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Foreword

Raising employment performance is a major challenge for the European Union and providing jobs
for all sections of the labour force is a fundamental policy objective. Social inclusion is an
important European-level policy target and increased labour market participation is a key to
achieving an inclusive European society for all.

The present report is based on a representative survey carried out in the 15 European Union
Member States and Norway in 1998 on behalf of the European Foundation for the Improvement
of Living and Working Conditions by Infratest Burke Sozialforschung and a consortium of national
fieldwork institutes. In the course of the survey, a total of more than 30,000 people drawn from the
economically active and inactive populations in the 16 countries were questioned about their
employment preferences.

The report seeks to analyse the role national, institutional and economic settings plays in
determining labour market participation and preferences within the 15 EU Member States and
Norway. It provides explanations for differences in working times and working time preferences
among the countries and gives some indication of both the potential and need for change.

The survey shows that there is a preference in the 15 EU Member States and Norway for an
increase in employment rates: whereas the volume of work would evolve very differently in the
various countries if preferences were realised, the employment rate would have to be increased in
all of them. In the 15 EU Member States and Norway, the employment rate would have to rise by
11%, from 63% today to 74%. Thus the EU’s strategy of bringing employment rates in Europe up
to the United States level is consistent with people’s preferences. The employment rate of women
would have to increase by more than 24% (more than twice as much as the increase required in
the male employment rate). However, since most employees also want shorter working hours, the
preference in Europe is for a combination of high labour market participation rates and short
individual working times rather than the American combination of high employment rates and long
working times.

Analysis of current working times and - even more so — of employment and working time
preferences at household level shows that the currently prevalent distinction between full-time and
part-time work is being questioned. There is growing interest in a reformed or variable full-time
norm located in the range of what actually constitutes ‘short’ full-time and ‘long’ part-time
employment — i.e. around 30 hours.

Another of the survey’s interesting findings coming from the survey is that working times and the
distribution of working time at household level constitute an important adjustment variable in
individual working time decisions. Short individual working times and a general working time
reduction are more likely to be realised the higher the female employment rate is and the more
equally working times are distributed between the partners in a household. Consequently, positive
action policies aimed at a more equal distribution of paid and unpaid work between men and
women are of direct relevance to working time policy.



The differences between current working times and working time preferences that emerge from the

survey suggest there is a potential for change, and this should act as a clear incentive to
policymakers to change the present situation.

Raymond-Pierre Bodin Eric Verborgh
Director Deputy Director
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Introduction

The present report is based on a representative survey of future employment preferences conducted
among the populations of the 15 EU Member States and Norway! in the summer of 1998.

The issue of working time played a central role in this survey. Those questioned were asked about
their own and, where applicable, their partners’ actual and preferred working times, about overtime
and overtime payment, about whether they would accept certain forms of working-time
arrangements (full-time/part-time, sabbaticals) and how they felt these should be structured. The
survey sample included not only individuals in work but also people not in work at the time of the
survey but who wanted to start or return to work within the following five years. In addition to
information on actual working time arrangements and preferences, the survey also provides data
on respondents’ work expectations in five years’ time. Thus the survey covers actual structures,
preferences and expectations. The data were analysed in conjunction with a wide variety of other
socio-demographic variables — age, gender, family context, qualifications, etc. — as well as with
regard to the characteristics of respondents’ occupations and work histories.

At the heart of the present report lies an analysis of actual and preferred working times and of the
extent to which the two diverge from each other. Particular attention is paid to the differences
between the countries. Our aim here is to identify those countries in which working times are
particularly short, particularly long or particularly differentiated and those in which preferred
working times diverge sharply, or less sharply, from actual working times. In each case, the analysis
is carried out for particular groups of people — for men and women, manual and white-collar
workers etc. Finally, we try to find explanations for the differences in working times and working
time preferences between the countries. To this end, we use multivariate analytical methods.
Virtually all the variables in the survey describe only the personal situation of respondents or of
their households (age, gender, number of children in household, etc.). However, current and
preferred working times (as is explained in Chapter 2) are also influenced by country-specific
characteristics, such as working time regulation and the employment situation. In order to take
account of this, we have also had recourse in our analysis to external variables that help to
characterise the individual countries more precisely (e.g. economic development, productivity,
employment growth). The existing literature and the studies compiled by the national experts
provided information that proved important in interpreting the data at country level.

In several respects, the present analysis goes beyond what is already known about working time
and working time structures in Europe. True, various data sources? provide information on the
duration and scheduling of current working times in the individual countries and their evolution
over time. To date, however, only selectively representative information (country-level analyses) on
employees’ preferred working times has been available. One novel feature of the present analysis
is that it is not confined to actual working times but also provides information on respondents’
employment preferences. The divergences between preferences and reality give some indications
as to the possible potential for change. They show whether, and to what extent, the current
working-time structures meet the wishes of employees.

Another feature of the survey that sets it apart from others is that those questioned on their working
time preferences included not only individuals in gainful employment but also currently non-active

1 Hereafter, the term ‘Europe’ denotes these 16 countries.

2 The most important data source at European level is the European Labour Force Survey (ELFS), which each year provides comparable
data on gainful employment, including working time, for the EUl Member States. Other data sources include the Luxembourg Employment
Study (LES), the European Community-Household Panel (EHCP), the PACO Data Archive and the PACO Database (longitudinal studies),
the European Working Conditions Survey. However, these surveys cover considerably fewer countries than the ELFS, and some of them
are conducted only at lengthy intervals.
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people who would like to enter the labour market. This is one of the survey’s great merits. Since
most surveys are confined to individuals in gainful employment and therefore cover only a section
of the labour force, they underestimate the desired volume of work and therefore the challenge to
employment policy in many countries. Only by taking account of non-active individuals who
would like to work is it possible to accurately gauge the desired volume of work and thus to get the
measure of the demand for job creation that employment policy has to meet.

