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Abstract

Most working-age heterosexual couples in Europe have left the male-single-earner model
behind, and dual-earning has become the main form of couple employment participation.
The literature documents two key related phenomena. The first is polarisation:
employment participation across couples has increasingly been polarising between dual-
earning and dual-workless couples, as dual-earning became the norm. The second is non-
standard-employment: forms of work that depart from full-time permanent jobs have
reshaped couple employment patterns, notably as a female complement to a male standard
job. There are, however, many gaps in these literatures. Most obviously, they are largely
separate: we do not know how polarisation and non-standard-employment relate and
interact to shape the evolution of couple employment patterns. In a world of rising non-
standard-employment, conceiving polarisation merely as couples that have access to
employment and others which do not, without any consideration of employment quality,
seems increasingly outdated. Another limitation is the time scope: we know very little
about polarisation evolutions in the past two decades, despite much relevant social and
economic changes over this period. Finally, research has over-emphasised the role of non-
standard-employment as a complement to a standard job in couples. Is the evolution in
couple employment participation still characterised by increasing polarisation across
Europe, could this have changed and why? How do polarisation and non-standard-
employment relate to each other empirically, and how do they jointly account for
changing couple employment patterns? To what extent has the use of non-standard-
employment in couples switched from being a complement to a standard job, to being the
sole source of labour income? I take advantage of the historical and geographical depth
of the EU-LFS to answer the first two questions, with data for 27 and 11 countries
respectively, as early as 1983. The third chapter is a case study of Germany, using SOEP
data to assess how dual-workless couples may have increasingly turned into couples
relying solely on non-standard employment following labour market reform. This thesis
makes a number of contributions. Methodologically, I propose various extensions to
current techniques used to assess polarisation and its implications, such that they can
incorporate the distinction between different forms of employment. Substantially, I show
that, while polarisation is higher than forty years ago in Europe, the last two decades saw
a strong slow-down and potential reversal of the trend, as rising female employment
started fuelling the rise of female-single-earning couples more strongly. I also find that
dual-workless couples are being replaced by couples whose only source of income is from
non-standard-employment, both types of couples sharing human capital disadvantages.
Further, I show that standard-employment is the form of employment that has become
particularly unevenly distributed over time, although different models of inequality in
employment access — across all couples, across dual-earning couples only, and within
dual-earning couples — emerge in Europe. Finally, I document the rise of couples relying
solely on non-standard-employment in Germany, and the increasingly segmented nature
of couple employment there, but fail to find any links to the Hartz reforms, perhaps
because more means-tested benefits made exits from dual-worklessness less likely.
Overall, this thesis links two separate literatures to an unprecedented extent, overcoming
some of their respective limits, and more generally brings together insights from
economics, sociology and social policy, to better understand the evolutions of couple
employment patterns and their implications for society and policy.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Background and research questions

The vast majority of heterosexual couples in contemporary Europe are dual-earning
(Harkness et al. 1997, Crompton 1999, Lewis et al. 2008). This represents a drastic change
in a limited period of time: as recently as the early 1980s, the dominant model in most

European countries still was male-single-earning (ibid).

The rise in dual-earning corresponds to a constant increase in women’s employment rates
over the period. The role of women within the European heterosexual couple drastically
changed, from a predominant focus on unpaid household work, to a strong participation
in the labour market. The rise in women’s employment is a multifaceted phenomenon,
but a key correlate is the rise in women’s educational achievement. European women
have become, on average, more educated than European men, and this rise in education
over time has led more (partnered) women into the labour market (Charles 2011, Gregory

2011, Klesment and van Bavel 2017).

This thesis aims to improve our understanding of the evolutions in couple employment
participation over the years, by refining our understanding of two key trends that have
accompanied these evolutions, and, crucially, of how these two key trends relate to each
other, in shaping couple employment participation and the implications of changing

couple employment patterns, in Europe in the 21 century.

The first trend is polarisation. The rise in dual-earning has come with a polarisation of
couple employment, whereby couple employment participation has been increasingly

divided between couples in which both partners are in employment, and couples in which
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none are employed. This resulted from partnered women being more likely to join
employment in couples with a male partner also employed, rather than as the sole-earner.
As employment access within couples became more gender equal — more couples with
men and women working — employment access across couples became more unequally
distributed (Gregg and Wadsworth 2001, 2008, de Beer 2007, Cantillon 2011), with

potential links to rising income inequality (Gregg and Wadsworth 2001, 2003).

The second trend is the rise in non-standard employment. The last four decades have
witnessed the rise of these forms of employment, that depart from the traditional norm of
full-time, open-ended work (Kalleberg 2000). Typical forms of non-standard
employment include part-time and temporary work, though other forms of employment,
such as solo-self-employment are often included under the umbrella (Allmendinger et al.

2013).

The rise of non-standard employment is closely linked to the rise in women’s employment
participation. Non-standard employment 1is gendered, and, across Europe,
disproportionately taken-up by women (OECD 2015, Eurostat 2023). Many dual-earning
European couples are organised around the “one-and-a-half” earning model, with the
male partner in standard employment, and the female partner in non-standard work
(Lewis et al. 2008). Under the umbrella of dual-earning, inequalities in the type of work

performed by partnered men and women in Europe subsist.

As I will detail further throughout the chapters reviewing past research and highlighting
the contributions of this thesis, key gaps in the literature, on polarisation, the rise of non-

standard-employment, and how they relate to each other, exist.
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Results from the literature suggest that European societies are characterised by
polarisation, but the empirical findings documenting it are dated, do not cover many
countries, especially amongst those that joined the EU more recently, and have missed
ongoing or recent evolutions such as the continued rise in female employment and
education, more flexible labour markets, or the 2008 economic crisis and subsequent
recovery. Polarisation may have slowed-down or accelerated, and it may not exist
everywhere to the same extent, so an update to our knowledge on the issue is needed to
know how much, in 2023, European societies still polarise between dual-earning and
dual-workless— particularly given the importance in policy debates and research of the
latter type of couple, and on the other hand, the assumed role of dual-earning couples in

buffering couples against employment shocks.

Further, the literatures on polarisation and non-standard employment have stayed almost
entirely separate. We do not know what form of employment contributes to polarisation,
we do not know if standard employment or non-standard employment are evenly
distributed across couples. We do not know if more dual-earning comes with both forms
of inequality — within couple in terms of access to standard employment, and across
couples, in terms of access to employment and standard employment especially — only
one, if there are countries highly equal on both counts, or highly unequal on both
dimensions. More fundamentally, we conceive polarisation in terms of access to
employment, broadly defined. This thesis shows that, in a time of increasing non-standard
employment, it is the distribution and polarisation of good quality employment that

increasingly matters.

Finally, we conceive non-standard employment in couples primarily as a complement to

a standard job, but this thesis will show that it has also increasingly become the only
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source of labour earnings in European couples. We still know very little about this
phenomenon, its rise, prevalence, and determinants, despite the potential disadvantages,
such as higher poverty risks, associated to non-standard employment as the only source
of labour income in a household (OECD 2015). In a context of increasing labour market
flexibility and labour market policy increasingly aiming to put jobless people (back) into
work (Boeri and van Ours 2013), it could be that an increasing number of couples find
themselves on the fringe of the labour market, solely relying on non-standard
employment, rather than being dual-workless. The household context matters with
regards to non-standard employment and the associated poverty outcomes, and needs to

be explored more (Nolan and Marx 1999, Horemans et al. 2016).

So, the overall research puzzle that this thesis aims to tackle is how polarisation and non-
standard employment relate to each other, and have evolved to shape the evolution of
couple employment participation in Europe over the past four decades. The geographical
area studied by this thesis is the European Union, including the UK but not Croatia (for
data reasons), and the thesis will interchangeably use “European Union” and “Europe”.
This thesis will tackle three overarching research questions. These research questions cut
across the three empirical chapters, and each empirical chapter further tackles its own,

chapter-specific, set of questions derived from these three big ones:

RQI: Is the evolution of couple employment participation still characterised by

increasing polarisation across Europe, and why may this have changed?

RQ2: How do polarisation and non-standard-employment relate to each other

empirically, and how do they jointly account for changing couple employment patterns?
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RQ3: To what extent has the use of non-standard-employment in couples switched from

being a complement to a standard job, to being the sole source of labour income?

The first research question updates our knowledge of polarisation, by studying an
unprecedented historical window of observation, and range of countries. It grounds the
discussion and introduces factors that may have affected the evolution in polarisation
trends, including the rise in non-standard employment and couples that solely rely on non-
standard employment as a source of labour income, sectoral evolutions of the economy
and the differentiated impact of the 2008 crisis on partnered men and women, and the

changing human capital profiles of couples.

The second and third questions build on these findings. The second, exploring further the
idea that polarisation research should not just study ILO-defined employment, with no
notion of employment quality, extends existing polarisation indicators to formally capture
the interrelationship between polarisation and standard and non-standard-employment,
studying the distribution of each type of employment and their contributions to rising
polarisation and the overall rise of dual-earning. It shows that different European
countries have followed different models of inequality, some choosing to locate the rising
inequality in standard employment access, induced by more dual-earning, within couples,

other following a model in which this inequality is located across couples.

The third focuses on disadvantaged couples, exploring further the issue of couples whose
only source of market income is from non-standard-employment (“non-standard-earning
couples”, thereafter), an under-identified phenomenon in the literature, one that the
empirical analyses carried in response to the first overarching research question of this

thesis, emphasise. It analyses how dual-workless couples may have been turning into non-
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standard-earning couples over time, as labour markets become more flexible, taking the

Hartz reforms in Germany as a case study.

The thesis therefore forms a coherent whole, with research questions logically following
each other and building on key gaps in the literature and on original empirical results
found in the course of the empirical analyses, particularly those of the first empirical
chapter (Chapter 9). Taken together, they help refine our understanding of the evolutions
in couple employment participation, as shaped by polarisation, non-standard
employment, and their interaction, and more fundamentally, they highlight the
inequalities still associated to couple employment participation in contemporary Europe,
gender inequality in employment access within couples, and social inequality in access to
good quality employment across couples. The results further shed light on the role of the

household regarding employment issues.

This thesis advances our knowledge of these issues by building on different strands of
literature, mainly from economics, sociology and social policy, and by bridging gaps
between sets of literature, notably the polarisation and non-standard employment
literatures, that had seldom interacted until now. The thesis is also relevant to the literature
studying the links between welfare-states and couple employment participation. It studies
a wide range of countries, with all welfare-state types represented, and helps refine our
knowledge of the overlap (or lack thereof) between welfare-state types and couple

employment outcomes.
1.2.  Why focus on couples only?
Couples may have become a more selective population over time: in my data, the

proportion of partnered people in the 25-55 population across 27 European countries in

20



2019, is still on average a strong majority (60%), but this is down from around 72% at
the start of the 1980s (Appendix A.2). If joblessness shifts towards new household
structures, like single-headed households, it could explain changes in the distribution of

employment and non-employment across couples over time.

But overall, couples remain the predominant form of partnership arrangement. As such,
they are the most likely to have an influence on overall polarisation trends across all
households. The polarisation of employment across couples only is still worth studying
because of how predominant this form of household is, such that in and of itself, its
polarisation has important social repercussions. Moreover, and crucially, previous
findings in the literature, detailed more in Chapter 6, emphasise the central role of couple
employment polarisation in the rise of overall polarisation across all household types,
rather than the shift towards new household structures (Gregg and Wadsworth 2001,

Corluy and Vandebroucke 2013).

More fundamentally, a key dimension tackled in this thesis relates to understanding better
the gender dynamics, within heterosexual couples, of rising female employment, and
exploring the inequalities hidden behind the catch-all category of dual-earning. In fact,
linking this dimension of inequality — within couples in terms of access to (standard)
employment — with another dimension of inequality, the polarisation of (standard)
employment across all couples, is a key endeavour of this thesis, which further justifies

the focus on couples specifically.

The thesis explores the role of female employment in couples in times of crisis and as a
buffer against employment shocks, which again justifies the focus on couples. It also

revisits the role of non-standard employment — emphasising that households relying
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solely on non-standard-employment as a source of labour income is not a phenomenon
limited to, say, a single-mother working part-time, but increasingly affects couples too.

In doing so, it challenges long held views about couple employment patterns.

Finally, this thesis increases the complexity of polarisation indices, as detailed in Chapter
8, by adapting them the study of employment quality. Computing indicators that in
addition to different forms of employment, would distinguish between different
household types, would introduce a level of complexity that would dilute the empirical

analyses and interpretation of the results too much.

The restriction of the focus of this thesis to couples only, is therefore an active decision,
and an acknowledged limitation. This thesis does not capture the full extent of
polarisation at the household level. It leaves as a future research endeavour the task of
combining more complex polarisation indices with a more encompassing household

study.
1.3. Structure of the thesis

This thesis is divided into four big parts, each containing individual chapters. Part I, the
background part, comprises this introductory chapter, and Chapter 2. Chapter 2 introduces
basic facts about couple employment participations in Europe over time, and key factors
that affect it. It is not intended as an exhaustive review of all the relevant elements, but
simply as a scene-setter regarding the core facts needed to understand the rest of the

thesis.

Part II, the previous work part, includes Chapters 3 to 7. Chapter 3 describes the
theoretical framework that underpins this thesis, that gives the basis to empirically study

the evolution of couple employment participation. The chapter contrasts the Beckerian
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microeconomics of the family framework, and the perspective developed by the “couple
careers” sociological strand, and their respective implications regarding inequality in

employment access within and across couples.

Chapter 4 describes how these two frameworks, to be useful empirically, need to be
supplemented by the two key concepts that cut across this thesis: the polarisation of
couple employment patterns, and the rise of non-standard employment. It defines these

two concepts and explains why they are relevant across the rest of the thesis.

Chapter 5 moves the discussion to the country level. Although the theoretical frameworks
and the two key concepts are useful in general to study couple employment participation,
the discussion would not be complete without reviewing country contexts and policy
factors which may affect the way in which couples decide to participate in the labour

market.

After reviewing the theoretical frameworks, the two key concepts guiding this thesis, and
how the country level may matter, Chapter 6 moves away from the more theoretical side,
and reviews the key empirical results in past research, in all the areas outlined in the

previous chapters.

Chapter 7 summarises the two key insights from Chapters 3-6, and outlines the gaps in
the literature as it stands. Based on these gaps, it summarises the contribution of this

thesis, in general, and empirical chapter by empirical chapter.

Part III, the empirical part, begins with Chapter 8. In this chapter, I describe the
overarching analytical strategy guiding the empirical work in this thesis. I discuss
practical issues regarding the operationalisation of the key concepts, non-standard

employment and polarisation, in practice. I introduce the datasets used and the key
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variables that cut across the three empirical chapters, and briefly outline the empirical
methods that will be used in each empirical chapter. Each of these empirical chapter also
includes an analytical strategy section that will describe chapter-relevant methodological

considerations in more details.

Chapter 9 is the first empirical chapter: it updates and challenges existing results
regarding the evolution of the polarisation over time in Europe, showing that the rise in
polarisation has actually slowed-down or started reversing over the past two decades. It
offers potential mechanisms for it, and exposes an evolution of couple employment
patterns away from dual-worklessness, towards couples who rely solely on non-standard

employment as a source of labour income.

Chapter 10 is the second empirical chapter. It explores the rise in dual-earning over time
by linking formally the notions of polarisation and non-standard employment. As both
these notions are individually associated with a rise in dual-earning in the literature, but
are seldom studied together, the chapter maps-out the empirical regularities between
polarisation and non-standard employment in Europe, formally links the two notions by
extending existing polarisation indicators so that they can handle a distinction between
standard and non-standard-employment, and studies how these two variables have
contributed to the rise of dual-earning over time. It shows that the rise of dual-earning in
European countries implies a trade-off, as it comes with at least one of the following three
forms of inequality: more polarisation of employment across all couples, a less even
distribution of standard and non-standard-employment across dual-earning couples
specifically, or a gender inequality in access to standard and non-standard employment

within dual-earning couples.
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Chapter 11 is the third and final empirical chapter of this thesis. Its premise is the Chapter
9 finding that couples relying solely on non-standard employment as their source of
labour income have been on the rise in Europe and overtook dual-workless couples as a
share of all couples. Studying Germany, this chapter aims to uncover the links between
dual-worklessness and non-standard-earning-couples, and whether reforms making the
labour market more flexible could have contributed to dual-workless couples increasingly
joining the labour market as non-standard-earning couples. Although the roll-out of the
Hartz IV package does not enable a causal design strictly speaking, the chapter finds a
negative association between the post-reform years and the probability of dual-workless
couples exiting dual-worklessness, contrasting with a positive effect found for individual
workless people. This could be due to the specific negative effect of the reform on
couples, such as reinforced means-testing, and/or to the changing profile of couples
receiving unemployment benefits after the reform. The chapter also shows that the most
important determinant of the type of exits made by dual-workless couple is their previous
status: those that solely relied on non-standard-employment are much more likely to exit
to another non-standard-earning arrangement, emphasising the porosity between dual-

worklessness and non-standard-earning couples.

