic independence and taestormation of formerly
unpaid family work into market work. Thus, globali®n, information
technologies and ‘feminisation’ of the labour maskare the megatrends standing
behind the increase of non-standard employmentth€umore, the positive
relationships of non-standard employment with labfarce participation and
GDP growth indicates that an increasing varietgmployment relationship may
well be one of the preconditions for a sustainabb®nomic dynamics and

prosperity.

(3) The third important result relates to the difgiated role of the three
components of non-standard employment. Part-timd Wwas clearly the strongest
weight in this ‘partnership’. As it is (still) takeup mainly by women, this form of
non-standard employment reflects above all reginstin labour supply due to
family obligations. And as many tasks, especiallying tasks, cannot or should
not be transformed into market transactions, fléiggbof working time will
further be required if gender equality and worlk-lifalance are highly estimated.
Thus, non-marginal part-time employment in the fasfopen-ended part-time
contracts say in the range of 20 to 35 hours a weskrves to be counted as part

of a new standard employment relationship.
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For temporary work, we observed a relatively slggward movement, if not a
stagnating trend. Poland is the great exceptiohthmre are signs that the new
regulation here might stop the rocketing upward emognt in the last ten years.
The study also made quite clear that temporary gpeh-ended part-time work
are complementary due to their double function esruitment channel for
employers and as career-bridge for school leavetsyaung adults. Although the
data base of this study did not allow a distincodrdifferent forms of temporary
work, other sources make clear that temp-agenck athough not necessarily
restricted to temporary work) may play an incregsiole as intermediate
employment form and drive labour force participatioy mobilising long-term

unemployed and inactive members of the workforce.

Regarding self-employment, first attention should @rawn to the overall
stagnating or even declining trend of this non-géad form of employment. Only
a minority of the EU member states experienced {lmdsom a low level) an

increase in self-employment in the last ten ye@tss result sharply contrasts
optimistic expectations of many policy maker andmeoresearchers who
sometimes see in self-employment a panacea focrgdttion or increasing labour
force participation. However, it became also cléwat this component of non-
standard employment deserves much deeper resedircthe more because the
phenomenon of fake self-employment erodes thetsharderlines between

dependent work and genuine self-employment.

Since we were not able — at this stage of researth skip self-employment
related to agriculture, our data set contains gogbawo different kinds of own

account work: a traditional type related especiatlyagriculture and partly to
conventional petty bourgeois self-employment, andaalern type related to the
‘creative sector’ and to the new professionalsniioimation and communication
technologies. Whereas the traditional type is dedlj, thereby contributing to a
negative relationship between self-employment abour force participation, the
modern type of own account work might contributetwo ways to increased

labour force participation: first by new professabr(full-time) jobs for new
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markets, second by offering a combination of ‘inatt (mostly activities in
unpaid care work) and gainful work or by providiagtepping stone for inactive
people, for instance for women after parental learefor elderly after (early)
retirement. This assumption is partly confirmed the weak but positive
relationship of part-time self-employment with laibo force participation

especially for women.

(4) The fourth grave result is the unequal distidou of non-standard
employment among socio-economic groups. This olsiery, although not new,
is all the more relevant since the usual higheksriselated to non-standard
employment in terms of income, unemployment, soseurity in old age and
partly even in terms of health are sources of nesgualities if welfare states are
not able to adjust their institutions to this neynamics. Low-skilled people are
overrepresented, whereas highly skilled people warderrepresented in non-
standard employment. The overrepresentation ofdkMed concerns especially
people in fixed-term contracts, whereas highly lstlilpeople are substantially
represented in part-time employment only in a fewoflern’) countries.
Temporary work concentrates especially on schoaldes and young adults,
whereas women are strongly represented in own atamork, especially in its
growing part-time form. The other side of the cm@rthe extremely poor level of
labour market participation among the low-skilledhighh hints to the need of
substantive efforts especially in education potizyovercome this deficit. As far
as education is (or even should be) related totherjob’ training, temporary
work, including temp-agency work, might provide ionfant ‘midwife services’.

(5) These observations were reason to ponder endie about the underlying
causes that erode the traditional standard employre&tionship. Looking at the
distribution of non-standard employment by indadtbranches, the assumption
of a continuous transformation of unpaid househabtk into market transaction
driving especially part-time work and increasinghéde labour force participation
was confirmed. This process encompasses the whol®my but concentrates on

a few and in part strongly growing sectors (busnaad health services). In
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addition, one can observe some common featurdsisnptocess contributing to
explain or understand the changes in the employmsationship. We find non-
standard employment often in sectors with low deptbreath of labour division
(retail trade or reparation), or in sectors witlhosy seasonal characteristics
(agriculture, construction, hotel and restauratrasrism), or in sectors related to
personal services (education, health, care) whitbnorequire interaction and
availability all around the clock (24 hours econgmihis pattern underlies the
likelihood that non-standard employment will funtlecrease, but it also reminds
that the rationale for open-ended (long-term) finle employment contracts is

still resilient.