A further advantage of the survey is that it facilitates analysis of actual and preferred working times
at household level, because questions on the partner’s actual working time and/or the preferred
working time for the partner were also asked. The results of the survey show that decisions on
individual working times are taken not in isolation but in the context of the household as a whole.
For this reason, the household is an important mediating stage in the planning and selection of
men’s and women’s individual working times.

Finally, the survey offers an opportunity to interpret the findings in a more complex way than is
possible with other data sources, because it makes available a multiplicity of other variables
pertaining, for example, to personal and household situations and the subjective evaluation of
various working time forms and of the institutional context.

In evaluating the surveys, we were concerned principally with the following questions:

1. Must the volume of work be redistributed or increased in order for employment and working
time preferences to be realised?
Unrealised working time preferences may be attributable either to a general lack of employment
opportunities or to the fact that the volume of work is not distributed in accordance with
individual preferences. The demands on employment and working-time policy will differ,
depending on whether or not the volume of work has to rise if employment preferences are to
be realised.

2. How do actual working times and working time preferences differ in ELl Member States?

Our aim here is to discover what differences exist between the countries or between particular
groups within the individual countries. We seek to ascertain whether the differences in current
working times between the countries also exist in respect of preferences or whether working time
preferences might possibly be more ‘similar’ than current working times. We also investigate
whether or not the working times of particular groups (men, women, manual workers, white-
collar workers, households with and without children, etc.) display the same characteristics
across countries.

3. How can the differences in working times and working time preferences between the countries
be explained?
It is undeniable that national specificities in the regulation of employment and the national
employment situation influence the current working time structures in the individual countries.
This applies both to the duration of working time — even the so-called ‘standard working time’
differs from country to country, considerably so in some cases — and to the distribution of
working time among different groups. Thus women’s working times vary considerably from
country to country, because the tax and social security systems reward or penalise women’s
work differently and the provision of childcare facilities differs markedly between countries.



Introduction

With the aid of multivariate analyses and by drawing on the information provided in the
country reports, we are able to explain many of the differences between the countries.

4. Which groups would like to see very considerable changes in their working times?
The need for change is particularly great when current and preferred working times diverge very
considerably from each other. A wide gap between preferences and reality can be seen as an
indication that existing arrangements and conditions or the economic situation of the
household in question are particularly unfavourable to the realisation of individual working-
time preferences, which suggests a need for specific action in the policy arena.

5. How do couples divide up paid work and what division would they prefer in future?

The employment and social security systems of the 16 European countries investigated here are
influenced by very different social paradigms and institutions in respect of men’s and women’s
employment. Some countries aspire to equal participation by men and women in the labour
market, while others are still dominated by the single male breadwinner model, albeit
increasingly in its ‘modernised’ form in which women work part-time. At the same time, we
know that women — and men - are increasingly rejecting the traditional gender-specific division
of labour. We have attempted to ascertain whether, and to what extent, there are differences
between the countries with regard to the division of paid work between couples and whether or
not the same or similar differences exist in respect of preferences.

6. What are the main obstacles to the realisation of working time preferences?

Particularly pronounced differences between current and preferred working times, whether at
national level or among particular groups, point to the existence of obstacles to the realisation
of working time preferences. Multivariate analyses enable us to identify those characteristics of
individual situations that influence the discrepancy between actual and preferred working
times. Furthermore, the answers to questions that seek individuals’ opinions or assessments (for
example of the possibility of realising a preference for part-time work) provide some clues as to
the possible obstacles to the realisation of individual preferences in the individual countries.
Identification of these obstacles plays an important role in formulating conclusions

7. Are the outlines of a new working time standard discernible behind the working time
preferences expressed by Europeans?
One of the most important questions is whether the working time standard in each country
corresponds to employees’ preferences. If, for various reasons, the working time preferences of
many workers no longer coincide with the currently prevailing norm, then the question is
whether that standard should be changed or discarded. It is important for future working time
regulation to identify the trends in preferences. The question is whether the differences in actual
working times between the countries are duplicated when it comes to preferences or whether
the preferences expressed give grounds for supposing that working times in Europe will tend to
converge in future.

8. What conclusions can be drawn for labour market and employment policy in the EU?
The preferences expressed in respect of employment and working time are also direct indicators
of what workers expect from working time and employment policy. Thus the survey results can
be used as a basis for formulating challenges for EU working time and employment policy. This
applies both to individual working times and preferences and to the differences between the
current and preferred division of paid work between couples.

The report is structured around the eight questions outlined above.
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In Chapter 1, some methodological issues raised by our study are explained.

Chapter 2 establishes the theoretical framework within which the issues dealt with in the report will
be discussed. We show which factors influence current and preferred working times and identify
the findings of an analysis of employment and working time preferences.

In Chapter 3, we address the first of the questions around which the report is structured, namely
the extent to which the volume of work would have to be changed and/or redistributed if
employment and working time preferences were to be realised.