Chapter 12 concludes. It summarises the key theoretical and empirical contributions made
by this thesis, in light of the existing literature. It emphasises the limits of the work shown
in this thesis and reflects on avenues for future research. Finally, it offers policy
recommendations regarding various aims of policy-makers, on gender equality, female

employment, and social inequality.

The fourth part of the thesis contains the supplementary material to each empirical chapter

and the bibliography.
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1.4. Summary: what this thesis tackles

The overarching aim of this thesis is to better understand the evolution of couple
employment participation in Europe over the past four decades, in light of two phenomena
that this section has introduced: the polarisation of couple employment participation, and

the rise of non-standard employment and of its prevalence in couples.

This matters for a variety of reasons. Polarisation can induce a form of inequality across
couples, as access to employment, or lack thereof, clusters in couples, potentially fuelling
social inequality. Non-standard employment can induce a form of gender inequality
within couples, as it is disproportionately taken-up by women. As we shall see, it also
induces potential risks for couples relying solely on non-standard employment as their
source of labour income. As couples remain the main form of household in Europe,

studying them is crucial with regards to social and gender inequality.

A key dimension to the argument made in this thesis, and in the empirical results found,
resides precisely in linking the two phenomena: up until now, both remained in almost
exclusively separate strands of literature, and, as the chapters reviewing past research
explain in details, this constitutes a limit to understanding each phenomenon, and, more
broadly, the evolution of couple employment participation. Both phenomena are

interrelated deeply and cannot be understood in isolation.

This thesis shows that the polarisation of couple employment participation is only
partially understood if no notion of standard or non-standard employment is applied, and
that polarisation should be conceived not merely in terms of couples’ access to

employment, but in terms of access to good quality employment. In that regard, it shows
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that the rise of dual-earning and of the clustering of employment in dual-earning couples

mostly comes from standard employment clustering in couples.

It also shows that at the other end, it is not just worklessness that clusters in couples: non-
standard employment has started doing so too, with a rise in couples relying solely on
non-standard employment as a source of labour income, referred to as “non-standard-
earning couples” in this thesis. It shows that the rise of dual-earning has come with a
trade-off: no country has managed to oversee an increase in dual-earning rates, without
avoiding either a rise in polarisation, or a rise in non-standard employment, each inducing
different forms of inequality. Finally, the German case study that concludes the empirical
part shows porosity between dual-worklessness and couples solely relying on non-
standard employment as a source of labour income, and that more work is needed to
understand the relationship between labour market reform and non-standard-earning

couples.
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2. The evolution of couple employment patterns across
European countries: basic facts

2.1. Dual-earning and the rise in female labour force participation

The main evolution that characterises the evolution in couple employment participation
across working-age heterosexual couples in Europe over the past decades is the rise in the
dual-earning couple, and the decline in male-single-earning couples. Note that these
statistics are based on the ILO-definition of employment — someone is considered
employed if they have worked at least an hour in the past week, which therefore does not

incorporate notions of employment intensity and quality.

This is an issue this thesis discusses at length, but for now, let us abstract from it and
consider that, in the past decade alone, in the EU, the total number of adult dual-earning
couples has increased by 13 percentage points over the period, while the number of adult
single-earning couples has fallen by 11 percentage points, (Eurostat 2023), continuing a
trend began decades earlier (Crompton 1999). This means that, expressing the number of
single-earning couples as a share of the number of dual-earning couples, the relative
importance of single-earning in couple employment participation has decreased over the
last decade. The number of single-earning couples used to be 58% of that of dual-earning,

it is now 47%.

The data further showed that the phenomenon cut across all countries: everywhere, dual-
earning couples are on the rise, single-earning represents only a fraction of dual-earning,

and the relative importance of dual-earning compared to single-earning increases.
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Figure 1: Dual and single-earning couples in Europe, in absolute value and relative to each other

Evolution of couple employment patterns over time in Europe
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Source: Eurostat (2023). Number of households by household composition, number of children and working
status within households (and author’s own calculations based on them for bottom graph). Eurostat Data
Browser.
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The rise to prominence of the dual-earning model corresponds to the increase in the labour
force participation, and relatedly, in the employment participation, of women over the
past decades. Employment, in the early post-war decades, was strongly male dominated.
Although gaps remain between men and women on the labour market, over time women
have strongly closed the labour force participation gap with men, and this evolution
directly influenced the evolution of couple employment away from single-earning and

towards dual-earning.

World Bank/ILO data (2023) show that the labour force participation of women has risen
in EU and OECD countries over the past four decades. This has led to a decrease in the
labour force participation gap between men and women. On average, in 1990, in the EU,
the labour force participation of women was 67% that of men. 30 years later, it is 82%, a
15-percentage points rise.

A key contributor to the rise of female employment has been the rise of mothers’
employment. Traditionally, research has emphasised a “motherhood penalty” whereby
mothers have had significantly lower employment rates and wages that childless women
(Harkness and Waldfogel 1999). This penalty still exists everywhere, and is a key fact of
gender-related employment issues (Grimshaw and Rubery 2015). Nonetheless maternal
employment rate has been on the rise across the OECD over the past decades (OECD
2023), such that 71% of mothers in the OECD are employed in 2021. In the UK, the
employment rate of working-age mothers has risen from 50% in 1975, to 72% in 2015.
These increases should not hide, however, important disparities remaining across

countries (Grimshaw and Rubery 2015).
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Figure 2: Evolution of female labour force participation rate over time
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Figure 3: Percentage of female and male aged 25-34 achieving tertiary education on average in the
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The rise in female employment has been extensively studied and documented, and is a
multifaceted phenomenon with different causes. It is beyond the scope of this section to
review them all, but one that seems particularly relevant in the context of male and female
employment participation, and couple employment participation, is the continued rise in
female educational achievement, and in women achieving better educational outcomes

than men (Eurostat 2023.

Eurostat data show that, over the past 20 years, on average in the EU-27, young women
(aged 25-34) are consistently more likely to achieve tertiary education than young men,
and that the gap has in fact widened over time. Analysis from the OECD (2019) shows

that this tertiary education gap exists in every OECD country.

So, women work more, in proportions that resemble men’s ever more over time, and have
become more educated than men. Is this enough to speak of increasing equality in couple
employment patterns? An important caveat emerges if we look into the type of
employment held by (partnered) men and women.

2.2. Therise of non-standard employment and its impact on couple

employment participation

A key evolution in the area of employment is the increasing prevalence of employment
described as “non-standard”. I will define non-standard-employment more precisely in
Chapter 4, and describe in Chapter 8 how I operationalise it for the purpose of empirical
analyses. For now, let us note that the OECD (2015) includes part-time work, temporary

work, and self-employment under the umbrella of non-standard-employment.

The OECD (2015) shows that non-standard work, as it defines it, represents one-third of

total employment across its member countries. Nearly half of the employment growth
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since the 1990s and up to the global economic crisis in the OECD has been in the form
of non-standard work. This proportion reaches 60% if the 1990-2015 period is studied,

making non-standard-employment the main fuel to job growth over these years.

The main contributors to the rise of non-standard employment are part-time and
temporary employment (ibid). Part-time employment increased in more than half of the
OECD countries between the 1990s and the economic crisis. Temporary employment has
increased in more than three-quarters of the OECD countries studied over the period,

while the trends in self-employment are more mixed.

Of course, there are variations in the intensity of the trend, and prevalence today of non-
standard employment across countries. In 2022 in the EU, 17% of employed people aged
20-64 were working part-time, a share reaching 38.4% in the Netherlands, 30.1% in
Austria, 27.9% in Germany, 23% in Belgium or 20.9% in Denmark, but by contrast
decreasing to below 4% in Bulgaria, Slovakia, or Romania (Eurostat 2023). Regarding
temporary work, 12.1% of people aged 15-64 were in such form of employment in 2022
in the EU, with, again, important variations across countries. The highest shares were
found in the Netherlands (23.2 %) and in Spain (18.1 %), contrasting with the rates found
in in Lithuania (1.6 %), Romania (1.8 %), Latvia (2.4 %) and Estonia (2.8 %) (Eurostat
2023). Post-communist economies typically record the lowest rates of non-standard
employment. In some countries with low non-standard employment, such as Greece,
Bulgaria or Romania, (solo)-self-employment is particularly important as a form of non-

standard work (OECD 2015).

Non-standard employment is crucial if one is to understand the rise in the employment of

women, and associated changes in couple employment participations. Employment in
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Europe today is more female than forty years ago, more non-standard than forty years
ago, and both phenomena reinforce each other. Non-standard employment, especially

part-time employment, is disproportionately taken-up by women.

Just under a third of EU women aged 20-64 were working part-time in 2022, roughly 10
percentage point more than men. Women were also slightly more likely to be in temporary
work than men (13.4% of employed women versus 11% of employed men aged 15-64)
(Eurostat 2023). There are important variations by country: the countries in which overall
part-time employment rates tend to be highest, also tend to have the most important share
of employed women working part-time: 60.6% in the Netherlands, 51% in Austria, 47.3%

in Germany, a share falling below 5% in Bulgaria and Romania.

The rise in non-standard employment can be understood in line with the rising
flexibilization of labour markets in Europe, and sectoral evolutions of European
economies — points we shall come back to later in this chapter. But within the household,
its gendered dimension can be linked to the unequal distribution of unpaid household
tasks between men and women. An established fact in the area of couple employment

patterns is that women do more household work than men.

Data from the European Institute for Gender Equality (2016) show that, in 2016, on
average across the then EU-28, women spent nearly 7 hours more per week than men on
cooking and unpaid household work, outside of paid work. This gap does not even include
caring activities for children, where the discrepancy is even more pronounced: in 2016,
on average across the EU-28, women spent 18 hours more per week caring for children
outside of paid work. Strikingly, these gaps, although their sizes vary by country, exist in

all European countries.
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Women have always done more than men in the realm of unpaid household work — but
they have not always done paid work as much as they are now. Non-standard employment
can therefore be an answer for women seeking to solve the dilemma between the ever-
present burden of household work, and paid market work, because it offers more

flexibility and possibility to combine both.

Lewis et al. (2008) establish a clear link between household duties and the difference in
paid market work supplied by men and women. For instance, they show that part-time
work increases for women with children compared to childless women. More generally,
they document the widespread use of non-standard employment amongst women in

European heterosexual couples as a complement to a standard job in couples.

Taken together, these elements help us understand why the importance of non-standard
employment, and its gendered dimensions, are a caveat to the growing equality between
men and women on the labour market that rising female employment seems to imply.
Non-standard employment is associated to the unequal division of tasks between men and
women. Moreover, there is comprehensive evidence showing that non-standard jobs yield
lower earnings and social protection entitlements than standard jobs, on average (OECD

2015), again a point that I discuss further in Chapter 4.

The evolutions in employment over the past decades in Europe have therefore favoured
the rise of dual-earning, via the rise of female employment, with non-standard
employment a strong contributor to both. While a lot of research focuses on these
dimensions, and while employment is important to understand couples’ labour market
participation, non-employment is also a key dimension. At the other end of the scale,

workless couples should be studied too.
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2.3. Workless couples in Europe

It could be easy to see the evolutions of the past four decades in terms of couple
employment under the prism or rising employment. But at the same time, these decades
have seen the increasing documentation of another phenomenon: household
worklessness, i.e., households of working-age in which no adult is in paid market work,

amongst which workless couples are a prominent part.

This phenomenon has been documented in the context of increasing de-industrialisation
and rising female employment (Berthoud 2007). This context underpinned the idea that
losses of (predominantly male) industrial jobs in economically depressed regions, where
female partners would struggle to find employment if they wanted, led to workless
households on the one-hand, while rising female employment in households with a male

partner also working led to multi-earning households on the other (ibid).

In the 1980s, a European Commission study carried by Professor J.J. Sexton (1988) on
the 10 countries of the then European Community, shows that 18% of European
households were completely out of the labour force (inactive), and 4% of European
households had someone unemployed with nobody else in work, meaning that more than
one in five European household were workless. In 1985, more than 20% of the

unemployed lived in a household with at least another jobless person.

In a couple perspective, this translated into a much lower employment rate (and a much
higher joblessness rate) for women married to unemployed men than for women married
to an employed man. In 1985, on average across the European Community, the
employment rate, unemployment rate, and inactivity rates were respectively 49.4%, 4.5%

and 46.1% for women married to employed men. Corresponding figures were 34.6%,
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13.1% and 52.3% for wives of unemployed men, and 24.1%, 13.1% and 62.8% for wives

of inactive men.

Therefore, it seems that while employment has increasingly been coming in couples,
illustrated by the rise of dual-earning, non-employment, in its various forms, has also
increasingly been coming in couples. De Graaf-Zijl and Nolan (2011) show that, in the
mid-2000s, nearly 10% of Europeans live in a jobless household. This is close to
Eurofound data (2017), which show that more than 10% of Europeans live in a household
with less than 1000 euros per person per year in labour income, mostly households in
which no adult is employed. Data presented by Gregg, Scutella and Wadsworth (2010)
show that in advanced economies, the rate of households that are workless has increased
over time, and that couples are very important in explaining this household joblessness.
On couples specifically, Harkonen (2007), provides data on dual-joblessness rates
amongst couples of working age around the turn of the millennium in a dozen of European
countries. These rates range from 2.2% in Denmark to just over 10% in Ireland, with an
average around 5% hiding important variations across European countries. More recently,
data from Dotti-Sani (2018) for the 2005-2012 period shows the rate of dual-joblessness

amongst working-age couples as follows:
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Figure 4: Dual-workless couple rates in Europe on average, 2005-2012
0.1

0.09

0.08

0.03
0.02
0.01

0

Germany Greece Spain France Sweden Average

e
=3
1

(=3
(=3
D

=3
=3
e

Percentage of couples
o
j=)
W

Note: this graph shows the proportion of couples with both partners aged above 18 and up to 60 that are
dual-workless, i.e., in which both partners are workless, on average over the 2005-2012 period.

Source: Dotti Sani, G.M. (2018) ‘The economic crisis and changes in work—family arrangements

in six European countries’, Journal of European Social Policy, 28, 177-193.

The exact estimates and figures may vary from study to study depending on what is
estimated (workless household rate, workless couple rate, individuals living in workless
households) and the age range, but the take-away is that the household context matters
when considering joblessness, and within the household context, the couple is key. The
broader point is that when considering couple employment participation, looking at
employment, and the type of employment, is crucial, but is not the full picture: looking at
the other end, at non-employment in couples, is also important to get an accurate idea of

the evolution of couple employment patterns over the last decades.
2.4. Macro level factors and structural evolutions

It is beyond the scope of this section to establish an exhaustive literature review of the
macro-level and structural factors that have affected the employment landscape for men

and women over the past four decades. As a much more limited effort, trying to establish
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basic key facts to set the overall scene, three of them emerge as indispensable to mention.
On a sectoral level, the transformation of European economies away from industry and
towards services. On a policy level, the increasing liberalisation of the labour market. On
a conjunctural level, the economic crisis of 2008. It is also worth noting now that this
thesis studies a time period that stops just before the Covid-19 pandemic. While the object
of this thesis — couple employment participation — is certainly worth studying under the

lights of the pandemic in future research, here it is not relevant.

24.1. The rise of services and the decline of industry

World Bank data (2023) show that the service sector is the dominant one, in terms of
share of GDP, in the EU, and has been for the past thirty years, ascertaining its dominance
over the industry sector in that time. However, things have not always been like that. Data
for France, which are available for a longer time period, show that at the start of the 1960s,
the gap between industry and services is much narrower — and that, taken together,
agriculture and industry represented nearly as much as services in terms of contribution
to GDP. Data analysed by Rogerson (2008) for Belgium, France, Germany, Italy and the
Netherlands, show a similar picture in terms of employment: in the 1950s, the goods-
producing sectors accounted for more employment than services, but this has sharply

reversed over the next 50 years.