(6) Labour market institutions also play a role.xds and social security
contributions provide economic incentives bothtfa labour demand and supply
side to search for employment forms with the highetirns or the lowest costs.
High income taxes or social security contributioegtainly do not encourage own
account work except the respective people circumttesse rules by choosing
informal (‘black work”) or even illegal forms of ggltoyment. On the slip side of
‘going informal’, however, we find lack of sociataurity in case of illness or old
age as well as hidden forms of exploitation or eWwafia-kind employment
relationships? We also found a surprisingly strong negative datien between
(formal) labour force participation and full-timelsemployment, which hints to
the necessity of constructing — in terms of soseturity — a more inclusive
employment relationship if one intends to stimuldtes ‘non-standard’ form of
employment for the sake of its supposedly creaive innovative functions. One
possibility would be to subsidise social securityttibutions in times of low and
volatile income, and progressive social securitptgbutions in times of high
earnings. An alternative would be to radically dmanthe framework conditions
for multiple forms of employment and frequent tiéinas between these forms
through a more inclusive labour law and social sgclegislation.

32 The Nobel Prize winning economist Amartya S&y0(, chapter 11) saw in the Mafia even a
functional equivalent to formalized structures antitlements to social security.
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(7) Unequal taxation of male and female income @asanarginal forms of part-
time with high risks related to sustainable labooarket careers and social
security in old age. It also favours the traditiorade division between men and
women. The same holds true for non-targeted foriwgage subsidies in form of
in-work-benefits, that allow combining wage andnsfer income ad ultimo but
keeping people, especially women, in low wage jokshout promotion
opportunities. One has also to be aware that allmedther-friendly” policies
might enable more women to become economicallyvectihey also might
exacerbate gender occupational inequality. Comiparatesearch shows that
lower earnings differentials between men and womeateveloped welfare states
with high labour force participation are probabty lie attributed to their more
egalitarian wage structures rather than to themilfa policies. Cross-national
research also indicates that in contrast to extémagternal leaves, expansion of
public sector employment and the provision of s@visuch as subsidized day
care are suitable instruments to increase labauge fparticipation without doing
harm to economic outcomes for women (Jaumotte 200&)del/ Semyonov
2005).

(8) High employment protection drives — as expeetdiked-term employment,

especially for men. Fixed-term contracts allow esgpls to circumvent dismissal
protection or to combine external flexibility (hiesd fire) with internal security
for the core labour force (employment protectionjhwespective loyalty and —
may be — higher productivity. Both options leadatsegmentation of the labour
market in so called ‘insiders’ with open-ended cactis and ‘outsiders’ with

fixed-term contracts. Employment protection regolattherefore, would have to
be developed in a way that both flexibility ands#ty complement each other in
a functional way without enhancing the inbuilt tendies of labour market
segmentation. A ‘best practice’ case of such alatigm is the Austrian new
severance pay act (2003) based on ‘inclusive’ manga employers’

contributions according to which each dismissedkenreceives a payment, an

entittement that can be put into a savings acceuen if the person has only a
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brief employment record or quits the job on hisher own. The former system
required a minimum contribution period of three rgea rule that excluded most
flexibility-enhancing workers who had low averageptoyment spells. It trapped
employers as well (especially small-scale ones)p wacumulated substantial
liabilities in the form of severance entitlemen&dchby their employees with long
periods of service (Schmid 2008, p. 293). Scattemeecdotal evidence hints to
the potential positive role of temp-agency work balancing flexibility and

security through risk pooling and risk sharing (aks® chapter 1 in this report).

(9) Cultural factors also play a role in choosinmp-as far as this choice is free at
all — non-standard employment relationship. Unfdte responses to preference
guestions, but also a few sophisticated studiesigeoevidence that women of
‘conservative’ welfare regimes are still not veppportive to the transformation
of care work into market transactions. They chque#-time work mainly for the
reason to combine unpaid family work with some @iddal market income. With
respect to temporary work, the most important — anobably increasing —
preferential reason is to combine education orinanus training and education
with gainful work or to accumulate vocational expaces of various kinds in
order to maintain or to improve employability. Dieetheir risk-pooling capacity,
temp-agencies might play an important role for mpti job matching and
recruitment, especially for school leavers and gpadults. In countries with high
levels of temporary work also for mature adultggliSpain or recently Poland),
however, having no other choice is the main redsoriemporary jobs, which
means lack of jobs with open ended contracts. Socintries, probably, have to
come to a more balanced regulation of ‘flexicuritgot least for the sake of
higher productivity enhanced through the ‘psychalalycontract’ fostered by
open-ended contracts.