In Chapter 4, current and preferred working times are analysed at individual level. In this section,
the differences between the countries (question 2), explanations for the differences (question 3),
the working time preferences of particular groups (question 4) and possible obstacles to the
realisation of working time preferences (question 6) are discussed. With the aid of multivariate
analyses, we will ascertain which employees have particularly long or short working times and
among which groups the difference between current and preferred working times is particularly
great.

In Chapter 5, we address the question of how couples divide up paid work between themselves or
would like to do so. Here too, we will identify and seek to explain the differences between the
countries (questions 2 and 3) and examine the obstacles to the realisation of preferences.

In Chapter 6, we address the question of whether the outlines of a new working time norm can be
discerned from the working time preferences expressed by respondents (question 7). In doing so,
we draw on the findings of the previous two chapters as to direction, extent and distribution of
working time preferences. Finally, we set out the conclusions for labour market and employment
policy in the EU that can be drawn from our analysis of the survey.



Methodology

Employment Options of the Future Survey

Sample

Data are representative of the residential population aged 16 to 64 years in all 15 Member States
of the EU and in Norway. Data collection was made on the basis of two separate samples in each
of the 16 countries involved in the survey.

A basic sample comprised the residential population aged 16 to 64. From this sample a sufficiently
high number of interviews was available for only one of the core target groups: employed persons.
For the other three core target groups of persons presently not employed (young entrants, women
returners, unemployed persons) the basic sample did not provide enough cases for analysis.

In order to get a sufficiently high number of cases for the target groups of young entrants, women
returners and unemployed persons a special boost sample was designed. It concentrated on
persons between 16 and 64 presently not employed.

Sample sizes in the different countries are set out in Table 1 below. Table 1 also shows how many
cases in each of the target groups are available from each country.

Gross samples were drawn at random from the national telephone directories in each country. In
order to cope with the problem of non-listed numbers in some countries artificial telephone number
were created by substituting the last digits of existing telephone numbers by random figures (RLD-
method). If there was more than one person belonging to the universe in one household (i.e.
eligible for an interview), selection of the interviewee was also made at random (mainly by using
the last birthday method).

Table 1 Sample Sizes in 15 Member States and Norway
Country Basic Sample Boost Sample Total Sample Among them:
Employed Persons

Austria 1,000 501 1,501 707
Belgium 1,000 510 1,510 625
Denmark 1,001 484 1,485 825
Finland 1,000 504 1,504 673
France 2,000 1,026 3,026 1,259
Germany 2,000 998 2,998 1,394
Greece 1,042 464 1,506 517
Ireland 900 500 1,400 651
Italy 1,978 1,014 2,992 979
Luxembourg 520 302 822 290
Netherlands 1,001 499 1,500 734
Portugal 1,000 501 1,501 564
Spain 2,000 1,000 3,000 663
Sweden 900 412 1,312 731
UK 2,000 1,000 3,000 1,308
EUR 15 19,342 9,715 29,057 11,920
Norway 800 700 1,500 729
Total 20,142 10,415 30,557 12,649

Unweighted Numbers of Cases
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Questionnaire

Interviewing was conductedon the basis of fully standardised questionnaires with identically struc-
tured in all countries. National versions of the questionnaire were produced on the basis of the
master versions in English and in German. Translations were first made by translators whose
mother tongue was the target language. Their translations were checked and fine-tuned by the na-
tional institutes which were responsible for fieldwork. This procedure made sure that all national
versions of the questionnaire were correct in terms of substance and at the same time met the
special requirements for telephone interviewing. For both the basic and the boost sample,
practically identical questionnaires were used. Only questions 1, 2 and 4 were modified in order to
fit the persons eligible for interview in the two samples. The English master versions of the
questionnaires are set out in Annex 2 at the end of this report. All national versions of the
questionnaires are printed in separate documentation.

Fieldwork was carried out between May and September 1998 by computer-assisted telephone
interviews (CATI) in all 16 countries involved in the survey. All institutes used the same CATI
software for interviewing. In order to provide a strictly identical structure of the data sets,
programming of the CATI questionnaire was made centrally by Infratest Burke Sozialforschung.

Fieldwork
Fieldwork was co-ordinated by Infratest Burke Sozialforschung. Interviews were conducted by the
following national fieldwork agencies:

Austria: Infratest Burke Sozialforschung, Munich (Germany)
Belgium: Rogil Field Research, Linden

Denmark: Vilstrup Research, Copenhagen

Finland: Taloustutkimus Oy, Helsinki

France: Infratest Burke France, Paris

Germany: Infratest Burke Sozialforschung, Munich
Greece: Prognosis, Athens

Ireland: Irish Marketing Surveys, Dublin

Italy: Infratest Burke Italy, Milan
Luxembourg: Rogil Field Research, Linden (Belgium)
Netherlands: TrendBox, Amsterdam

Portugal: Intercampus, Lisbon

Spain: Infratest Burke Spain, Madrid

Sweden: Infratest Burke Sweden, Gothenburg
United Kingdom: RSL, Harrow

Norway: ScanFact, Oslo

Weighting

Due to the disproportional structure of the samples and the random selection method data had to
be weighted for analysis. Weighting was carried out as follows:

Firstly, the household-representative samples were transformed into person-representative
samples. In each household only one person was interviewed, even if there was more than one
person eligible for interview. Therefore in the net sample each household has the same statistical
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chance to be selected for interview, whereas this is not the case for single persons. Their chances
of being selected for interview depend on the number of persons in the household who belong to
the universe (i.e. the total of all persons eligible). If there is only one person the chance is 100%,
if there are two persons the chance of each individual is 50% and so on. Therefore - strictly
speaking - the net sample is a household-representative sample. In order to achieve a rep-
resentative sample in which each individual has the same statistical chance of being selected for
interview a mathematical transformation had to be made.