This sectoral transformation is crucial to the understanding of rising female employment.
Analysis of the EU by Eurofound (2020) shows that occupations in Europe are very
gender segregated, with women dominating service sector occupations such as social
work, retail trade, cleaning and helping, or care work. Eurofound and the European

Commission Joint Research Centre (2021) also show that the declining sectors,
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manufacturing especially, are and always have been male dominated in terms of
employment. On the other hand, female employment gains have happened predominantly
in service sectors, particularly public services, but also some areas of private services.
Logically, female employment growth has largely outpaced male employment growth in

the last two decades (ibid).

The rise of the service sector, and of female employment in that sector, also ties in with
the increasing prevalence of non-standard employment. Eurofound and the European
Commission Joint Research Centre (ibid) show that occupations employing females
disproportionately also tend to have a higher prevalence of part-time work, than

occupations dominated by men.

2.4.2. The flexibilization of labour markets

Labour market policy has many tools at its disposal: unemployment benefits, minimum
wage, employment protection laws, labour taxes and social contributions, regulation of
working hours, active labour market policy, to name the main ones (Boeri and van Ours
2013). More flexible labour market policy aims at increasing the supply of employment

and/or decrease the price of labour (ibid).

Very schematically, non-flexible labour markets typically have generous unemployment
benefits, a set minimum wage, strict regulations in terms of laying-off employees,
significant taxes on labour, strict regulations of contracts, little active labour market
policy. More flexible labour markets typically have less generous unemployment
benefits, aiming to put the workless back into work, lower or no minimum wages,
allowing firms to set wages more freely, fewer impediments to firms’ ability to fire and

hire people, a more direct relationship between gross and net earnings, regulations that
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encourage part-time, temporary, or other forms of non-standard employment

relationships, and active labour market policies aiming at increasing employment rates.

Of course, in practice, the reality of countries’ labour market institutions, and
complementarities between them, is more complex than being either fully flexible or not
flexible in all areas, but this simplification enables to understand the intuition behind
“labour market flexibilization”. Presenting Fondazione Rodolfo Debenedetti/IZA data on
EU countries’ labour and social policy reforms between 1980 and 2007, Boeri and van
Ours (2013) find that the majority of labour market reforms over the period have gone
towards more flexibilization, and that the share of reforms aiming at more flexibility

rather than the reverse increases over time.

Analysing OECD data (2023) confirms that picture (Figure 5). The replacement rate of
previous income offered by unemployment benefits has decreased over time across
Europe and the OECD, and, for all household situations analysed here, the 2022
replacement rate is lower than 20 years ago. Of course, it is impossible to be exhaustive
and take into account every single possible situation in terms of household composition,
unemployment duration, and previous earnings of the unemployed claimant. But here,
whether the unemployed claimant, previously earning the average wage, is single or in a
couple, and unemployed for 6 or 12 months, the conclusion is the same. Moreover, the
decrease in the generosity of unemployment benefits holds across a strong majority of the
countries. Still in line with the flexibilization of labour markets, Employment Protection
Laws have become less strict over time in EU countries that are part of the OECD, over

the last 30 years, and on average (Figure 6 - OECD 2023).
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Figure 5: Evolution in unemployment benefit replacement rates over time in the EU and the OECD

EU (couple, partner out of work, 2 children, 6 months)
OECD (couple, partner out of work, 2 children, 6 months)
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OECD (couple, partner out of work, 2 children, 12 months)
EU (single, no children, 6 months)

OECD (single, no children, 6 months)

EU (single, no children, 12 months)

OECD (single, no children, 12 months)

(=]
—_
(=]

20 30 40 50 60

Unemployment benefit replacement rate

~
(=

m2022 m2001

Note: this graph represents the evolution over two decades of the net replacement rate that unemployment
benefits provide, i.e., the share of income pre-unemployment that unemployment benefits allow to
maintain, on average in the EU and the OECD, for a range of different household types and durations of
unemployment.

Source: OECD (2023). Net replacement rate in unemployment. OECD statistics.

Figure 6: Evolution of the strictness of employment protection laws in European OECD countries
since the early 1990s

Average level of employment protection across EU countries in
the OECD over time (individual dismissal)

1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 20152017 2019

Average level of employment protection across EU countries in
the OECD over time (temporary contracts)

Note: these graph indices compiled by the OECD on the strictness of employment protection laws (EPL)
on average across EU that are members of the OECD, on the left-hand-side with regards to the
regulation of individual dismissals, on the right-hand-side with regards to regulations surrounding the
use of temporary contracts. The indices range from 1 (least strict) to 6 (strictest).

Source: OECD (2023). Strictness of Employment Protection. OECD statistics.
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This hides, however, more variation across countries than in the case of unemployment
benefits, with a non-negligible number of countries having actually made EPL stricter
over the period. Nonetheless, 11 countries out of the 18 studied have made EPL looser

over the last thirty years.

Finally, we have already explored the rise in non-standard employment in the previous
subsection. The rise in non-standard employment is consistent with the greater flexibility
of European labour markets. And indeed, they coincide with a policy willingness to render
labour markets more flexible: as OECD data (2023) show, the strictness of the regulation
surrounding temporary contracts, regulating dimensions such as the type and duration of
work that temporary employment could be used for, or the pay conditions of temporary

workers, have got looser over the years, on average, in Europe

2.4.3. The 2008 economic crisis

It would be beyond the scope of this sub-section to detail every single episode of recession
or economic fluctuations in all European countries over the past forty years. But, by all
accounts, the 2008 crisis and the following “Great Recession”, deserve a mention. GDP
in the EU fell by 4.3% according to World Bank data in 2009, the sharpest fall by far in
the 1970-2019 period, only recently beaten by the pandemic-induced recession (World
Bank 2023). At the same time, unemployment rose in the EU, from 7.2% in 2008 to 9.1%
in 2009, and kept rising until 2011, reaching a peak of 11.3% (OECD 2023, World Bank

2023).

The crisis is relevant to the evolution of gendered and couple employment patterns,
because it predominantly had employment consequences in male-dominated sectors, such

as blue-collar manufacturing employment, or construction (Eurofound/Joint Research
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Centre 2021). Female employment, on the other hand, was more sheltered, and some
sectors in which they are overrepresented, like education or health, often heavily publicly

funded, continued to grow (Eurofound 2021).

Because of the sheer size of the employment shock, but also because of its gendered
dimension, the 2008 crisis therefore has implications for the phenomenon studied in this
thesis. As detailed in Chapter 3, a potential response for the female partners of displaced
male workers could be to increase their labour supply (Lundberg 1985), which, given the

scale of job losses, may have led to a rebalancing of couple employment patterns.

Moreover, a significant part of the employment recovery in the decade following the crisis
has been through non-standard employment: the OECD (2015) shows that, while non-
standard employment explains just under half of the employment growth since the 1990s
and up to the global 2008 crisis, this proportion rises to 60% if the post-crisis years are
included. As we have seen, non-standard-employment is disproportionately taken-up by

women, which further potential consequences on couple employment participation.
2.5. Summary: setting the scene

The past four decades have witnessed the rise of female labour force and employment
participation, which has moved European societies away from male-single-earning, and

towards dual-earning, when it comes to couple employment participation.

A significant part of this rising female employment has taken the form of non-standard
employment, particularly part-time work. This means that dual-earning can still hide
unequal situations between men and women within heterosexual couples, many being
organised around the “one-and-a-half” earning model, with the man in standard work and

the woman in non-standard work.
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At the other end of the scale, the phenomenon of household and couple worklessness has
increasingly been documented. Employment seems to come in couple, but so does non-
employment. This hints at a key concept: the polarisation of couple employment

participation.

These developments have taken place in a context of sectoral transformation of European
economies, away from industry and towards the production and consumption of services,
a sectoral shift that is tightly linked to rising female employment. European labour
markets have become more flexible, as labour market policy increasingly became geared
towards increasing labour force and employment participation, again affecting women’s
incentives to enter employment. The period also witnessed the biggest economic crisis in
nearly a century, which reshaped, at least temporarily, male and female employment

patterns in Europe.

I intended this subsection as a basic introduction to the overall context and key facts
surrounding the object of study of this thesis, couple employment participation. It is not
exhaustive: other factors, such as the evolution of social norms and gender attitudes,
changes in family policy and childcare, for instance, could have been mentioned. But they
relate in many ways to the structural and policy transformations already discussed, and
are explored in greater depth in the literature review section. This subsection has also
generally concentrated on general trends at European level. There are, of course, potential
differences, in levels or in the intensity of the trends, across European countries. But what
this section highlights are factors that, generally speaking, have been common to all or
most European countries, especially those without past experience of Communism. It
helps introduce the general contexts in which particular nuances or differences can then

be studied, as is the case in the empirical work of this thesis.
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PART II: PAST RESEARCH
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3. Theoretical framework

To ground expectations with regards to the evolutions of couple employment patterns, it
1s necessary to first go back to frameworks predicting the division of tasks between
partners in a couple. In that regard, two competing frameworks, with drastically different
implications, emerge: one from economics, and more precisely the microeconomics of
the family as pioneered by Becker (1973, 1974, 1981), and the other from sociology, in
particular the strand of the literature looking at couple careers and the joint success of
couples on the labour market. These frameworks help introduce the concept of
polarisation, and lay the basis to understand the empirical evolutions in couple
employment patterns since the early 1980s, including with regards to non-standard

employment.

3.1. The Beckerian perspective: specialisation

3.1.1. The Beckerian model

The seminal foray into the division of tasks between the partners of a heterosexual couple
comes from the work of Becker (1973, 1974, 1981), who interprets behaviours such as
childbearing, marriage and divorce as active choices by maximising agents rather than
passive responses to social or cultural forces (Pollak 2003). Becker analyses the gains to
marriage, in the context of household utility not coming merely from the consumption of
market goods, but also from the production of household commodities — a good
conversation, or the quantity or quality of children are given as examples. In his view,

members of the household maximise utility for the household as a whole.
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In that perspective, the gains to marriage come from the optimal specialisation of each
partner into the area of labour they are most productive in: the partner comparatively more
productive in the labour market area should do relatively more paid labour market work,
and the partner comparatively more productive in the household work area should do

relatively more household work.

Becker distinguishes between labour market (wage potential) and non-labour market
(intelligence, health) traits. In his view, the optimal arrangement is assortative mating on
non-labour market traits, but heterogeneous mating on labour market traits, to foster the
optimal specialisation of partners. The overarching aim of marriage and forming a family
in this case, is raising children (Blossfeld and Drobnic 2001), which will lead to further
specialisation of both partners. This would be typically exemplified by the wife
withdrawing from the labour force completely upon the birth of the first child. As already
discussed in Chapter 2, and further evidenced in the following chapters, especially
Chapter 6, there is indeed, across Europe and the OECD, a “motherhood gap/penalty”
whereby mothers are less likely to be employed than childless women, which would fit

with this Beckerian specialisation perspective.

Although theoretically, the partners should specialise purely based on who is most
productive in a given area, which should be gender-blind, in practice Becker’s work is
rooted in a gendered world. Women and men invest early, because of early socialisation
and the prevailing gender norms, into household skills and labour market skills
respectively, and this fosters a gendered division of tasks (Blossfeld and Drorbnic, 2001).
Becker takes as evidence of his theory the high rate of married women who are out of the
labour force, combined with matching on non-labour market traits such as parental

wealth, intelligence, age, religion or height.
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The implications of the Beckerian model are twofold, in terms of the division of the access
to employment. Within couple, it results in a strong inequality: the predominant model is
a male breadwinner model, with women at best being secondary earners, and often
confined to household work. But across couples, it is rather egalitarian: assuming no
unemployment for now, in a world in which every couple is single-earning, there is

employment in every couple (at the expense of one member of the couple).

The Beckerian model has been widely discussed and criticised. Theoretical debates have
flourished in microeconomics, with the main alternative emerging as the “bargaining
model” (Blossfeld and Drobnic 2001, Pollak 2003, Harkonen 2006, Blundell et al. 2007),
in light of the imperfect pooling of income within households, which constitutes a
different approach to conceptualising the way households allocate their time and

reésources.

In this model, partners maximise their own individual utility function — albeit with some
degree of concern for the other’s welfare. The division of tasks is subject to bargaining,
with household work generating disutility. The gendered division of tasks is maintained
through husbands’ generally higher earnings, their role as the main income provider
affording them the upper hand in the bargaining (Blossfeld and Drobnic 2001),

perpetuating gender inequality within couples.

The Beckerian model was also criticised by feminist perspectives, because of its
implication in terms of gender inequality, the economic dependency that women would
be subject to, or the vulnerability of the couple to an exogenous shock to the working
partner (Oppenheimer 1997). Some view the traditional male-breadwinner model as

caused by, and perpetuating, the patriarchy (Sokoloff 1988), with males extracting
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advantages from leaving housework to women. The male-single-earner model can also
be seen as “doing gender”: men perform “men-like” activities, women do “feminine”

tasks, both entrenched in social gender norms (Berk 1985, Blossfeld and Drobnic 2001).

Yet, the Beckerian model is an accurate picture of developed economies a few decades
ago, dominated by the norm of male-single-earning (Crompton 1999, Bredemaier and
Juessen, 2013). The data used in this thesis conform that as recently as the mid-1980s, the
main form of couple employment participation was male breadwinning (Chapter 9).
European couples seemed to be specialising in paid labour market work and unpaid

household work according to the predictions of Becker.

Overall, the Beckerian theoretical framework has two main implications for the purpose

of this thesis:

- The specialisation of each partner in unpaid household work and paid labour
market work leads to the male-single-earner model and gender inequality within
couples.

- This model, however, ensures that employment is evenly shared across couples,

with at least one employed member per couple (at the expense of the other).

3.1.2. What may have changed since the 1970s: challenges to Beckerian
parameters

Becker’s model was vindicated empirially in societies in which women, and especially
married women and mothers, had a low participation to the labour force. But since the
1970s, there has been a constant expansion of women’s educational attainment — to the
point where they have now, on average, higher educational attainment than men in the

OECD and the EU (OECD 2019). This has translated into much higher rates of female
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employment over time, as seen in Chapter 1. Becker treated this as exogenous and linked
to the general educational expansion and the rise in well-paid service sector jobs, and saw

it as threatening the stability of the family (Blossfeld and Drobnic 2001).

The implications are indeed strong for his model: if the gains to marriage and
specialisation of both partners reside in their differential labour market traits, any
equalisation in factors relating to their employment propensity, is an important change.
As Goldin’s (2006) famous “quiet revolution” argument exposes, in the case of the USA,
the relationship of women to the labour market has considerably evolved in the past
century. Considered outright inappropriate for most women at the start of the XXth
century, work became progressively accessible to women, who joined the labour-market

massively around the middle of the last century.

Although the description of women as secondary earners with little attachment to the
labour market, other than to provide a small complement to household income if needed,
has been accurate, Goldin argues that society changed. Elements such as later age for
marriage (allowing women to build a career before it), higher female educational
achievement, and a change of perception of the job-market from being valued
instrumentally (for the wage) to being valued intrinsically (for the career fulfilment it

gives), have made the Beckerian framework by and large obsolete.

Women have become less responsive both to their own and to their partner’s wage (and,
in this sense, their labour supply becomes more “like men”) as a determinant of whether
and how much they work. Gender roles are less traditionally distributed: many women
have a high educational achievement and high-level careers. Similar arguments about a

stronger attachment to the labour-market, and much less dependence on men, can be
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found in Blau and Kahn (2007) and MClelland et al (2014). These long-run changes are
also key to explain the rising employment of mothers, a key contributor to overall rising
female employment, as motherhood and a career are less and less seen as mutually

exclusive (Roantree and Vira 2018, OECD 2023).

These evolutions should lead to fewer men marrying “downwards” and women marrying
“upwards” in terms of their labour market traits, as these traits equalise over time between
genders. It should increase overall homogamous marriages, as well as couples in which
the female is the main breadwinner (Blossfeld and Drobnic 2001). Indeed, partnership
formation and marriage can be analysed as a market, whereby individuals seek the
optimal partner to achieve a surplus compared to being single (Chiappori 2020). In this
market, people seek to form partnerships by matching on certain characteristics, one of
the most studied being education/human capital, which relates to employment propensity
(Blau et al. 2000, Dupuy and Galichon 2014, Chiappori 2020). Investments in education
are therefore important in the likelihood of finding a partner in a search model, especially
if there are frictions (imperfect information) (Chiappori et al. 2009, Chiappori 2020), but
they can also help foster, in a bargaining perspective, a better bargaining power within
the household once formed, in terms of shaping a favourable division of paid and unpaid

labour (Chiappori et al. 2009).