Good studies on preferences and on the dynamics tbwee life course are
especially missing related to (new) self-employmétdawever, we found a ‘best
practice case’ of research in Sweden which produtezart thrilling results that

probably can be transposed to other comparable twesin Apart from
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unemployment as an important driver to chooseeailoyment, most people in
dependent work who decide to become self-employesbse a combination of
dependent (part-time) employment and (part-timé}esaployment to test under
the ‘safety umbrella’ of dependent work whether oaccount work might
become an alternative income source at the end.yMmtome fully self-
employed at the end, the majority, however, retaondependent work or keeps
the combinatory status. Unfortunately, a consciemsployment policy that
systematically supports or encourages such tridlearor processes is not yet in
sight. Labour market policy, so far, reacted in saauntries only with respect to
the target group of unemployed for whom own accauoitk, however, often is
only an escape route rather than a sustainablé@uliNevertheless, as evaluation
studies in the meantime show, employment or lalfoure participation can

effectively be promoted by this way.

(10) Last, but not least, our results hint to aagrand in many countries
unexploited potential as functional equivalent t+standard employment: the
flexibilisation of the standard employment relasbip. The implantation of
flexible elements into the open-ended full-time tcact can take various forms:
agreements on regulated time-offs (sabbaticalsydoious reasons such as child
care, care for the frail elderly or the ills or @ited among the members of the
family, training or educational leaves, physiol@ior psychological recreation.
Such agreements provide at the same time the velagcurity of a formal
employment relationship as well as the flexibilgly working time according to
the needs of the life course. They would also folibility without destroying
the potential of open-ended contracts for sustdéngisychological contracts’

between employers and employees.

For the other side of the employment contract, ¢in@ployers or managers
responsible for competitive production or high dgyakervices, corresponding
framework conditions have to be created enablingmthto cope with the

33 For Germany, e.g., see Baumgartner/ Caliend@(2
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increasing costs and with the adjustment of thekwoganisation. However, since
such a new standard employment relationship extdredexpectation horizon for
both sides, the higher costs in the first roundbpbdy will be more than
compensated in the second round due to higher atmn job satisfaction,

loyalty, productivity and competitiveness.
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Appendix 1

Country Abbreviations

AT Austria

BE Belgium

BG Bulgaria *

Ccz Czech Republic
DK Denmark

DE Germany

EE Estonia

GR Greece
ES Spain
FR France
IE Ireland
IT Italy

CcY Cyprus *
LV Lithuania

LT Latvia

LU Luxembourg
HU Hungary
MT Malta *

NL Netherlands
PL Poland

PT Portugal
RO Romania

SI Slovenia
SK Slovakia
Fl Finland

SE Sweden
UK United Kingdom

* Countries excluded in most parts of the analysis
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Appendix 2: Differentiated non-standard employmentrates, 2008

A2.1: Non-standard employment rates in Europe aiogyto three non-
standard components, 2008

45 -
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30 A
25*_.. .

20 -
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NL SE DE ES DK UK PT AT EU PL FI IT BE FR IE GR SL CZ SK HU RO LT LV

\D Part-time employed O Fixed-term employed M Self-employed - own account (only full-time) \

Source: Eurostat, Labour Force Survey; own calimnat yellow=part-time (including self-
employed), brown=fixed-term employment (includingriptime), blue=self-employed (only
full-time)

A2.2: Part-time employed persons (including selplayed) in percent of
working-age population (age 15 to 64)
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A2.3: Fixed-term employed persons (including pamie) in percent of working-
age population (age 15 to 64)

30 -
25 A
20 A
15 4

10 +

H H H H HHHHHDDDDD

O T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
ES PT PL NL SE FI SL DE FR EU IT DK AT GR IE CZ BE HU UK SK LV LT EE RO

Source: Eurostat, Labour Force Survey; own calmriat

A2.4: Self-employed persons (only full-time) ingeet of working-age
population (age 15 to 64)
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Source: Eurostat, Labour Force Survey, own calicudat
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Appendix 3: Non-standard employment rates by skill2008

Low Middle High
FR 5.3 8.6 5.4
AT 6.1 13.2 3.8
BE 4.9 8.7 7.3
Cz 0.9 10.3 2.2
DE 6.2 15.4 5.6
DK 8.7 9.2 6.6
EE 0.9 4.2 2.0
ES 12.7 6.3 7.3
FI 5.2 11.2 5.4
GR 8.5 6.3 3.6
HU 1.7 6.0 15
IE 6.1 7.7 5.6
IT 8.1 9.2 3.8
LT 0.9 6.5 1.7
LU 5.3 6.3 4.9
LV 1.7 5.0 14
NL 12.3 18.0 11.9
PL 2.8 15.8 3.4
PT 16.5 35 3.4
RO 5.2 5.5 0.2
SE 4.8 15.0 7.8
SL 2.8 10.4 2.6
SK 0.5 7.4 1.3
UK 5.8 11.3 5.3
EU (24) 6.6 10.7 4.9

Non-standard employed by skill level in percentwafrking age population (15-64 years).
According to ISCED (1997 ow=ISCED 0-2 (pre-primary education; primary or fisthge

of education of basic education; lower secondarycation or second stage of basic
education);Middle=ISCED 3-4 ([upper] secondary education; post-seapnaon tertiary
education;High= 5-6 (irst stage of tertiary education [not leading ditg to an advanced
research qualification]; second stage of tertiadyaation [leading to an advanced research
qualification]).

Source: Eurostat, Labour Force Survey, own calicuriat
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