Secondly, the person-representative basic samples were re-adjusted to the structure of the
residential population aged 16 to 64 as known from the official statistics in each country. Re-
adjustments were made by taking into account gender, age and region in order to compensate for
possible disproportional non-responses.

Thirdly, basic and boost samples were integrated so that one consistent data set was available for
each country. To this end, weighting factors created as described above had to be lowered for all
respondents from the basic and the boost sample who are not in paid employment by taking into
account the relation of the unweighted number of these cases in both samples. This re-established
the actual ratio of presently active and non-active persons in the integrated data set.

Finally, national sample sizes were adjusted so that the weighted sizes of the national samples
correspond to the actual share of each single country among the total population aged 16 to 64 in
all 16 countries. This international weighting factor is stored as ‘wei_int’ in the SPSS-file.

The following analyses are based on data weighted by the ‘wei_int’ factor.

Margin of error

All data from representative surveys based on samples are subject of a certain margin of error. The
standard error depends on the unweighted sample size, on the percentage share of the item to be
looked at and on the variance of the item. For example, if a certain item has a percentage of p =
30% in a sample (or subgroup) of (unweighted) n = 2,000 cases the standard error is + 2.9%. In
this example there is a 95% chance that the ‘real’ percentage share of the item is between 27.1%
and 32.9%. We suggest particular caution when interpreting figures which are based on very small
numbers of cases.

The level-of-confidence table makes it possible to estimate the margin of error of all those figures
which are percentage shares. Many of the following analyses, however, refer to average numbers
of weekly working hours. Here again it is helpful to have an idea of how ‘accurate’ the figures
shown actually are when taking into account the laws of random sampling.

Even if average numbers of weekly working hours are generally shown with a decimal point
generally the figure after the decimal point must not be taken as exact; in most cases even the figure
before the decimal point is not statistically secured. The margin of error in average weekly working
hours (e.g. in question 55) is approximately + 0.2 hours (at the 95% security level) for the figures
based on the answers of all 11,000 dependent employees in the total sample. Therefore if our
survey results indicate that the average weekly working time of dependent employees in Europe is
37.7 hours, there is a 95% chance that the actual weekly working time is between 37.5 and 37.9



Working time preferences in sixteen European countries

hours. At country level the margin of error is larger due to the smaller sample sizes. The weekly
working hours average (e.g. in question 55) is subject to a margin of error of approximately = 1.0
hours (at the 95% security level) for the figures referring to all dependent employees within the
different countries (depending on the country, the margin of error varies between + 0.7 hours and
+ 1.2 hours). Average weekly working hours calculated for subgroups of the employed population
(e.g. by gender, age, sector of activity) within each country are subject to larger margins of error
because the number of cases is smaller. When comparing countries, therefore, only relatively large
differences can be considered statistically significant.

Working hours: comparison with Labour Force Survey (LFS) data

On average the LFS (1997) reports slightly shorter weekly working hours than the Employment
Options of the Future Survey. Since both sources are based on samples, a certain margin of error
has to be taken into account. More important, however, is how the wording of the questions about
weekly working hours in both surveys differs. This explains much of the differences.

In the Employment Options of the Future Survey question 55 asked: ‘In total, how many hours per
week do you work at present — on average?’. Question 55 was immediately preceded by a set of
questions referring to overtime hours. We therefore assume that respondents mostly reported the
actual average weekly working hours including overtime hours.

In the LFS respondents were asked for their ‘normal’ weekly working hours. The term ‘normal’ can
be interpreted in different ways. It can be either taken as the actual weekly working time (and then
should produce figures quite close to the figures drawn from the Employment Options of the Future
Survey). However, ‘normal’ can be also taken as the norm, i.e. the agreed weekly working hours,
and in this case overtime hours will not be included in the respondent’s answer.

A look at the data supports the hypothesis that in the Employment Options of the Future Survey
respondents tended to include overtime hours whereas in the LFS there seems to be a tendency to
report the ‘standard’ weekly working hours. As can be seen in Table 2, in the LFS data the answers
of employed persons who declare themselves full-timers report weekly working hours between 35
and 40 hours — which can be taken as the full-time standard in Europe — more so than the answers
of the corresponding group in the Employment Options of the Future Survey.

Therefore the results from the LFS and the Employment Options of the Future Survey cannot be
directly compared as far as weekly working hours are concerned. In both surveys different things
were measured. Data from the Employment Options of the Future Survey refer to the actual weekly
working time including overtime hours whereas the LFS data to a certain extent seem to refer to
standard (i.e. agreed) weekly working hours rather than to actual hours worked.