Who marries who, and how are the benefits of marriage split between the partners, are
therefore the two key questions, that analyses of marriage markets tackle. The rise in
female education switches the gains to partnership away from specialisation, towards
utility derived from joint consumption, such as quality shared leisure time, or investment
in household public goods, such as the education of children (Lundberg and Pollak 2015),

in a way that may even increase social reproduction and inequality from generation to
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generation (ibid). Marriage becomes less gender specialised, and more “hedonistic”, with
such joint enjoyment of shared consumption and a more even labour market participation
(ibid, Chiappori 2020), especially as new technologies reduce the time that needs to be
spent on household work, further decreasing specialisation as a potential objective in
marriage markets. Evidence for the fact that homogamy is important (educated people
tend to marry educated people), and that within this homogamy, people who have gone

to the same college tend to marry, reinforces this view (Kirkebgen et al. 2022).

The rise in female education is therefore crucial to the understanding of new forms of
household behaviour, but also of incentives to get education for women in the first place:
in a world of low female education and high male education, women have low incentives
to get education as they can marry upwards. But as more women get education, not getting
an education becomes more costly in that regard, increasing the education premium for
women not just in terms of intra-household allocation of benefits, but in terms of
partnership formation in the first place (Chiappori et al. 2009). Further, with the erosion
of gender norms and the higher availability of technology for household tasks, higher
educated women are more able to translate their high education into actual labour market
participation and high earnings, increasing their labour market return and relative position
in the household, maintaining further their incentives to gain more education. In fact, as
women now overachieve in terms of education compared to men, their bargaining power
keeps strengthening, up to the point that we may see women marrying downwards, i.e.

marrying lesser educated men.

In addition to, and interaction with, the rising educational profiles of women, sociologists
have documented trends towards eroding traditional gender norms and liberalisation of

views regarding female work (Charles 2011). Some argue that this is the natural product
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of gender-based discrimination being too inefficient for modern capitalism (Jackson
1998). Others emphasise the causal power of changing cultural norms independent of
their efficiency, with gender equality at the heart of Western ideals of progress (Baker
and Letendre 2005, Charles 2011). In any case, female work is viewed much less

negatively than it used to.

Note that Becker may be wrong in assuming these changes are exogenous. The point is
that, overall, even if accepting the Beckerian premise that gains to marriage comes from
specialisation, and specialisation comes from differences in human capital investments
between partners, if these differences decrease exogenously, then couple employment

patterns should change drastically.

3.2. The gains to marriage revisited — joint success and status similarity
Complementary to the analyses of marriage markets, which, in light of the rising
education of women, have revisited the gains to education and marriage, some
perspectives coming from sociology have fundamentally challenged the idea that gains to
marriage reside in the specialisation of one partner in paid labour market work and in the
other in unpaid household work, with implications in terms of the predicted couple

employment patterns.

If anything, in that perspective, the gains from marriage come, from, rather than
specialisation, the joint success of both partners on the labour market (Hout 1982,
Bernasco, de Graaf and Ultee 1998, Henz and Sundstrom 2001, Blossfeld and Drobnic
2001, Harkonen 2006). Both partners can contribute to the income, standard of living,
and social status of the couple, and could be looking to mutually foster each other’s labour

market success (Bukodi and Robert 2002). Even more so as women become increasingly
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educated, and their potential to contribute to such joint success rises as a result — this is
the aspect under which this sociological approach is very compatible with the analyses of

marriage markets documented above.

Sociologists tend to think of the (labour market) resources of one’s relatives as potential
substitutes to one’s own resources, such that being partnered with people who have a high
level of resources can benefit one’s chances to succeed in their plans (Bernasco et al.
1998, Bernardi 1999, 2001). This can also happen in a marriage market perspective,
whereas the economic surplus to marriage increasingly shifts away from specialisation
and towards joint consumption, with less gendered labour market participation. At this
stage, it is important to note, however, that the level of “joint labour market success” may
depend on how exactly this success is defined: after all, it would differ widely if defined
in terms of raw employment participation, in terms of the level, prestige and type of
occupation, in terms of hours worked etc. For instance, Verbakel and de Graaf (2009)
show that having a male partner with higher economic resources has a positive effect on

women’s occupational achievement, but a negative effect on how many hours they work.

The fact that a couple can be both homogamous (in terms of employment status and the
occupational prestige of this job) and specialised (in terms of one partner working fewer
paid hours and doing more unpaid household work) is a key point for the purpose of this
thesis, to which I come back to in greater details when introducing the notion of non-
standard employment. But for now, the take-away is that the quality of relationships and
networks, and the resources that a partner can provide in that regard, often described as
social capital in sociology, are resources that partners can put in common to help each
other get a job and satisfy a desire for status similarity, joint success, and common

consumption of household goods.
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Accordingly, it would make sense for people to seek and form partnerships with people
who share similar characteristics, including in terms of labour market potential and
resources, which is very different from the Beckerian prediction (Bernardi 1999, Cancian
and Reed 1998, Blossfeld and Drobnic 2001, Verbakel and de Graaf 2009, Bredemeier

and Juessen 2013).

Homogamy in terms of labour market potential could then foster homogamy in
employment statuses in couples. All the more so since homogamy can then sustain
homogamy: having a partner in employment increases the other partner’s chances to be
employed (Bukodi and Robert 2002, Verbakel and De Graaf 2009). Employment
provides an individual with connections, knowledge, skills, and opportunities, that can
then be shared with the partner. And the trust and frequency of relations, that characterise
a couple relationship, create an environment that is particularly favourable to the
transmission of such resources (Bernardi 1999). Because, in this perspective, partners
have a vested interest in promoting each other’s’ careers, which constitutes the real gain
to marriage, an employed partner, with a better connection to the labour market and
resources, will foster the employment success of the other partner. So, a positive

association is expected in terms of labour market statuses.

Another channel through which a positive association is expected is through “status-
similarity” (Bukodi and Robert 2002). This argument is often formulated in terms of
occupation: there is evidence that spouses tend to prefer to be in similar occupations,
perhaps because this further facilitates the enhancement of each other’s careers. It can
also be seen as generating similar interests and attitudes, which make marriages and
partnerships more stable. Although the argument is often framed in terms of occupational

preference, a variation could apply to the more general employment status. It is possible
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to infer from this occupational argument that people will have a preference for both being

employed.

Overall, the idea is that the gains to marriage come from joint success on the labour
market, fostering homogamous partnership and employment statuses, broadly defined.
The implications of this approach for the purpose of this thesis differ drastically from the

Beckerian perspective:

- The desire for status similarity and joint success on the labour market fosters
couples in which partners share labour market traits and outcomes, leading to
dual-earning couples instead of the male-single-earner model, and to greater
equality within the two partners of a couple.

- This model, however, may lead to a less even distribution of employment at the
societal level, across all couples: if labour market resources and outcomes come
in couple, the reverse does too, and while dual-earning exists, dual-worklessness

may emerge at the other end.

This latter aspect is now explored. The discussion until now has focused predominantly
on couples that have access to employment — contrasting the male-single-earner model
that follows from Becker’s approach and the dual-earning model that the sociological
approach predicts. But what do our theoretical perspectives have to say, if at all, on

couples where no employment is found?

3.3.  Perspectives on dual-worklessness

3.3.1. The specialisation of partners and the added-worker effect
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The Beckerian model predicts that partners in a couple would specialise in unpaid
household work and the other in paid labour market work. This unequal division of tasks
implies that there is a primary and a secondary earner, whose role is to provide, if needed,
a complement of income to the primary earner. The secondary earner is most often the
female partner in Beckerian perspectives. Secondary earners (women) are expected to be
much more responsive to changes in their partner’s income than primary earners (men)

would be for a similar change in their partner’s earning (Blundell and Walker 1986).

Indeed, while men usually allocate their time between leisure and work, women, due to
the gendered division of roles, substitute their time between paid market work, leisure,
and unpaid household work (McClelland and Mok 2012, McClelland et al 2014). They
have, as a result of the lower amount of time they can devote to the labour market, a lower
participation in it (if at all), and only get involved to provide a complementary wage if
needed (Goldin 2006). This means, in that view, that they have more room than men to
adjust their employment participation, both at the intensive and extensive margins -
respectively, decisions about how much to work, and whether to work at all (Blundell et

al. 2011, Blundell et al. 2013).

The expected effect of an increase in male partner’s wage on women’s hours of work is
negative: the household becomes wealthier as a result (income effect, the wage increase
means that more is earned for a given amount of work), and part of it is transferred to the
female partner. She, hence, also enjoys this income effect and reduces her hours of work
(Blundell et al 2007). Although this effect can operate both at the intensive and extensive

levels, in the traditional male-single-earner model, the latter is most often considered.
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What does that mean when the primary earner becomes unemployed? We should witness
an “added-worker” effect (Lundberg 1985, Gianelli and Micklewright 1995, Stephens
2002, Bredtmann et al. 2018). Unemployment can constitute an important source of
decrease in income, sometimes lasting even after the spell ended, as post-unemployment
earnings may never fully recover the pre-unemployment levels (Gangl 2006). If women
work less when their male partner earns more, as described previously, they should work

more when he earns less, as is the case with unemployment.

In fact, in this framework, women’s labour supply could almost be conceptualised as a
form of private, household-insurance against labour-market risks experienced by the
primary earner, unemployment being one of them (Attanasio et al. 2005). By extension,
the employment rate, or at least the labour force participation rate, of women living with
a jobless partner, in working-age couples, should be higher than the employment rate of

women living with an employed partner.

The AWE is primarily conceptualised in the case of a non-working woman entering the
labour market, but can also be thought to apply at the intensive margin, as in the case of
an employed woman increasing her hours after the partner becomes unemployed
(Bredtmann et al. 2018). The AWE can also be seen, rather than as a mere compensation
for a short-term income shock, as a long-term reaction from the secondary earner who
updates their risk perception with regards to their partner’s joblessness and steps-up their

labour supply as a result (Stephens 2002).

Overall, extending the Beckeiran framework to dual-worklessness predicts that dual-
worklessness is a marginal and short-lived phenomenon. Rational couples, keen to ensure

consumption smoothing, will make sure to maintain a constant level of income and may
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trigger for that the increased participation of the secondary earner, until the situation gets

back to normal.

There are arguments against the added-worker effect that do not fundamentally challenge
the premise and microeconomic framework on which it is based, but emphasise the
constraints that a secondary earner trying to step-up their labour supply may face, or put
forward parameters that the original framework had not included which alter people’s

expected behaviours.

For instance, the local labour demand may be low: if the main earner is out of work, it
may just be that it is hard to find employment locally (Cooke 1987). This may even lead
to a Discouraged Worker Effect (DWE), whereby the primary earner being out of work
acts as a signal that jobs are scarce and hard to find, discouraging the other partner (Benati
2001). This other partner, as a result, remains inactive, or, if they were unemployed,
moves from unemployment to inactivity, i.e., stops actively searching for a job (Fuchs

and Weber 2017).

Another line of argument proposes that the added-worker effect should be small in a life-
cycle perspective, as long as the income loss from partner unemployment is small
compared to that partner’s life-time earning prospects (Gruber and Cullen 1996), because
the secondary earner already has their labour supply adapted to the primary earner’s
unemployment risk. In other words, partners of people prone to unemployment or
joblessness more generally, work more in the first place as they are aware of the risk. The
added-worker effect would therefore be more likely to exist when the employment loss is

unexpected, or with imperfect information.
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It could also be that the two partners see their leisure time as complement (to be enjoyed
together), and that one partner working less induces the other to also reduce their labour
supply (Blundell and Macurdy 1999, Stephens 2002), although this is more likely to apply
to older couples considering early retirement options (Blau 1997, Blau and Riphahn

1999).

Finally, a powerful view comes from the identity economics branch of microeconomic
literature, as pioneered by Akerloff and Kranton (2000). The idea, here, is to incorporate
identity perspectives to make sense of behaviours that would otherwise not be seen as
rational by more traditional economic models. People have deep-rooted identities, and if
they take actions that depart from these identities, that are seen as an identity threat, it
generates utility losses, not only for them, but also for other people who are used to the

behaviours dictated by classic social norms.

In this view, the AWE is not a given. It would imply a powerful reversal of roles:
suddenly, women become a, if not the main, breadwinner. Some women might be
reluctant to do it, perhaps because it threatens the identity they constructed as household
worker, but more likely, because it threatens the man’s identity as the main breadwinner.
This generates utility losses, which are further reinforced by “retaliation” actions, which
the authors say are undertaken by groups of people who feel threatened in their identity
when a non-usual action is taken by someone else. For men, this may take the form of not
undertaking more household work, even if they have lost employment and the female

partner is the main breadwinner.

These insights from identity economics match some sociological theories, that

conceptualise gender as being “performed” in everyday behaviours. (Sokoloff 1988,
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Harkonen 2007). The absence of added-worker effect, leading to dual-worklessness,
could be linked to what sociologists have described, in this perspective, as a “macho-

effect” (Harkonen 2007).

All these counterarguments tend to form part of a perspective according to which the
added-worker effect could be a rational response in theory, but the conditions for it to
happen in practice are not always met. It does then admit the possibility for dual-
worklessness to exist, in the perspective of a primary earner losing their job and the

secondary earner being constrained in their ability to step-in.

3.3.2. Homogamy and dual-worklessness

Dual-worklessness is more of a structural phenomenon, rather than a mere inability for
the partner of a workless person to step-into the labour market under certain conditions,
in the perspective that the gains to marriage come from the desire to foster joint success

on the labour market.

This perspective predicts homogamous employment outcomes (Bernasco et al. 1998).
They may just be the by-product of people coupling-up with partners that have similar
characteristics (ibid, Ultee et al. 1988, Harkonen 2007). In this case, better-off couples,
in terms of their employment propensity, will be dual-earning, as we have seen, and
worse-off couples could be dual-workless, if both partners share low employment

propensities.

In addition, the mechanisms already exposed to foster success on the labour market for
dual-earning couples, work in the opposite direction for worse-off couples. That is,
besides the mere sharing of characteristics that make both partners prone to dual-

worklessness, there are independent partner effects that, one the one hand, can foster joint
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success on the labour market, but on the other hand can foster a joint lack of success

(Ultee et al. 1988).

Partners with high levels of resources in terms of education, income, wealth, have a high
social capital that they can share with their partner to help foster their success, but the
reverse then implies that partners with low resources cannot do as much. (Ultee et al.
1988, Bernardi 1999, Bernasco et al. 1988, Verbakel and de Graaf 2009). And the mere
fact of being employed constitutes a resource, like access to networks, informal
knowledge about vacancies or application processes, which means that being workless
and having a workless partner can generate a vicious circle in which exiting dual-

worklessness is difficult (ibid).

Of course, these mechanisms may interact with those given in the previous subsection.
For instance, local labour demand in the context of a rapidly de-industrialising region
may be an important factor behind dual-worklessness (Berthoud 2007), further reinforced
by the time spent outside the labour market by both partners, with a depreciation of skills

and a diminution of their social capital, networks, and ability to find employment.

The broader point is that employment is a scarce resource. All European societies exhibit
some degree of involuntary joblessness. The couple becomes a medium to capture this
scarce resource, but couples are unequally armed to access employment, and this

generates inequality. Employment and non-employment come in couples as a result.

Table 1 summarises the insights from both perspectives.
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Table 1: Summary of the two main theoretical perspectives

Theoretical framework Implications for: equality | Implications for: equality Typical couple
in employment access in the distribution of type(s) associated to
between partners in the employment across this model
couple couples
Beckerian specialisation | Unequal Equal Male-single-earner
Couple careers Equal Unequal Dual-earning

versus dual-
workless couples.
Note: this table summarises the two main theoretical perspectives discussed until now, to the author’s
understanding.

In a Beckerian society, the locus of inequality is within the couple, and its concrete
manifestation is gender inequality between the male and the female, as exemplified by
the male-single-earner model. In a homogamous society, the locus of inequality is across
couples, and its concrete manifestation is in the social inequality in employment access

between dual-earning and dual-workless couples.

These two perspectives lay the foundations for the two key concepts guiding the empirical
endeavour of this thesis: one, polarisation, captures the evolution of European countries
from one model of society to the other. The other, non-standard-employment, refines our
understanding of these evolutions, by adding nuances between complete specialisation

and complete homogamy.
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4. The core concepts: polarisation and non-standard-
employment

4.1. Polarisation

The concept of polarisation aims to capture the locus of inequality, as described in Table
1, and any evolution of said locus of inequality. The study of polarisation has been
pioneered at the end of the 1990s until the end of the 2000s by economists Paul Gregg
and Jonathan Wadsworth (1996, 2001, 2008). They derived a simple and compelling
polarisation indicator, and although they use it to study the distribution of employment

across all household types, it is easily adaptable to studying couples specifically.