Employment rates: Comparison with data from other sources

From the basic sample of the Employment Options Survey information about employment rates
can be drawn, i.e. information about the number of persons who are employed as a percentage
share of the residential population in working age. Survey results (taking into account the margin
of error) and comparable data from other statistical sources are shown in Table 3.
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Table 2 Actual weekly working hours (Q. 55) of full-timers in classes; comparison of the
Employment Options survey and the LFS

Weekly working hours EF! LFS 972
1-10 hours 0.4 % 0.2 %
11-20 hours 1.1 % 0.8 %
21-30 hours 3.0 % 2.5 %
31-35 hours 54 % 4.6 %
36-37 hours 71 % 8.4 %
38-39 hours 16.4 % 229 %
40 hours 26.6 % 322 %
41-42 hours 4.5 % 3.1 %
43-45 hours 10.6 % 5.8 %
46-50 hours 11.5 % 9.4 %
51-60 hours 8.8 % 6.4 %
61+ hours 4.6 % 3.6 %
Total 100.0 % 100.0 %

" EF = Employment Options Survey (Average current working hours according to Q55)
2 LFS 97 = Labour Force Survey 1997, Table 084 (Average normal working hours)
Base: all full-time employed persons (acc. to Q. 41); EUR15 only

At EU level the Employment Options Survey provides exactly the same results as the Labour Force
Survey or data published by the OECD. Also at country level the results of the Employment
Options Survey in most cases are fully in line with the data published by the European
Commission or the OECD. In some countries, however, there are differences which go beyond the
margin of error. The employment rates for Belgium, Ireland, Luxembourg and Sweden in the
Employment Options Survey are higher than in the data of the European Commission or the
OECD, while in Spain the employment rates are lower.

When comparing employment rates from the Employment Options Survey with Labour Force
Survey results or OECD data one must bear in mind that the data bases differ methodologically.

Firstly, the Employment Options Survey is confined to the population aged 16 to 64 whereas the
Labour Force Survey and most of the OECD data refer to the population aged 15 to 64, therefore
including an age group in which there are very few if any employed persons. Inclusion of the 15-
year-old population therefore reduces the employment rate by approximately one percentage point.

Secondly, official statistics often tend to underestimate marginal jobs (in cases where housewives
or students work a few hours a week or only occasionally).® Question 4, which is addressed to all
persons who do not spontaneously declare themselves employed the Employment Options Survey,
includes this group of marginal jobs.

3 In Germany recently the employment statistics were revised. Due to the inclusion of marginal jobs the total number of employed persons
in 1998 was increased by two million (or 6%), from 36 million to 38 million, in the official statistics; cf. Statistisches Bundesamt,
Neuberechnung ergibt hohere Erwerbstétigenzahlen, Press Relase of 28 April 1999. This results in an increase of the calculated
employment rate by as much as three percentage points.
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Table 3 Employment Rates: comparison of the Employment Options Survey with data from
other sources

Employment Options Survey
Country Survey Sampling Range 3 LFS 1998 4 OECD 1998 *
Result ! Error 2 From To
Austria 70 % +-4 % 66 % 74 % 70.1 % 67.4 %
Belgium 63 % +-4 % 59 % 67 % 57.5 % 573 %
Denmark 79 % +-4 % 75 % 83 % 789 % 753 %
Finland 68 % +-4 % 64 % 72 % 65.1 % 64.8 %
France 62 % +-3 % 59 % 65 % 60.8 % 59.4 %
Germany 67 % +-3 % 64 % 70 % 61.5 % 64.1 %
Greece 49 % +-4 % 45 % 53 % 57.2 % 54.9 %
Ireland 69 % +-4 % 65 % 73 % 60.5 % 59.8 %
Italy 48 % +-3 % 45 % 51 % 51.7 % 50.8 %
Luxembourg 72 % +-6 % 66 % 78 % 58.6 % 60.2 %
Netherlands 70 % +-4 % 66 % 74 % 68.3 % 69.8 %
Portugal 66 % +-4 % 62 % 70 % 68.9 % 66.8 %
Spain 45 % +-3 % 42 % 48 % 50.2 % 51.2 %
Sweden 78 % +-4 % 74 % 82 % 70.3 % 71.5 %
United Kingdom 69 % +-3 % 66 % 72 % 71.4 % 71.2 %
Norway 80 % +-4 % 76 % 84 % - 782 %
EU15 61 % +-1% 60 % 62 % 61.1 % 61.1 %

' Persons who declare themselves employed in Q1 or who did any paid work in the last week acc. to Q4 (dependent employees and
self-employed persons only acc. to Q21) - as a percentage share of the residential population aged 16 — 64

2 The sampling error at the 95% significance level varies between 3% and 6% in the different countries depending on the sample size
in the basic sample and the percentage share of the employed

3 With a probability of 95% the actual percentage share is within this range.

4 Results of the Labour Force Survey. Cf. European Commission, Employment in Europe 1999 Luxembourg 1999, p. 127 ff. Note: Figures
refer to the population aged 15 -64.

> OECD. Employment Outlook 1999, p. 220. Note: Figures refer to the population aged 15 -64, figures for Spain, Sweden and the UK
refer to the population aged 16 -64

Thirdly, official employment statistics in the same country may vary depending on which source
the corresponding data are based (cf. the differences between the LFS results and the OECD data
shown in Table 3).

Given these considerations almost all country data provided by the Employment Options Survey
have a plausible order of magnitude. Only the employment rates for Ireland and Luxembourg seem
to be somewhat overestimated in the survey data.

The main purpose of this report is the comparison of the actual situation with people’s preferences
as far as labour market participation and working hours are concerned. Comparison of actual and
preferred employment rates can be made consistently only if we use data from one source.
Therefore in this report we only use data from the Employment Options Survey — even though the
actual level of the employment rates might be described more precisely by referring to the Labour
Force Survey or OECD data. Mixing two data sources, Labour Force Survey or OECD data for the
actual employment rates and the Employment Options Survey for the preferences, would cause
inconsistencies.
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Employment rates, working times and working time preferences: differences
and causative factors

The results of this study, like those of earlier investigations of working time and working time
preferences, reveal considerable differences in these areas between countries and between different
groups. It is clear from the comprehensive literature on the subject that these differences are the
consequence of a number of different factors. These factors are intertwined and therefore cannot
be identified at first glance. In order to have at our disposal well-founded hypotheses for the data
evaluations to be carried out in the course of our investigation, we have brought these causative
factors together. The questions and hypotheses we have formulated will be scrutinised individually
in the sections that follow, in conjunction with our presentation of the results. Here, however, the
most important causal connections and basic considerations that we have taken as our starting
points should be summarised. A distinction will be made between, on the one hand, the
explanation of current employment rates and working times and, on the other, the preferences
expressed.

Current employment rates and the duration of working time are determined by the following six
factors.

Figure 1 Explanation of employment rates and working hours

Employment

situation

Employment rates /

Working times

Regulation
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The regulation of labour markets

Working times and the supply of and demand for jobs with particular working times are influenced
by a diversity of regulations in the labour market. Statutory or collectively-agreed regulations can
establish upper and lower limits for the hours to be worked by full-time employees, for example, or
offer workers some leeway for individual choice in planning their own working hours. In addition
to these direct regulations, many of the rules and regulations in national employment and social
security systems impact on the supply and demand for labour. If marginal part-time jobs are
exempted from tax or social security contributions, for example, then both employees and firms
have greater incentives to choose those jobs in preference to others. It has been shown many times
over that joint taxation in the form of the so-called spouse-based splitting system holds back the
expansion of female labour market participation, while separate taxation creates incentives for
women to increase their labour supply. Similarly, incentives to work overtime may exist if such
additional hours are associated with reduced social security contributions or taxes. The regulations
differ considerably from country to country. In the literature, the shaping of working time by such
institutional structures is denoted by the term ‘societal effects’. Many of these societal effects are
included in the national reports mentioned in the introduction, and can be drawn on in interpreting
the data. Some indicators of the degree of regulation, such as trade union density or coverage by
collective agreements, which can usefully be deployed in statistical analyses, have been derived
from other sources.

Household situation

Decisions on entering employment and on the hours that might be worked are not usually taken
by individuals in isolation but rather in the context of households as a whole. Since households
not only provide labour services for firms but also carry out reproduction work themselves,
households’ labour supply decisions depend above all on the volume of reproduction work* to be
performed (in particular housework, childcare and home care) and on its division among the
members of the household. In the traditional family division of labour, the woman is responsible
for reproduction work while the male breadwinner earns the money required to support the family.
Because he is solely responsible for maintaining the family income, he usually has to work very
long hours and is able to do so because there are virtually no restrictions on his labour market
availability. If the family’s financial needs increase, for example when children are born, the male
breadwinner in this model increases his working time. In an egalitarian family model, labour force
participation for both partners can be made easier, firstly, by reducing the volume of reproduction
work carried out in the family. The most important factor here is the existence of a public supply
of childcare facilities that can ease the burden on households. Secondly, given a certain level of
prosperity, households can replace the domestic subsistence economy with externally purchased
services (eating out rather than cooking, private childcare or nursing services, cleaning services).
Thirdly, paid work and reproduction work can be redistributed between men and women; in this
case, a reduction in men'’s working times will be accompanied by a rise in the employment rate and
in women’s working hours. Since the time demands on households with children are greater than
those on households without children because of the greater volume of reproduction work
required, even if there is a well-developed public childcare infrastructure, household working times

4 By ‘reproduction work’ as used in the context of the present report, we mean all those activities essential to a person’s maintenance and
well-being, such as buying and preparing food, laundry and housework.
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continue to be influenced by children.> The survey considerably facilitates examination of these
interconnected factors, since questions were asked on the working time and working time
preferences of both partners and on the number of children in the household, that is on the extent
of reproduction work to be done. Data on the extent of the public childcare infrastructure had to
be taken from other sources.

The household’s economic situation

At low income levels, the utility of an additional unit of income is usually more highly valued than
that of additional free time. As income rises, so does the relative utility of free time, bringing with
it an increasing preference for working time reductions. This economic perspective concurs with the
findings of sociological studies which show that preferences for working time reductions are
interpreted as an indicator of prosperity, something that cannot be afforded until a certain level of
income has been attained. The economic situation is, in the first instance, a distinctive
characteristic of individuals and households. The absolute level of income is not the only factor to
be taken into account. In developed industrial countries, such as the EU Member States, basic
needs are met in most cases from earned income. Of greater importance are relative earnings; once
basic needs are satisfied, then one’s own prosperity is defined relative to that of others. Data on
household incomes were not gathered during the survey. However, relative prosperity was
investigated by means of a question on satisfaction with the household’s material position. The
economic situation is also a characteristic of countries, one that can be used to explain differences
in working time from country to country. In highly developed countries with a high average
standard of living, working times are usually lower than in less developed countries. However, a
considerable difference in relative incomes, that is high income inequality tends to work in a
different direction: poorer people seek to increase their working hours in order to increase their
stake in the general prosperity. Richer people react in the same way in order to preserve the gap
between themselves and the less well-off so that they can continue to afford the cheap labour they
require to perform simple service tasks for them. Data on relative income levels (output per capita
in purchasing power parity) and on income inequality were taken from other sources.