The intuition behind their indicator is to compare a counterfactual in which employment
is completely randomly and equally distributed across households and the real, empirical
distribution of work across households. They work with ILO-defined employment
(someone is employed if they have worked at least an hour in the previous week), so let

us keep that in mind for now.

Let us consider a world with i=1;2;3;.....I individuals. They live in h=1;2;3;....H
households. Each household has k=1;2;3....K people living in that household. In the
counterfactual model, each individual has the same probability of being non-employed.
This probability is the aggregate non-employment rate. In a society with a 25% non-
employment rate, this counterfactual scenario assumes that any single individual in that
society has a 0.25 probability of being jobless, independent of the employment situation

of other people living in the same household.

Formally, if p denotes the aggregate non-employment rate, then the counterfactual

workless household rate yk, for every household h with k adults is given by:
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Yk = H

Equation (1)

Therefore, a single-person household’s counterfactual probability of being jobless is just
u, the aggregate non-employment rate. For a couple, it is the square of the non-
employment rate. The aggregate counterfactual household joblessness rate simply is a
weighted average of the counterfactual workless rates obtained for each household of size

k, weighted by the proportion sk of households of size k in the population:

Equation (2)

As the population of interest here is couples, I discard other forms of households and only
focus on households with two adults living in partnership. Therefore, while keeping the
same overall approach as Gregg and Wadsworth, there is no need for a weighted average
to account for the relative proportions of households of different sizes, and the aggregate

counterfactual couple dual joblessness rate is given by:

Y2 = u?

Equation (3)

And by construction, using the exact same logic to derive it, the counterfactual couple

dual earner rate o is given by

a; = (1 —p)?

Equation (4)
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As (1 — p) is equal to the aggregate employment rate 6, this is equivalent to saying that
the counterfactual dual-earning rate, under the assumption of random allocation of

employment across couples, is the square of the employment rate.

The polarisation indicator aims to compare how unequally or equally distributed
employment actually is in the population of couples, when compared to this “predicted
rate” based upon the idea of a random distribution of employment. If we define dw the
workless couple rate in the population of couples, and de the dual earner rate in the

population of couples, then the polarisation indicator p is given by

Paw = AW — ¥,

Equation (5)

and by

Pae = de — a;

Equation (6)

For dual workless and dual earner couples respectively.

A positive value for equation (5) means that there are more dual workless couples in
society than would have been expected given a random allocation of non-employment.
Positive polarisation therefore signals an “excess” of dual joblessness. Equally, a positive
value for (6) means that there is an “excess” of dual earner couples. A negative value, on
the other hand, signals a shortage of a given couple type in practice, compared to what

we could have expected, if employment hand been randomly distributed.
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Negative polarisation corresponds to a male-single-earning, Beckerian society, whereby
the locus of inequality is within couples, rather than across them. Positive polarisation
corresponds to a society in which couples are homogamous in terms of labour market

resources and outcomes, and inequality is located across couples, rather than within them.

To see why, let us illustrate with a simple example. Imagine a society with four couples
(eight individuals) and an individual employment rate of 50% (four employed individuals,
four jobless). If the four jobs were randomly distributed, we would expect one of these
couples to be dual-earner (50% squared gives us the expected dual-earning rate, 25%),

two to be single-earner, and one to be dual-workless.

In a pure male-single-earner society, we would have four male-single-earner couples, no
dual-workless couples, and no dual-earner couple. The difference between the actual (0)
and the counterfactual (0.25) rates of dual-earning (-0.25) is negative. The same holds for
dual-workless couples. On the other hand, we have an excess of (male)-single-earning
couples compared to the counterfactual. The absence of dual-workless couples is at the

expense of women, who are all workless.

In a pure polarised society, characterised by employment and non-employment clustering
in couples, we would have two dual-earning couples and two workless couples. The
difference between the actual (0.5) and counterfactual (0.25) rates of dual-earning is
positive: 0.25. Again, the same holds for dual-worklessness, while we have a shortfall of

single-earning couples compared to the counterfactual.

The key interest of the Gregg and Wadsworth polarisation indicators, relative to just
comparing, say, the rate of dual-earning couples to the rate of dual-workless couples, is

that they put these rates into the perspective of the overall rate of employment available

68



to partnered people. A 10% dual-workless rate can be meaningful on its own, but tells us
much more if individual non-employment is only 5%. The same goes for employment
and dual-earning. For a given number of jobs, these jobs can be distributed in very

different ways, and the implications can differ widely as a result.

So, the Gregg and Wadsworth approach neatly captures the locus of inequality, and is
very helpful to study the distribution of employment across and within couples. But it
suffers from a clear shortcoming, in its current derivation and in how it has been
empirically applied: an overfocus on the dual-workless polarisation indicator, which led
to neglect the dual-earning one, and therefore neglect the associated questions of

employment quality.

As aresult, the empirical divide between dual-earning and dual-workless couples, and the
conceptual distinction between a Beckerian, specialised society, and a homogamous,
polarised society, may be over simplistic, because two partners of a dual-earning couples
may still be unequal in terms of the work they perform; and because deprived couples
today may not necessarily be fully workless, but may be found in precarious employment.

To study these issues, we need to introduce the concept of non-standard-employment.
4.2. Non-standard employment

4.2.1. What is non-standard-employment?

The OECD (2015) defines non-standard employment as:

“All employment relationships that do not conform to the “norm” of full-time, regular,
open-ended employment with a single employer (as opposed to multiple employers) over

a long-time span. Such a broad definition of non-standard employment includes three
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partly overlapping types: a) self-employment (own-12 account workers),; b) temporary or

fixed-term contracts,; and c) part-time work”.

Although what exactly should be included under the umbrella of non-standard
employment is still debated, and subject to evolutions, the broad idea that standard
employment constitutes full-time, permanent work, and that non-standard employment
constitutes deviation from this model is commonly accepted in academic research

(Kalleberg 2000).

This deviation matters because of the centrality of the standard employment model as
defined above in the post-Second World War context (Emmenneger et al. 2012). Standard
employment of that kind was a normative reference during the development of Western
welfare states and the growth and reconstruction period after 1945 (Horemans 2018). The
notions of standard and male employment were very closely linked in a time of male-

single-earning.

The most commonly discussed forms of non-standard employment are part-time work
and temporary work (Horemans 2018). Self-employment is sometimes included, as in the
OECD definition, but this is not uncontroversial, and a distinction is sometimes made
between solo-self-employment (considered non-standard) and self-employed people with
employees (considered standard). Newer forms of employment relating to the gig
economy or zero-hour contracts, can also be included or distinguished as their own

categories (Eurofound 2020).

Non-standard employment is typically associated to disadvantages, both in terms of the
labour market prospects it induces, and in the socioeconomic profiles of the people who

take them-up. It typically comes with lower earnings compared to standard employment
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(Manning and Petrongolo 2008, OECD 2015, Horemans et al. 2016, Horemans 2018,

Nightingale 2019, Westhoff 2022).

Part of it is related to the fact that, as Horemans (2018) puts it, non-standard workers do
not realise their full-work potential, for instance for part-time workers not working as
much as they could, or temporary workers not being employed all year. But there is also
an overlap with low hourly pay: non-standard work, especially temporary and part-time
work for which this phenomenon is particularly documented, comes with a “low-pay
penalty” in hourly earnings, on average (Manning and Petrongolo 2008, OECD 2015,

Westhoff 2022).

In a perspective that conceptualizes labour markets as segmented, with core workers in
stable, full-time jobs and outsiders in precarious jobs, non-standard-workers would be
located precisely in that outsider segment, hence the low pay (Westhoff 2022). This
segment is characterized by low bargaining power, employers using the work in flexible
staffing strategies, with fewer training opportunities and development of human capital,
all of which contribute to lower pay (OECD 2015, ibid). Non-standard workers are also
worse-off in terms of their job characteristics, on average, with, especially for temporary
workers and the self-employed, less job stability, more earnings volatility, and a worse

access to the social protection system (OECD 2015).

Non-standard-employment also disproportionately affects groups that are structurally
disadvantaged on the labour market: women, young people, immigrants, people with
lower skills or education, (OECD 2015, Eurostat 2023). This of course, in part, relates to

the aforementioned issue of earnings: part of the earnings gap between standard and non-
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standard employment is explained by the socioeconomic characteristics of the people

holding non-standard work.

Of course, non-standard employment is a vast category. A Premier League professional
footballer and someone working for the summer at a campsite, two professions in which
temporary employment is frequent, could hardly be said to be in a comparable situation.
Part-time work hides a variety of situations too, and distinctions within it could be made:
the ILO defines short part-time as working less than 20 hours per week, marginal part-
time as working fewer than 15 hours per week, and substantial part-time as working 20

to 30 hours per week (Messenger and Wallot 2015).

Besides differences within each category, there are differences between them too, as in
many ways, part-time work could be seen as less insecure (in terms of earnings, job
stability, or social security entitlements) than temporary work or solo self-employment
(OECD 2015, Weshoff 2022). And, there are differences across countries, in terms of
what exactly the implications of different forms of non-standard employment for life

outcomes are.

But the broad point is that on average, non-standard-employment constitutes a flexible
source of employment, associated with disadvantage, both in terms of the outcomes it
generates, and the people who tend to take it up. As described, non-standard employment
is disproportionately, in Europe, female, which is especially true for part-time
employment. This means that the rise in women’s employment, over the past four
decades, and the improvement on paper that it represents, must come with the caveat that

inequalities subsist in terms of the type of work performed by partnered men and women.

72



This of course has implications for our understanding of the evolutions of couple

employment patterns, which is what we now turn to.

4.2.2. Why may we find non-standard employment in couples?

In the perspective of couples, the flexible nature of non-standard employment can be a
strategy for women to combine household work and paid work, in a context in which they
are still disproportionately burdened with such household work, due in part to gender
norms (Blossfeld and Drobnic 2001, Bettio and Plantenga 2004). This may be particularly
relevant in the context of motherhood, and having to care for young children, a task still
subject to strong gender norms (ibid, Kaufman 2017). Inequality in access to paid
employment can take subtler forms than “purely employed” versus “purely workless”
linked to the increasing need to distinguish between standard and non-standard-
employment (Gornick, Meyer and Ross 1997, Korpi 2000, Lewis et al. 2008, Gornick

and Meyers 2009),

More generally, the Beckerian model predicts a linear relationship between a partner’s
share of paid market work and of unpaid household work — this is the premise for
successful specialisation. So, theoretically, women’s hours of unpaid work should
decrease in line with their increasing labour market involvement (Booth and Van Ours,
2008, 2009). This, however, underestimates the powerful effect of gender and social
norms, which trump what seemingly rational, utility-maximising behaviour would predict

at face value (Akerloff and Kranton 2000).

Esping-Andersen et al. (2013) argued that in the context of a social equilibrium evolving
towards greater gender equality, the move away from male-single-earning would not

necessarily be a smooth ride to dual-earning couples with both partners in standard
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employment. The fuzziness of gender norms regarding concrete issues of paid market
work and household tasks, would result in ill-defined couple arrangements and high use

of non-standard work in couples (ibid, Conolly et al. 2016).

Finally, the rise in non-standard-employment is tightly related to the rise in service-sector
employment, which is also closely related to the rise in female employment (Charles
2011). This could be related to the marketisation of household tasks, increasing the
demand for paid market work to perform them; the fact that women are seen to have a
comparative advantage in “soft-skills”, which are more important in services job
(Gregory 2011); or to the fact that males reject what they perceive as “women’s jobs” in
this sector (Charles 2011). As seen in chapter 1, there is a strong link in practice between
the prevalence of non-standard forms of employment and service sector female-

dominated occupations.

Overall, the rise in non-standard-employment means that the picture may not be as clear-
cut as an opposition between strong specialisation in paid-work and household work,
characteristic of male-single-earning societies, and homogamous employment outcomes.
The gendered use of non-standard-employment creates nuances, whereby couples can be
homogamous, in the sense of both partners being employed, and specialised, in the sense
of the male being in standard work and the female in non-standard work. The degree of
male domination in employment access within heterosexual couples may have changed

more in degree than in nature.

So, a clear expectation in the literature would be to find non-standard employment in

couples as a (female) complement to a (male) standard job. But what this thesis will
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explore empirically in detail is also the extent to which non-standard employment may be

found as the sole source of labour income in couples.

This aspect has been much less studied. But, drawing on other strands of literature
warrants exploring it. In particular, the literature on in-work poverty emphasises how
poverty as a phenomenon is increasingly associated to being in work — rather than being
restricted to a phenomenon associated to household worklessness (Lohmann 2018,

Salverda 2018, Nolan and Maitre 2021).

A key driver relates to the “activation turn” — the centrality of achieving high employment
rates in the policy objectives of 21% century Europe, which led to policies aiming to put
jobless people back into work, including low-paid work (Seikel and Spannagel 2018),

and which is discussed more in following chapters.

The in-work poverty literature is crucial in making the case for linking individual
employment outcomes to the household context (Marx and Nolan 2014). Indeed, whether
a low-paid person is in a poor household depends on whether there is any other source of
earnings in the household, and the level of earnings of this source (Lohmann 2018, Maitre

et al. 2018, Salverda 2018).

This is where employment quality comes into play. Because non-standard forms of
employment are associated to lower earnings, how they integrate within the wider
household labour supply is crucial, because a non-standard worker is likely to need more
sources of income supplements to his own wage to avoid being poor (Horemans 2018).
The OECD (2015) shows that households whose only source of labour income is from

non-standard employment have much greater poverty risks than households where
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standard employment is found, poverty risks that are in fact more akin to those of

workless households.

The “couple careers” theoretical perspective emphasises the likelihood of homogamous
employment outcomes in couples. If this stems from homogamous formations of couples
in terms of their employability, and from couples’ desire for status similarity, it is possible
that the argument could extend from raw employment status to the quality of employment,
with advantaged couples capturing standard employment, and disadvantaged couples
capturing non-standard employment, in a policy context in which taking-up low-paid

work is encouraged and labour markets become more flexible.

This would be especially salient in the context of rising non-standard work: the scarce
resource no longer is employment but standard employment, for which the couple could
become a medium to acquire it. Westhoff (2024) emphasises how non-standard forms of
employment may accumulate in couples as labour market dualize, particularly with
regards to temporary employment, which has been growing recently, an argument
echoing Horemans (2018) and Fritsch and Verwiebe (2018), who, in the case of Germany,
show that dual-earning is no longer necessarily a buffer against poverty if both earners

are in precarious, non-standard forms of work.

So, the household is a crucial context to analyse the type and quality of employment held
by individuals and how it may complete the type and quality of employment held by other
members of the household. The rise of non-standard employment means that the
dichotomy between employment and non-employment is outdated, and may reshape
couple employment patterns such that non-standard employment may no longer be only

used as a complement to a standard job in couples, but may possibly be the sole source
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of labour income in some of them. The rise of temporary employment as a share of all
jobs and of non-standard jobs in particular is crucial in that regard, as it is less likely to
be “voluntarily” taken-up by couples as a complement to a permanent job (contrarily to a
full-time/part-time divide in couples) and more likely to foster labour market dualization
(Westhoff 2024). In any case, the relevant cleavage may increasingly be between couples
with standard employment and others without (OECD 2015), and this is another
dimension in which integrating the study of polarisation and of non-standard employment
would be crucial. This thesis aims to look at all the different ways in which non-standard
employment could be used in couples: as a complement to a standard job, or as the sole

source of labour income in a couple.

4.3. Polarisation and polarisation

A reader familiar with the economic literature may have expected “polarisation” to refer
to a different phenomenon to the one described here, instead describing the process
according to which an economy destroys middle-pay, medium-skilled occupations, and
whereby job growth increasingly concentrates simultaneously in the upper tail of the

occupational ladder/wage distribution and in the lower tail (Goos and Manning 2007).

This phenomenon, attributed to the higher proportion of routine, automatable tasks in
these middling occupations, has been extensively documented in the case of the US labour
market and in Europe (Autor et al. 2009, Goos and Manning 2007, Goos et al. 2009).
Although there has been some debate, with proponents of skill-biased technological
change arguing instead for inequality being primarily driven by a rise in upper-end
occupations (Katz and Autor 1999, Goos and Manning 2007), the idea is generally

widespread and accepted.
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To my knowledge, no study has ever aimed at linking both forms of polarisation - the
household employment polarisation constituting the focus of this thesis, and the job
structure/wage polarisation. The former concentrates on the household level, while the

latter tends to focus either on aggregate occupations, or on the individual level.