Work organisation

In many cases, working times are not chosen by employees but are determined by the mode of
work organisation with which individuals have to comply. If the work organisation system is based
on rigid working time patterns, then it is difficult for employees to work hours that differ from the
established norms. Many firms with rigid working time systems of this kind insist that full-timers
work an eight-hour day (possibly with overtime) and a 35- to 40-hour week, with part-timers
allocated predefined time slots. In more flexible work organisation systems, the rigid distinction
between full-time and part-time work becomes more fluid and there are more options for
individuals to determine their own working times. A firm’s work organisation system reflects its
functional division of labour. Actual working times and the opportunities for realising working time
preferences vary according to the tasks that the individual employee has to carry out. Managerial
tasks are of crucial importance to the organisation of operational processes and are more difficult
to divide up, so that longer working hours are expected and the resistance to working time
reductions is greater. However, a work organisation system embodies not only functional aspects

5 The consequent reduction in earnings opportunities, as well as the greater financial burdens, justify financial transfers to families with
children.
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but also status hierarchies. In traditional companies, there were clear differences of status between
manual and white-collar workers, The latter enjoying the privilege of shorter working hours.
However, these differences in status have been abolished with the introduction of new forms of
work organisation that rely more on internal cooperation between various groups of employees; in
such systems, these differences in status are perceived as disruptive. No questions were asked
during the survey on work organisation itself. The only information from which conclusions about
work organisation can be drawn is that gathered on the working times of different workforce
categories (manual, white-collar, employees with managerial duties) and on the distribution of
working time between full-timers and part-timers. Some very tentative conclusions about certain
aspects of work organisation can also be drawn from the information on the industry or sector in
which respondents work, as well as from the respondents’ answers when asked whether overtime
could be offset by time off in lieu. Thus in interpreting the role of work organisation in the
individual countries we will also have recourse to other sources (EPOC, 1997).

Employment situation

With sustained employment growth and low unemployment, employees’ individual and collective
bargaining power increases. This makes it easier for them to realise their preferences for
employment and increased working time. The share of the involuntary non-employed or of
involuntary part-timers will decline. However, the situation could also conceivably develop in the
opposite direction. Because of the good economic situation, working times may increase beyond
the desired level; as a result, employees become overburdened and their preferences for working
time reductions will increase. The survey contains information on unemployment and on
involuntary part-time work. Data on employment growth will be taken from other sources.

Individual characteristics

Finally, numerous individual characteristics influence working times. Thus it is well-known that
workers with high qualifications are more strongly work-oriented and also have more employment
opportunities than workers with low skill levels or qualificationals. Working times also differ at
different phases of life. At the beginning of the working life, there is frequently a gradual transition
from education or training to work, while at the end of the working life there is often a similar
transition to retirement from work (Lilja and Hamaldinen, 2000). Value systems also differ
considerably. Workers with otherwise identical characteristics (income, education, domestic
situation, etc.) can develop quite different ideas about the kind of life they wish to lead, which
might range from strong career orientation to self-realisation outside the world of work. Some of
these individual characteristics, such as age and education, were inquired into in the course of the
survey. Employees’ value systems were also touched on, at least indirectly, with a question about
employment preferences.

Our investigation of working time preferences and of the discrepancies between preferences and
current working time takes these same factors as its starting point. An additional factor in
explaining working time preferences is the actual working time. Employees with very long working
times would be expected to have a preference for a reduction, while those with short working times
would be expected to prefer longer hours. All other factors can work in very different ways. They
may give rise to preferences for shorter or longer working hours. Our starting hypothesis was that
individual preferences for longer working hours and preferences for employment among the non-
employed would be most likely to arise in the following sets of circumstances:
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= a bad (absolute and relative) economic situation, which workers might seek to improve by
increasing their working time;

= persistent under-employment and low rates of employment growth, which do not allow
employment preferences to be realised and lead to a low employment rate;

= the rigid work organisation system, which makes it difficult to realise individual preferences;

= a regulatory framework that offers little scope for the realisation of working time and
employment preferences. In particular, it is reasonable to assume that many women will have
unfulfilled employment preferences if the public childcare infrastructure is inadequate;

= in traditional household structures with a single male breadwinner, or very long male working
hours, in which women have been unable to realise their working time and employment
preferences;

» individual career orientations that prioritise income maximisation.

We further hypothesise that individual preferences for working time reductions are most likely to
arise under the following conditions:

= in a good (absolute and relative) economic situation, in which many material desires have
already been fulfilled and working time reductions can be afforded;

= in a good employment situation, in which workers are likely to want to reduce the excessive
strains built up during the boom period;

= following the widespread introduction of flexible forms of work organisation that allow
preferences for working times below previous rigid standards to be realised and perhaps, by
virtue of their very flexibility, even create such preferences because they are for the first time
conceivable;

» individual career orientations that prioritise other values over income maximisation;

= in an institutional framework that opens up considerable scope for choice and possibly even
creates preferences for working time reductions;

= in modern household structures in which women have been able to realise their working time
employment preferences and the partners now wish to reduce the high demands paid work
places on the household.

Working time preferences

In the European Foundation’s ‘Employment Options for the Future’ study, questions were asked
not only about actual working times but also, and in particular, about working time preferences. In
investigating working time preferences, a more wide-ranging procedure was adopted than in many
other studies, which tend to question only the currently employed about their working time
preferences. Firstly, data were gathered not only on employees’ working time preferences but also
on the employment and working time preferences of household members of working age but not
currently in employment. By extending the range of questioning in this way, the study takes
account of the fact that working times will in future be influenced not only by the preferences of
those currently in employment but also by the inflows of currently inactive people into the labour
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market and, conversely, by the outflows of employed people into inactivity. Secondly, interviewees
were asked not only about their own working time preferences but also about whether their
partners worked and, where applicable, how many hours they worked. These questions enable us
to identify the various combinations of employment and working time preferences at household
level and to compare them with the situation that currently exists. Radical changes at household
level are to be expected as increasing numbers of women enter the labour market.

The questions about working time and employment preferences make it possible to identify the
actions that employers, the social partners, national governments and the EU will need to take in
future. The EU, for example, is arguing for an increase in the employment rate in order to reduce
unemployment; as we shall see, the results of this survey provide impressive support for this
position. At the same time, the results also show that the EU’s demand for equal employment
opportunities for men and women accords with the preferences of most men and women in the EU
(European Commission, 2000: 5).

It seems to us legitimate to draw conclusions about the need for action from the results of the study,
provided that caution is exercised in so doing. This caution is necessary because conclusions about
future behaviour cannot necessarily be drawn from preferences expressed today, as shown below.

On the one hand, preferences express individual desires for change; on the other hand, however,
these desires are influenced by objective factors within which individuals plan their lives. Thus
preferences are usually compromises between what is desirable and what is feasible. When the
objective conditions change, preferences frequently change as well. If individuals’ room for
manoeuvre is extended, what was previously ‘unthinkable’ becomes desirable and possible; if,
however, that room for manoeuvre is reduced, then preferences expressed earlier may be sacrificed
to individual perceptions of what is feasible. Thus preferences are not static; rather, they evolve in
close interaction with the actual circumstances of the individuals concerned. This interaction
between preferences and individual circumstances can be truly understood only from a dynamic
perspective, with employment policy conclusions being drawn accordingly. Thus it is now known
that women’s employment preferences are shaped to some extent by public childcare provision and
are influenced by changes in such provision. Similarly, employment preferences are not formulated
independently of the actual labour market situation in a given country. In a bad labour market
situation, people wishing to work may well be discouraged from seeking employment. Conversely,
in a favourable labour market situation, their latent employment preferences may be reawakened.
It is precisely for this reason that the entire hidden labour force cannot be identified from questions
about currently unrealised employment preferences.

Preferences can be expressed without any consideration of the monetary and non-monetary costs
of realising them. However, if the time comes to take them seriously, then more careful
consideration may be given to costs and, under certain circumstances, preferences may be
sacrificed as a result. Reduced working time usually means a drop in income. However, it is
uncertain whether respondents would actually be prepared to forego earnings if there was a serious
possibility that their expressed preferences might be realised. Under such circumstances, it may
well be important whether a second person in the household can offset the income foregone by
increasing their working time. However, even preferences for longer working hours or, in the case
of non-active workers, for labour market entry are not without their costs. Some of the benefits of
longer working hours are higher earnings and greater financial independence. The costs include a
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loss of free time, and possibly additional expenditure on childcare or the non-realisation of certain
aspirations (children, further education/training etc.). These frequently very complex cost-benefit
considerations that have to be carefully weighed in real-life situations are not fully taken into
account when answering a survey questionnaire, but are only thought through when there is a
serious possibility of realising the preferences. Moreover, it is only at this point that a realistic cost-
benefit analysis can be carried out, since the balance of costs and benefits is dependent on the
actual job offer, the promise of a nursery place and other similar considerations.

Only individuals are questioned about preferences, whereas actual behaviour has usually to be
agreed with other people. The most important agreements are those in the workplace and in the
household. If all working time preferences in a given workplace are to be realised, then there must
be a highly flexible working time and work organisation system and a high level of functional
flexibility in the workforce, since employees will have to cover for colleagues if working time is
reduced; certain rules are also required (e.g. periods of notice for changes in working time, rights
to return, etc.) and, finally, such preferences must also be economically feasible. An increase in
working time, for example, is feasible only where there is sufficient demand for a firm’s goods or
services. Moreover, employees’ individual working times are mutually dependent on each other.
Teamwork in particular requires agreements on the duration and scheduling of working time. This
increased need for agreement and harmonisation between employees is absolutely a distinguishing
feature of flexible forms of work organisation. It is also useful to regard households as production
units in which the partners divide up the tasks in various ways. In the past, this division of labour
was largely prescribed by the traditional roles society ascribed to men and women, whereas today
it is increasingly open to negotiation. The talk today is less of fixed roles than of a ‘gender contract’,
which is negotiated very differently from couple to couple. Bargaining processes within families and
the organisation of work are currently changing so quickly that it is impossible to assess the
chances of preferences being realised unless these changes are taken into account.

Preferences are probably better indicators of actual behaviour if those surveyed have a very high
degree of freedom in their employment and working times choices. In societies with high levels of
freedom (high incomes, good social security, institutionalised rights to flexibility, such as parental
leave schemes, flexible work organisation systems, high educational levels with co