The focus on household employment polarisation in this thesis stems from the focal point
being the rise of female employment, and how it has affected household-level
employment patterns, linking gender inequality in employment access, and social
inequality in the distribution of such employment. To refine these considerations, I take
the almost unprecedented step in the literature to redefine this household employment
polarisation in terms of employment quality, because, if one is to study the evolution of
household employment patterns in light of rising female employment, one cannot abstract

from issues of employment quality, particularly related to part-time work.

Therefore, there are two distinct phenomena referred to as “polarisation” in the literature.
But the fact that the one I study in this thesis, employment polarisation across households,
can be refined, as I do throughout, to incorporate employment quality, suggests that there
is potential to integrate the polarisation I study, to wage/occupational polarisation studied
in a different strand of the literature. I do not attempt to do so in this thesis, mainly for
data reasons: I chose the best possible data source to study European-level evolutions in
couple employment patterns over as long a period of time as possible (the EU-LFS, as
described in Chapter 8), but the trade-off is that these data do not include good quality
earnings variables. The aims of linking both polarisation phenomena, though, is a clear

path for future research, a point I come back to in the concluding chapter.
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So far, the discussion in Chapters 3 and 4 has centred around a general argument, without
distinguishing between different country contexts. But couple employment patterns may
be affected by national and institutional contexts, and vary accordingly, which is what the

next chapter turns to.
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5. Couple employment patterns in the country and policy
contexts

When discussing policies that affect couple employment patterns, this section primarily
reviews policies that are linked to female employment. Of course, one could argue that
couple employment patterns would also be shaped by policies affecting male
employment. But this thesis analyses couple employment patterns, and their evolution
over time, from the initial empirical premise (and theoretical, if one thinks of the
Beckerian framework) that the male would be the breadwinner. There is also a lot less
variation across countries in male employment rates, which tend to be high everywhere

(see Chapter 9).

This is not to say that male employment is not affected by policy, but to say that the
transitions tend to happen involuntarily, for instance when men lose full-time
employment and become unemployed (Blossfeld and Drobnic 2001, Blundell et al. 2007).
Given the still important cross-country variations in female employment rates, the still
real employment rate gap between men and women, the fact that women face many more
choices, constraints, and potential transitions from one labour market state to another
during the course of their career, and the fact that women working has for a long time not
been the norm, this section predominantly focuses on policies that may explain why
women work, or not. The discussion touches upon factors more related to male
employment when discussing policy determinants of dual-worklessness and segmented

labour markets, towards the end.
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5.1. Welfare-states and familialism

Esping-Andersen (1990) famously proposed a typology of European welfare-states, based
on how much they enable “decommodification” (i.e., enable people to maintain a living
outside the paid labour market), “stratification” (i.e., the degree to which the welfare-state
maintains, increases or reduces social inequality), and on the public-private-family mix

in the provision of welfare.

Along these three dimensions, he identified conceptually three ideal-types of welfare-
states, which he then matched empirically to real-world countries. The liberal welfare-
states rely comparatively more on the market to provide welfare, which will tend to yield
income inequality. Typical cases include the UK, Ireland, and, outside Europe, the USA.
The conservative welfare-states follow a social insurance model that can protect people
against fluctuations in the market, but tends to reproduce social standings in entitlements
to social protection. Typical cases include Germany or France. The social-democratic
welfare-state goes the furthest in terms of redistribution and enabling people to maintain
a living outside the market while reducing inequality. Typical cases include Sweden or

Denmark.

There have been many refinements in the subsequent literature, such as the addition of
the Mediterranean welfare-state, or of post-Communist welfare-states (Arts and Gelissen
2002). This literature has also contested the classification of a given country in a given

welfare-state ideal type, as many cases are less clear-cut than initially assumed (ibid).

A prominent critique for our purposes came from feminist perspectives, which
emphasised the gender-blindness of Esping-Andersen’s approach and classification, in

terms of gender equality and outcomes such as the gender pay gap, access to employment
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for women, or division of tasks in heterosexual couples (Lewis 1992, Orloff 1996,
Sainsbury 1999). The critiques emphasised the male perspective underpinning the
implicit ideals Esping-Andersen aspired to, such as decommodification, as they
highlighted that for women, emancipation may precisely reside in the ability to enter
gainful employment and reach some degree of financial autonomy (ibid). In the context
of the motherhood gap, with women dropping out of the labour force upon giving birth
and the lower employment rates for mothers than for childless women and men

(Grimshaw and Rubery 2015), this ability to gain autonomy via work is further reduced.

These shortcomings have led to a flourishing strand of research attempting to be more
gender sensitive, and a key dimension studied in that regard was the impact of certain
policies on the division of tasks within households, couples in particular. The organisation
of care services, for the children and the elderly, emerged as a crucial dimension, more
precisely the extent to which the state relieves the family (and within the family, most
often, the female partner) from the care work, or to the contrary, encourages care work to
take place within the family. The tension between earning and caring is central in this

literature (Gornick and Meyers 2003, Ferragina 2017).

Antonnen and Sipild (1996), analysing social care services in Europe, identify two
distinctly opposite models: public care services in the Scandinavian model, versus family-
based care in the Mediterranean model. They argue that the models have very different
implications for partnered women and mothers’ gainful employment opportunities, and
that these opportunities would be greater in the Scandinavian model, spurring further

research on the topic (Korpi 2000, Bettio and Plantenga 2004).
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Sarceno and Keck (2010) attempt to locate countries on two dimensions: the extent to
which financial support, legal provision, leaves and services from the state help relieve
the family from the care of children, and from the care of the elderly, or to the contrary,
encourages this care provision to take place within the family. They identify three ideal
types — de-familialism (countries actively relieving families from care duties), supported
familialism (countries actively encouraging care to take place within the family) and
familialism by default (there are neither publicly provided alternatives to, nor financial
support for, family care). Empirically, coherent groupings of countries do not really
emerge, as their constellation of policy instruments are often complex and contradictory

from one dimension to the other.

So, this literature identifies a few clear-cut approaches to care, in particular the polar
opposition on paper between the Scandinavian model and the Mediterranean models, but
many countries are hard to classify. Nevertheless, the public provision of quality care

services appears as a crucial determinant in enabling female (full-time) employment.

In that regard, there is comprehensive evidence, aside from the literature attempting to
identify country clusters, that women’s labour supply is facilitated by childcare spending
or subsidies, appropriately designed parental leave, but discouraged by generous child
benefits (Jaumotte 2003, Genre et al. 2005, Cipollone et al. 2012). Such policies are
particularly crucial in light of the “family wage gap”, i.e., the lower earnings of mothers
compared to childless women (Harkness and Waldfogel 2003). The importance of
childcare is such that the EU has established official childcare spending targets to be met

by the member-states (European Council 2002).
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This new focus on female employment does not stem only from a desire for more gender
equality for its intrinsic benefits. Since the turn of the millennium in Europe there has
been increasing talk of a “social investment” welfare-state, a supposedly new form of
welfare-state fit for the XXst century (Hemerijck 2015, 2017, Taylor-Gooby REF). The
main feature of social-investment welfare-states would be a switch from “passive”
income-maintenance spending (such as unemployment benefits) to “active” spending
(such as active labour market policy training jobseekers), equipping the population with
the level of skills needed in the international competition of the knowledge-based
economy, while enabling a greater flexibility of the workforce than in old welfare-states

(ibid).

The distinction between these forms of spending has been questioned (Nolan 2013), and
some view social investment as a form of neo-liberalism in disguise (Laruffa 2018).
Nonetheless, a common theme that emerges across the social investment literature,
whether critical or embracing it, is the idea that modern welfare-states would need to rely
on high employment rates to finance social programmes, and that the employment
participation of under-represented groups on the labour market, like women, would be

key in this perspective (Esping-Andersen 2002, Sarceno 2015).

This fits with policymakers’ clearly stated aim of increasing employment rates in Europe
(European Council 2000), and a general endeavour to make labour market more flexibles
(Barbieri 2009), and increase women’s involvement in paid market work — even if only
part-time (Saraceno 2015). Non-standard employment can be seen as providing a stock
of “cheap labour”, crucial to the economy (King and Rueda 2008). It can be seen as part
of the general trend of labour market reforms of the past decades in Europe. I already

exposed in chapter 1 the compelling evidence form Boeri and van Ours (2013) showing
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the movement of European countries towards labour market flexibilization reforms, and
I come back to this move towards labour market flexibilization in section 5.3 when

looking at the links between dual-worklessness and labour market policy.

Overall, the literature emphasises distinct types of welfare-states, spurring research into
refined distinct models of familialism, with differences across countries in how much
partnered women, and especially mothers, are encouraged to work. The recent evolution
of the discourse around social investment and increasing employment opportunities,
especially for women, to some extent cuts across these welfare-state types, and may erase,
to some degree, differences between them, not least because it has been actively promoted
at supranational level by the EU. It may also mean that the differences across welfare-
states may not be as clear-cut as those in which women do all the unpaid work and the
male does all the labour market work, and those in which both partners work full-time,
but may rather reflect nuances in how much non-standard-employment has been

embraced in a given country as a job creation strategy.

The discussion of welfare-states remains general as, by essence, such literature aims to
capture a coherent constellation of policies, rather than focusing on one in particular. We
now turn to discussing policy determinants of female employment at a more fine-grained
level, focusing primarily on labour market policy, as the discussion of the role of childcare

and family policy has already been tackled in the present sub-section.
5.2. Labour market policy determinants of female employment

As seen in Chapter 1, the rise in female employment is tightly linked with European
economies becoming dominated by the service sector, which itself is tightly linked with

more non-standard employment. The gender segregation of employment across sectors
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and occupations is a complex phenomenon, with different explanations, such as the
different human capital investments and skills developed by men and women, employer
discrimination, and men’s ability to use their insider position to keep preferential access

to what they perceive to be “male jobs” (Fagan et al. 1999).

Women’s employment is also tightly linked to public sector jobs, which have been a key
contributor to the growth in female employment in the post-war decades (ibid). Women’s
public sector employment is, for instance, central to the high overall female employment
rate in Nordic countries (Datta Gupta et al 2008, Korpi et al. 2013). But more generally,
the share of women in public employment was above 60% in OECD-EU countries

(OECD 2019).

Public sector jobs are often seen as more flexible and inducing a better work-life balance,
perhaps as part of a package aimed at compensating lower wages than in the private
sector, and therefore as more compatible with family life (Datta Gupta et al. 2008
Lanfranchi and Narcy 2015). They may also be associated to easier transitions to and
from maternal leaves, leading to lesser income losses around that time than in the private

sector (Nielsen et al. 2004).

There are many labour market policies that are not necessarily explicitly gendered but
have gendered implications. These gendered implications can be understood in an insider-
outsider theoretical perspective. The insider-outsider framework essentially argues that
labour markets are not perfectly competitive, but segmented: insiders occupy the
permanent, full-time, stable jobs, and outsiders are on the fringe of the labour market,
either jobless or in precarious and unstable employment (Rueda 2005, 2006, Biegert

2017a, 2017b).
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Insiders are in a powerful bargaining position because the replacement of workers implies
transaction costs for employers: insiders can use this asymmetry to raise their wages
above what a purely competitive market would yield. Existing unemployment therefore
does not push wages downward and outsiders remain on their segment (ibid). In that
perspective, women, because of their traditionally lower labour market attachment, linked
in large part to the disproportionate household work they do, are outsiders, on average
(Genre et al. 2005, Dieckhoff et al. 2015, Biegert 2017a, 2017b), and will therefore be

disadvantaged by policies that disadvantage outsiders and favour insiders.

Typical insider-favouring labour market structures and policies include more union
density and strict Employment Protection Laws. Unions are traditionally described as
defending the interests of the core, insider, often male, workforce (ibid). Employment
Protection Laws can be seen as making the labour market less fluid and preventing the
turnover of insiders, and therefore, the entry of outsiders, who miss-out on employment

opportunities (ibid).

Generous unemployment benefits are also seen as favouring insiders, because the
eligibility criteria often require to be an insider (i.e., to have had stable employment), and
the presence of these benefits increase the outside options of potential insider recipients,
and therefore their bargaining power (ibid, Nelson and Stephens 2008). On the other hand,
policies that discriminate less between insiders and outsiders, such as active labour
market policies, typically raising the employability of outsiders, would be expected to

favour women’s entrance in the labour market (Rueda 2006, Vlandas 2013).

In addition, the insider-outsider perspective can also be relevant to understand the

perspective of disadvantaged (in terms of labour market resources) men. For instance, we
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saw in chapter 1 that while part-time employment was extremely gendered, the gender
gap in Europe in terms of temporary employment rates is much smaller. The way that
being stuck on the outsider segment for men tends to materialise is as involuntary
unemployment and temporary jobs. Labour market policies that affect insider and

outsiders are also relevant in this context, in a couple perspective.

It is also important to not interpret this section as an outright plea for labour market
flexibilization. As Boeri and van Ours eloquently show (2013), labour market institutions,
despite their seemingly market inhibiting features, exist for a reason, and need to be
assessed holistically in terms of how they interact with each other, and in terms of their
effects in different areas. As often, there are nuances and various views in the debate,
both conceptually and empirically, about all these labour market policies, including on
their effect on women. There is simply no scope to review them all here, and this sub-
section just focused on a particularly prominent framework, which constitutes a

benchmark to assess the effects of policies.

Finally, a strong potential determinant of partnered women entering employment relates
to the taxation of labour income, in particular, to whether partners in a couple are taxed
jointly or separately (Gustafsson and Bruyn-Hundt 1991, Sainsbury 1999, Dingeldey
Smith et al. 2003). The design of the taxation system affects the effective marginal tax-
rate that a non-working partner would face, in a single-earning couple, if they were to

join employment.

This marginal tax-rate is high in a joint taxation system because it is affected by the level

of partner’s earnings, and effectively is based on the “last-euro” of partner’s earnings.
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Therefore, taxing partners separately has been argued to be positive for partnered women

joining employment (ibid).

Most of the policy determinants described until now have been based on the implicit idea
that the norm in couple employment was initially the male-single-earner couple and
explored the conditions under which the couple could be made dual-earning. But the
literature has also extensively the other end of the scale, dual-worklessness, which is what

we now turn to.
5.3. Dual-worklessness, labour market and unemployment benefits

Chapter 3 reviewed the reasons why, at the micro-level, a couple may stay dual-workless.
Here, I discuss the most common policy determinants mentioned in the literature. As far
as each individual partner is concerned, the previous subsection, when discussing relevant
labour market policies in an insider-outsider context and detrimental to outsiders, covered

many relevant dimensions that will not be repeated here.

This subsection focuses, instead, on dimensions of mainstream labour market policies
that have specific effects on couples. The most discussed policy is the design of the
unemployment benefit system, with two parameters put forward (but often discussed
separately): the generosity of unemployment benefits, and the degree to which they are

household-means-tested.

Standard search theory has been the benchmark to analyse the effect of unemployment
benefits on the probability of exiting worklessness for individuals. The replacement rate
and the potential duration of benefit entitlement are the two key parameters in these

models (Lalive et al. 2006, Tatsiramos, van Ours 2012). The replacement rate is the ratio
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of previous net income that unemployment benefits replace (Adam et al. 2006), while

benefit duration indicates how long a claimant can receive benefits for.

With regards to the former, decreasing the level of income replacement that out-of-work
benefits offer, in a framework in which unemployed people optimise their behaviour by
balancing the marginal costs and benefits of job search, decreases the value of being
unemployed and the reservation wage of unemployed people, and therefore increases

their job search effort and job finding rate (ibid).

However, some perspectives argue against seeing unemployment benefits purely as an
income maintenance device, in isolation from the wider economic ecosystem of a country.
The “Varieties of Capitalism” (VOC) literature (Hall and Soskice 2001) emphasises that
generous unemployment benefits give workers the security to invest in niche, specialised
technical skills (Estevez-Abe et al. 2001). Without such generous unemployment
benefits, the risks for workers are too high — specialised skills would hinder their chances
of finding re-employment quickly, and they would instead invest in more portable skills.
This could explain why some very successful economies (Germany, Switzerland, Austria

for instance) also have had comparatively generous unemployment benefits.

The broader point is that, in the VOC perspective, unemployment benefits form part of a
wider economic system that fosters employment decisions and outcomes for individuals
and households that cannot just be analysed under the prism of “more generous means
people work less”. It does not say that this analysis is necessarily wrong — but it also
emphasises that unemployment benefits have effects on employment levels and

participation that go beyond the behaviour of unemployed people specifically.
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What about the couple level? For couples, unemployment benefits can be conceptualised
as crowding-out the couple as a source of insurance to an employment shock (Attanasio
et al. 2005): while the partner of a jobless worker could be expected to increase their
labour supply to compensate under the added-worker effect, generous unemployment
benefits reduce the need to do so (Cullen and Gruber 2000). Decreasing the generosity of
unemployment benefits, whether in terms of replacement rates or benefit duration, in this
perspective, would reinstate the couple in its role of buffer against employment shock,

and would therefore decrease the probability of dual-worklessness.

In a VOC perspective, generous unemployment benefits may mean that couples invest in
skills that may be niche but make them employable in a given occupation, reducing dual-
worklessness structurally. But if an exogenous shock happens, affecting the occupation

of the couple, it could mean both lose their jobs, and they may struggle to find a new one.

The degree of household-means-testing is another dimension of unemployment benefits
that is particularly relevant for couples. It has been put forward by people seeking to
explain, in the UK context, why women living with unemployed men had a much lower
employment rate than women living with employed men — or conversely, why women
living with unemployed men were disproportionately likely to be jobless themselves
(Cooke 1987, Dex et al. 1995, Bingley and Walker 2001). Indeed, unemployment benefit
rules can have different consequences once the household context is taken into account

(Atkinson and Micklewright 1991, Chan et al. 2023).

To understand why, two useful concepts are the participation tax rate (PTR) and the
Effective Marginal Tax Rate (EMTR) (Adam et al. 2006). The PTR is measured by 1 —

{(net income in work — net income out of work) / gross earnings, i.e., one minus the
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financial gain to working as a proportion of gross earnings - the proportion of gross
earnings taken in tax or reduced benefits (ibid). The EMTR measures how much of a
small change in earnings is lost to direct tax payments and foregone state benefit and tax
credit entitlements, i.e., for one extra pound of gross earnings, it looks at how much is

effectively kept given reductions in benefits and increases in tax liabilities (ibid).

The PTR is a useful measure of whether to work at all, while the EMTR looks more at
how much to work: whether it is worth for someone to try and marginally increase their
earnings. In both cases, the higher the rate, the lower the work incentive because the less

hours worked actually contribute to increasing net earnings (ibid).

Strictly means-tested benefits at the household level act as a work disincentive on both
fronts, because one partner taking-up a job correspondingly decreases the unemployment
benefit if the household. An unemployed claimant is only eligible to a household-means-
tested benefit if the household falls below a legally set threshold of resources. The
claimant’s benefit is equal to the difference between household resources and the legal

threshold.

Let us assume a dual-workless couple whose only source of revenue is a 1000 pounds net
unemployment benefit claimed by the formerly employed husband, and that any other
source of income would decrease this sum pound for pound. If the female partner was to
take a job paying £1700 gross and £1200 net, it would be met with a corresponding
decrease of £1000 in the benefit. The participation tax-rate would be 1 — {(net income in
work — net income out of work) / gross earnings), i.e. (1 — {(1200 — 1000) / 1700) = 0.88,
an extremely high rate that could be very discouraging in terms of entering the labour

market.
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For the range of earnings between 0 and 1000, the EMTR is effectively 100%, as each
extra pound gained by working is met with a corresponding decrease in benefits. Let us
assume that the female partner is compelled, due to a conditionality rule in the benefits,
to look for work, and finds a marginal part-time job paying £400. The incentives to try

and progress to a better paying job are very limited for a certain range of earnings.

In practice, unemployment benefits often rely on earnings disregards, such that not all
partner earnings are taken into account to adjust the benefit correspondingly — but these
are limited, and in general, means-tested systems can generate strong work disincentives,

in workless couples and beyond (Atkinson and Micklewright 1991, Adam et al. 2006).

As we can see, the disincentives to accept a job when the partner is eligible to
unemployment benefits is especially strong if the job on offer is low-paid, and likely to
entirely or substantially be met with a corresponding decrease in benefits (Boeri and van
Ours 2013). The fact that social risks, like joblessness, are concentrated among specific,
precarious social groups (Hauserman et al 2016, Eichhorst and Marx 2012), and that
individual-level characteristics of each partner are likely to be correlated, increases this
risk. If dual-workless couples are couples with low labour market attachment in the first

place, the means-tested disincentive may apply very strongly.

Note that means-testing and generosity are not independent dimensions: often, in OECD
countries, less generous benefits are more targeted and comes with more means-test
(MISSOC database 2023). Therefore, when it comes to couple employment, we may see
a trade-off, and contradictory incentives stemming, on the one hand, from the lower

generosity, and on the other hand, from the extra means-testing.

93



This especially salient in two regards: understanding cross-country differences, but also,
above and beyond these differences, the common trend towards activation, employment
as the overarching aim of policies, and reforms of benefits geared towards this very

objective (Barbieri 2009, Eichhorst et al. 2008, Taylor-Gooby 2008).

In Europe the generosity of unemployment benefits varies drastically across countries.
Across the OECD, for a newly unemployed claimant formerly earning the average wage
and whose partner is workless (no children), replacement rates vary from 26% in the UK
to 90% in Luxembourg or 80% in Denmark (and from 57% to 90% if housing benefit,
traditionally generous in the UK, is included) (OECD 2024). Similarly, my analysis of
MISSOC (MISSOC 2023) information on tax-benefit systems in the EU matches with
insights from Gough et al. (1997): the UK and Ireland tend to offer benefits that heavily
rely on a strong household means-test, but other places such as Denmark or Sweden offer

benefits that are assessed on a much more individual basis.

From a welfare-regime perspective, one could contrast the Liberal countries, with limited
generosity and a strong targeting of benefits implying strict means-testing, to the Nordic
countries, with more encompassing, universal and generous benefits. Conservative and
Mediterranean countries tend to rely on insurance-like benefits in which one’s entitlement
is proportional to one’s previous contributions, but the generosity and coverage is more
limited than in Nordic countries, and people who did not contribute enough to be eligible
to benefits will have to rely on a strictly means-tested, low generosity social assistance
system (Esping-Andersen 1990, Arts and Gelissen 2002). Post-Communist countries
have often developed business-friendly social policies as capitalism developed, reducing

the generosity of unemployment benefits (Hallerdd et al. 2015), although they are a big
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and heterogenous group with varying policies, as my own analysis of the MISSOC

database confirms (MISSOC 2023).

While these distinctions hold broadly speaking, there can be important heterogeneity
within a given cluster of welfare-states. Moreover, all countries, regardless of welfare-
state type, have been moving, albeit to different degrees and with different starting points,
towards policies aimed at increasing employment rates and labour market participation
(European Council 2000, Seikel and Spannagel 2018). This uniformization is partly
resulting from common pressures and trends (global competition for products and goods,
deindustrialization, rise of the service sector, economic crisis of 2008 and subsequent
austerity), and partly (and relatedly) from EU-agenda-setting, with the promotion of
higher employment rates as the overarching policy objective (Nolan and Marx 2014,

Horemans 2018, Seikel and Spannagel 2018).

It fits into a view of the welfare-state and social policy as “enabling”, in the social
investment perspective already discussed in section 5.2. The key labour market approach
in this paradigm is “activation”, i.e., activating the jobless and the workforce to achieve
higher employment rates via policies that shift the focus away from passive income
maintenance, towards active labour market policies (training, job counselling), stricter
conditionality in benefit receipt, benefits designed with work incentives in mind, and
other potential job creation measures (tax-breaks to start own firms, public employment

creation etc.) (Taylor-Gooby 2008, Vlandas 2013, Clasen et al. 2016).

This is part of the same phenomenon, described in Chapter 4, that led to the rise of non-
standard employment, in a move, already described in Chapter 2, towards more flexible

labour markets across Europe. This also tends to mean more reliance on assistance,
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means-tested benefits, as Gough et al. (1997) had already identified in the 1990s, and as
confirmed by Taylor-Gooby (2008), and on less generous unemployment benefits over
time, as I have already shown in Chapter 2. The clearest, sharpest example of such a
transformation may be the Hartz reforms in Germany (Fritsch and Verwiebe 2018), which

the final empirical chapter of this thesis studies.

Most of the literature on dual-worklessness is concerned with unemployment benefits,
their generosity and degree of means-testing. But the general switch to activation could
matter in other respect. Making it harder to claim unemployment benefits by tightening
the eligibility criteria, and monitoring the behaviour of unemployed claimants more
closely by, for instance, imposing job-search requirements, are part of the activation

toolkit (Seikel and Spannagel 2018).

If the requirements of active labour market policy, or the conditionality attached to
receiving unemployment benefits, is extended from the benefit recipient to, say, their
inactive partner in the case of a dual-workless couple, this may foster quicker exits from
dual-worklessness, but also potentially fewer couples actually claiming benefits in the
first place (Chan et al. 2023). Further, in the theoretical perspective that emphasises the
importance of having an employed partner in one’s employment propensity, as the partner
can provide networks, information, a connection to the labour market helping the other
out, active labour market policies, which can maintain this connection to the labour
market via work placements and human capital maintenance or development, may be

especially important for dual-workless couples.

Note that there are potential complementarities in the different policies related to the

activation turn. For instance, the design of unemployment benefits may affect the type of
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job taken-up after dual-worklessness. With regards to the traditional job-search models,
emphasising the potential disincentives of more generous unemployment benefits, two

conflicting hypotheses emerge.

As unemployment benefits decrease, so do the reservation wages. Lower quality work,
such as some forms of non-standard employment, despite the social disadvantages and
lower earnings, could become more attractive when the generosity of unemployment
benefits decreases. On the other hand, if less generous unemployment benefits mean
people stay jobless for a shorter amount of time, it could also mean that their skills do not
depreciate as much as they would have otherwise and that they are able to find better jobs,
fostering exits, for instance, to standard jobs instead of non-standard ones (Cottier et al.

2020).

Further, while not formally classed as an activation policy, the general turn towards the
social investment state has generally corresponded to the advent of in-work benefits
(Nolan and Marx 2014). Typically, these are benefits given to low-earning households to
supplement their income, and thereby encourage them to work, by making work clearly
more attractive than welfare payments. The most famous examples were/are the Working
Tax Credit (WTC) in the United Kingdom and the Earned Income Credit (EITC) in the
United States (ibid). To come back to our PTR and EMTR, these programs clearly aim to
reduce the PTR and make employment worth it financially. But, at a certain stage, as they
are phased-out beyond a certain level of earnings, they may increase the EMTR for a
certain range of earnings, potentially constituting a low-paid employment trap. For our
purposes, this matters because countries that adopt such system may be successful at
reducing dual-worklessness rates, but whether these formerly dual-workless couples

manage to make into good quality, well-paid employment is another question: in this
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scenario, the high EMTR beyond a certain earning level may push them into working
fewer hours, and therefore in non-standard employment. This further vindicates the need
to study evolutions in couple employment participation, and in particular whether the
relevant cleavage is still dual-earning versus dual-workless, or if it could be more framed

into the quality of employment.

Finally, a relevant dimension concerns early retirement provisions in unemployment
benefits. When it comes to retirement, couples could make joint decisions, in order to
retire at the same time and enjoy common leisure time (Blau 1997, Blau and Riphahn,
1999). Therefore, early retirement provisions could explain dual-worklessness amongst
couples, of working age but close to retirement age. This could have been especially
pronounced in times like the 1980s or 1990s, where European countries, faced with rising
structural unemployment, tried to reduce it artificially and reduce youth unemployment
by incentivising the older workers to leave the labour market (Clasen et al. 2006, Hubl

2016).

But the general switch to activation has very much been a switch towards ending early
retirement provisions and activating older workers (Biegert 2011, Amable and Frangon
2014, Hubl 2016). A similar story holds regarding disability benefits. The 1980s and
1990s saw the rise of disability benefit recipients, sometimes dubbed as “hidden
unemployment” (Biegert 2011, Clasen et al. 2016). This is particularly documented in the
context of the UK, where deindustrialisation led to job losses in specific regions and
economically depressed areas, which, combined with the stringency of unemployment
related benefits, led displaced workers to claim disability benefits instead of
unemployment benefits (as they were seen as more generous and subject to less

conditionality) contributing to employment polarisation across couples (Berthoud 2007).
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This may be a factor to keep in mind when analysing the evolutions of polarisation in

Europe.
5.4. Summary: policy, polarisation and non-standard employment

The policy context matters for couple employment participation. Policies that encourage
women to enter the labour market may foster more dual-earning, and a more definite
move away from the male-single-earning model. At the same time, if they are not
accompanied by policies that tackle dual-worklessness, they may foster polarisation of
societies between dual-earning and dual-workless couples, as those women able to enter
employment may be those with the highest ability to do so. In addition, there is a
difference between “encouraging female employment” and “encouraging female standard
employment”. If the revolution of welfare-states with regards to female employment is
“incomplete” (Esping-Andersen 2009), it means that nuances with regard to the type of
work performed by men and women may subsist and may be affected by the policy
context. The rise of the social investment rhetoric, while gender conscious and promoting
female employment, remains ambiguous at best when it comes to the division of tasks
within couples and gender equality in the type of employment performed by partnered

men and women (Saraceno 2015).

This rhetoric, more generally, by emphasising the importance of employment, promotes
policies that affect couple employment participation, be it in the general rise of non-
standard employment, or in the reforms brought to unemployment benefit systems, in a
way that may cut across original welfare-state differences, given its active promotion at

EU level. There is, overall, a clear need to understand not just how polarisation and non-
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standard employment relate to each other, but how their relationship may vary across

different country contexts.
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6. Past empirical research

This chapter reviews the empirical evidence regarding the key themes discussed in
chapters 3-5, in the European context: polarisation, non-standard-employment, and the
policy context. These empirical results should all be understood in light of the main,
overarching one: European countries have, generally, moved away from male-single-
earning. Dual-earning, broadly speaking and without distinguishing between standard and
non-standard-employment, is now the main form of couple employment participation in

Europe (Crompton 1999, Lewis et al. 2008).
6.1. Couple resources and polarisation
6.1.1. The rise in polarisation

Empirically over the past forty years, in the context of rising female education, partners
in European couples and other developed economies have tended to increasingly share
similar levels of education, social class, or income (Bernardi 1999, Cancian and Reed
1998, Blossfeld and Drobnic 2001, Verbakel and de Graaf 2009, Bredemeier and Juessen
2013). As a result of these labour market resources accumulating in couples, there is a
very well documented correlation between partners’ employment statuses in Europe,
while women’s earnings are an increasingly important component of family income

(Harkness et al. 1997).

As early as 1988, Sexton, studying all the countries of the then European Community,
finds that the employment rate of wives falls if the husband is short-term unemployed,
and even more so if he is long-term unemployed. Ultee et al. (1988) find similar

employment and unemployment homogamy in the cases of Australia, Canada, the
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Netherlands and the USA. Non-employment homogamy is also found in the Netherlands
(Henkens et al. 1993), Sweden (Nordenmark 1999), and Norway (Halvorsen 1999).
England et al. (2012), studying 17 OECD countries, find that women whose husbands are

unemployed, or have near-zero earnings, tend to not be employed themselves.

The UK is the most studied European country on the topic, and one in which the
employment gap between women whose male partner is jobless and women whose male
partner is employed has been consistently established (Cooke 1987, Davies et al 1992,
Bingley and Walker 2001) and found to be comparatively large when evaluated against
other countries (Dex et al 1995) — although Harkness and Evans (2011) find more
resilience of employed British women whose male partners lost their job following the
2008 crisis, compared to 1991 recession, an insight that the empirical work in Chapter 9

explores more.

The fact that women living with jobless male partners are less likely to be employed than
women living with employed men, is also coherent with the fact that the evidence
surrounding the added-worker effect tends to be mixed at best in Europe. Results vary
from near absence of added-worker effect, to added-worker effect present in certain
countries and not in others (Gianelli and Micklewright 1995, McGinnity 2002, Prieto-

Rodriguez and Rodriguez-Gutierrez 2003, Bredtmann et al. 2014).

More generally, the findings regarding homogamy in employment and non-employment
outcomes, laid the ground for the study of polarisation pioneered by Gregg and
Wadsworth and the indicator they develop to specifically capture it (2001, 2008). They

study all household types, hence why this constitutes a slightly different strand of
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literature from the research on homogamous couple outcomes — but the two are

nonetheless very close, as couples remain the main form of household in Europe.

The move towards society characterised by “positive polarisation”, as defined in Chapter
4 - which for intuitive understanding will from now on be referred to as “rising
polarisation” in this thesis, to capture the phenomenon of societies increasingly polarising
between workless households and households where all adults are employed - has been
studied empirically confirmed by Gregg and Wadsworth (1996, 2001, 2008). They find
rising polarisation for all household types in a number of OECD countries between the

early 1980s and the mid-2000s.

More recently, Gregg et al. (2010) show that the rate of workless households increased in
the UK, Spain, Germany and Australia between 1977 and 2005 (though not in the USA).
At the same time, the number of households in which all working-age members work
increased strongly, in all these countries (USA included), over the same period. This

illustrates the idea that societies increasingly move towards two opposite poles.

Vandenbroucke and Corluy conduct a similar analysis for Western EU countries between
1995 and 2008 (Vandebroucke and Corluy 2013). They find an increasing polarisation
trend, with employment increasingly concentrating in certain couples and being absent
from others. They also show that this trend increased in Belgium specifically over the last
decades, and that household employment polarisation levels, when studied as a snapshot
point in time, are variable across European countries (Vandenborucke and Corluy 2015).
Berthoud’s long-run analysis of the UK (2007) also shows employment increasingly
polarising between what he calls “work-rich” (all adults employed) and “work-poor”

households (with no adult employed).
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So, non-employment increasingly clustered in certain households throughout the 1980s
and 1990s, as employment rates rose. Consistently with that, de Beer (2007), studying 15
EU countries since the early 1980s, finds that the increase in individual employment rates
over the period had limited effects on poverty and the household activity rate, because
most of the people joining employment did so in households were someone else was
already in employment — typically, housewives finding work with an employed husband.
Cantillon (2011) makes a very similar point: rising employment rates affected workless
households relatively little. In the UK, evidence suggests that a key driver of rising female
employment was rising maternal employment, and that mothers entering work between
1975 and 2015 were disproportionately likely to do so with a high-earning male partner

(Roantree and Vira 2018).

The rise in maternal employment, in general, is key, because historically being a mother
has been a key reason behind a woman not working (Grimshaw and Rubery 2015),
sustaining the male-single-earner model. There is suggestive evidence, in Europe and
developed economies, that highly educated mothers are more likely to be in work than
mothers with lower levels of education (Leibowitz, and Klerman 1995, Gutiérrez-
Domeénech 2005, Harkness 2016). If highly-educated women and mothers are
disproportionately likely to be fuelling female and maternal employment, with the rise in
homogamy suggesting that they will be partnered to highly educated men, this could be

a fuel behind polarisation.

Importantly, the polarisation research studying all forms of households find that rising
polarisation results primarily from an increasingly uneven distribution of work within a
given household type, especially couples, rather than because of a shift towards household

structures perhaps more prone to joblessness like single-headed households.
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More recently, Biegert and Ebbinghaus (2020) studied the impact of the 2008 crisis on
the distribution of employment across households, with data for 30 European countries
between 2007 and 2014. They find that the countries hardest hit by the crisis saw
household joblessness increase most dramatically, and that the dominant overall trend
was a rise in polarisation, but that how household non-employment levels reacted to the
economic shock was very variable across countries. They conclude that short-term
economic shocks can induce more polarisation of employment across households, with

no clear-welfare-state pattern explaining how this may unfold.

6.1.2. Recent evolutions in couple employment patterns

This subsection is important, because no empirical evidence on polarisation covers the
period going from the 1980s to today. The long-run studies are dated, and the studies from
more recent years tend to be more medium or short-term focused. But there are
conjunctural and structural empirical evolutions of the last two decades that are
noteworthy, because they may affect the evolution of polarisation, when put in a long-run
perspective, in a way that the current empirical literature on polarisation misses. Much of

this relates to the emergence of female-single-earning couples.

Esteve, Garcia-Roman and Permanyer (2012) document, in 56 countries, a rise of couples
in which the female is more educated than the male, a new phenomenon linked to women
generally becoming more educated than men over time (Gregory 2011). Klesment and
Van Bavel (2017) show that, in Europe, such couples are associated with a higher
likelihood that the female is the couple’s main earner. Aside from the higher

employability conferred by more education, this rising female education is tightly
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interlinked with the evolution of social and gender norms, towards more liberal attitudes

with regards to female employment (Charles 2011).

Female-single-earning could therefore constitute a new middle-ground between dual-
earning and dual-worklessness, halting polarisation. But recent research points-out the
potential precariousness of such couples. Female-single-earning may be related to weaker
labour market positions for men, particularly low-skilled men (Harkness and Evans
2011). There, women become the single-earner out of necessity, and are often penalised
by the disadvantages that women still suffer from on the labour market (Kowalewska and

Vitali 2021).

Kowalewska and Vitali (ibid) find that, in the mid-2010s in Europe, female-single-
earning couples earn less on average than male-single-earning couples. The same authors
(2023) find that men and women in female-single-earning couples in Europe are less
satisfied than those in male-single-earning and dual-earning couples, although this is
mostly true of the male partners in these female-single-earning couples. This corresponds
to Sanchez-Mira’s findings (2021) that males in female-single-earning couples see such
an arrangement as temporary, undesired, arrangement, that they would seek to change,
but that their female partners identify with a model in which they work, which could be

co-earning, but in any case, not them stopping work.

On a conjunctural level, the 2008 crisis, notorious for having hit male employment
disproportionately (Mattingly and Smith 2010), may have also played a role. Some papers
point to a recent increase in the rates of female-single-earning in countries worst-hit by
the crisis (Dotti Sani 2018, Sanchez-Mira and O’Reilly 2019), while Harkness and Evans

(2011), in the case of the UK, find a much stronger resilience of partnered female
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employment than during the 1991 recession. The crisis may have reinforced polarisation
in the short-term due to the economic shock and associated employment losses (Biegert
and Ebbinghaus 2020), but whether that constitutes a sustained increase or a short-term
fluctuation remains to be seen, as the crisis may in fact have led to reinforcing the role of

the female as a breadwinner in the couple.

Another limitation of the current polarisation literature is its focus on ILO-defined
employment. Polarisation looks at dual-earning versus dual-workless couples. The
distinction between standard and non-standard employment adds many distinctions
between these two poles.

6.2. What the polarisation literature ignores: non-standard employment

in couples

The empirical evidence in Europe confirms the importance of non-standard-employment
in couple employment arrangements in contemporary Europe. The prevalence of part-
time employment, at country level, has been found to be associated with a higher overall
female employment rate (Genre et al. 2005). Lewis, Campbell and Huerta (2008),
studying Western European countries in the mid-2000s, documented just how prevalent
the one-and-a-half-earning model is with regards to full-time and part-time employment,
with a majority of dual-earning couples arranged around this model in most places, or
predicted to soon follow this model. The Nordic countries were the only one that exhibited

dual-full-time-earning as the dominant couple type.

Hook (2015) finds very similar clusters of countries, although she adds that the
employment patterns of women within couples is also structured by class (which she

captures via education). For instance, countries that are divided between dual-full-time-
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earning and male breadwinning tend to also be divided along class lines, with highly
educated women much more likely to be in a dual-full-time-earning couple. The one-and-
a-half countries tend to separate into two clusters, one very defined by how much class
affects women’s employment patterns, the other where the influence of class is more

muted.

Sanchez-Mira and O’Reilly (2019) refine our understanding of the division of tasks in
couples, by adding more categories (such a distinguishing between different reasons for
female worklessness in male-single-earning couples) and expanding the scope to include
more countries. They show that central and eastern European countries tend to have very
high rates of dual-full-time work, and that some Nordic countries follow the one-and-a-
half model more than what previous research would suggest. They also discuss the impact
of the 2008 economic crisis, which has led to an increase in female-single-earning and
workless households in countries worst-hit by the crisis, a finding confirmed by Dotti

Sani (2018).

Inequality is also empirically, and relatedly, important in household tasks. There is
comprehensive empirical evidence, in different European countries, that childbirth is
associated to women transitioning away from full-time employment and that part-time
employment increasingly represents a way back into the labour market after childbirth
(Blossfeld and Drobnic 2001, Dex and McCulloch 2001, Paull 2008, Rodriguez Sanchez

etal. 2021).

Indeed, the motherhood gap is very much a fill-time gap: more than employment, what
really tends to be lower for mothers than for childless women is full-time employment,

which tends to fall upon giving birth (Harkness 2016). This is coherent with the
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widespread empirical evidence emphasising the role of public childcare provision in
increasing women’s employment participation (Jaumotte 2003, Daly and Ferragina

2018).

Men did increase their participation in household work over the years in OECD
economies, but most of the equalisation work has come from women reducing their
household work input — which remains nonetheless higher for them than for men (Esping-
Andersen et al. 2013). Importantly, there is consistent evidence showing that in couples,
women do not just perform more household work than men: they also perform more
household work than what their share of the paid labour market, or their earnings capacity,
would suggest (Blossfled and Drobnic 2001, Harkness 2003, Booth and Van Ours 2008,
2009, Esping-Andersen et al 2013). This contradicts the Beckerian perspective, according
to which there should a monotonic, linear relationship between the two (Booth and Van

Ours 2008, 2009).

The fact that European societies have had this co-movement, towards homogamy in
labour market resources and outcomes, and towards the gendered use of non-standard
employment in households and couples, may explain why, despite the evidence of rising
polarisation of employment, rising female employment is not found to increase household
income inequality — rather the reverse. While a few studies, often dated, find a de-
equalizing effect of rising female employment linked to rising social homogamy (Karoly
and Burtless 1995, Jenkins 1995, Esping-Andersen 2007), the recent consensus is that
women’s employment has an equalising effect, as women’s earnings tend to be less
unequal than men’s (Cancian et al. 1992, Harkness et al. 1997, Cancian and Reed 1998,
Harkness 2010, Gregory 2011). Women may contribute to equalising the distribution of

income across couples through being stuck in lower-paid segments of the labour market,
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linked for instance to non-standard employment, with less wage dispersion across

working partnered women.

Moreover, while the vast majority of the literature studying non-standard employment in
the couple context focuses on its role as a complement to a standard (male) job, the OECD
(2015) shows potential risks associated to non-standard-employment when it is the only
source of labour income in a household, rather than a complement to a standard job.
Households solely relying on non-standard-employment have much higher risks of
poverty than households in which standard employment is found, risks of poverty that are
more akin to those faced by dual-workless households. Horemans et al. (2016) make a
similar point: the in-work poverty risks associated to part-time work increased following
the 2008 economic crisis, especially amongst involuntary part-time workers, but the
household context in which this part-time work is found is key to the overall poverty risks
and the policy responses. Nolan and Marx (1999) also emphasise that the extent to which
low-paid work turns into concrete poverty risks heavily depends on the household context

in which this low-paid work is located.

The OECD study would have included single-headed-households, such that we know
very little about the phenomenon for couples specifically. But what it makes clear, is that
standard employment is a game-changer for households, and greatly contributes to
reducing poverty risks. This is another reason why the absence of distinction between
standard and non-standard-employment in the polarisation literature is problematic. If the
rise in polarisation is a rise in not just employment, but standard employment clustering
in couples, the consequences in terms of inequality and the distribution of poverty risks
is not the same than if the clustering of employment in couples is fuelled by the one-and-

a-half-earning model, or by dual-non-standard-earning couples.
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With regards to couples in which the woman is in non-standard-employment, and the man
is in standard employment, the evidence in the literature emphasising the social
disadvantages associated to non-standard-employment, discussed in Chapter 4, shows
that inequality subsists even in dual-earning couples. The fact that women remain
disproportionately likely, compared to men, to be in a job that departs from the full-time,
open-ended mode implies some gender inequality. The type of employment held by

partners of a dual-earning couple matters.

Fundamentally, this confirms the insight from Chapters 3 and 4: the situation in many
European countries may not be as clear-cut as the distinction between the specialisation

framework, and the homogamy framework, implies.

The only attempt in the literature, that [ am aware of, at linking the polarisation and full-
time/part-time divides is Horemans (2016), whose valuable work studies all dual-earning
couples in 2011 across Europe, and finds that part-time employment does not tend to
cluster in certain dual-earning couples. I will detail in the next chapter and in Chapter 10
the limitations of this attempt, and the many dimensions that I aim to take further in this

thesis.

6.3. Couple employment patterns and the country context

The key empirical takeaway from the literature seeking to link couple employment
patterns to welfare-state types as initially devised by Esping-Andersen (1990), is the
limited fit between couple employment patterns and these welfare-state types, especially
once a distinction between standard and non-standard employment is made (Lewis 1992,

Lewis et al. 2008).
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This is despite Esping-Andersen’s attempt (1999) to include the gender and family
dimension in his typology — he argued that the initial typology remained essentially
robust, and described social-democratic welfare-states as the most likely to enable female
employment, and a reconciliation between paid work and household work. This is also
despite the clear fact that, although all European countries show a lower employment
propensity for mothers compared to childless women, the magnitude of the gap varies
strongly across countries, suggesting that variations in policies and attitudes are important
in allowing mothers to combine children and work (Harkness and Waldfogel 1999,

Gutiérrez-Doménech 2005).

Lewis et al. (2008) do find that the Nordic Social-Democratic countries are distinctive in
terms of their comparatively high reliance on the dual-full-time model, and that the
Mediterranean countries are distinctive in terms of the resilience of the old male-single-
earning model, but the rest of the countries, comprised mostly of Conservative and Liberal
welfare-states, mix in an ill-defined way around some variation of the one-and-a-half-

earning model.

But Sanchez-Mira and O’Reilly (2019) emphasise that the Social-Democratic welfare-
states may not be as homogenous as initially thought, with some exhibiting some
important reliance on the one-and-a-half-earning model. On the other hand, while some
Mediterranean countries do tend to follow a male-single-earner model, Portugal has a
very high rate of dual-full-time-earning (Tavora and Rubery 2013, Sanchez-Mira and

O’Reilly 2019).

High rates of one-and-a-half-earning can be found in countries as diverse as Ireland and

the UK (Liberal welfare-states), or the Netherlands and Germany (Conservative welfare-
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states) (Lewis, Campbell and Huerta 2008). Including women’s social class in the
analysis does yield some clusters in line with Esping-Andersen, but the fit remains very

partial (Hook 2015).

On the other hand, dual-worklessness has been a feature of most European countries that
have been studied (with the big caveat that many of them have not been studied),
regardless of welfare-state type, albeit to varying degrees of magnitude (Gregg, Scutella
and Wadsworth 2010). Polarisation between dual-earning and dual-worklessness has
been found to rise all across Western Europe, and to converge across these countries

(Corluy and Vandenbroucke 2013).

There are, overall, differences and commonalities across Europe that cut across the classic
welfare-state types, and make these types in themselves limited predictors for cross-
country variations in couple employment patterns. The refinements of the literature
studying familialism have often managed to identify clear-cut examples of polar
opposites (high public care, high female employment in Nordic countries, high family
care, low female employment in Mediterranean countries), but struggled to classify the

majority of the countries in the middle (Saraceno and Keck 2010).

Further, Dotti Sani and Scherer (2018) show that individual and household characteristics
are more relevant in determining mothers’ employment in countries where the welfare-
state is less supportive towards maternal employment. So it could be that there is an
interaction between micro-level features and macro-level characteristics that the literature

only looking at the welfare-state level may miss.

Overall, the main take-away is as follows: one the one hand, we have a strand of literature

emphasising the increasing homogamy of couple employment participation empirically,
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and the potential for increased inequality in employment access across couples. On the
other, we have a strand of literature that emphasises empirically the remaining degree of
gender inequality within couples, once part-time and full-time work are distinguished,
nuancing how homogamous in terms of employment outcomes dual-earning couples

really are.

While these two forms of inequality have been clearly established separately, how they
relate has seldom been studied. This is an even more glaring miss in light of the mixed
results regarding the welfare-state context. The welfare-state affects many different
dimensions of inequality — across individuals, across households, between gender, within
households. It is possible that one may not find the effect they expect of a given welfare-
state type on a given equality outcome relating to couple employment, purely because
they only look at one dimension of inequality in isolation. The need to integrate better

these different aspects is crucial.
6.4. Labour market policy determinants

6.4.1. Female labour supply

Related to the literature emphasising the models of care across countries and their role in
shaping female employment, there is an abundant documentation of the fact that women
work more when public childcare provision is extensive (Nelson and Stephens 2008,
Cipollone et al. 2012, Ferragina 2017). This does not solve everything: a famous
experimental study by Correll et al. (2007) shows that employers exhibit negative biases
towards mothers, while paternity is, on the other hand, associated to positive assessments
by these very employers. Moreover, the use of childcare has been found to be very

stratified by social class, with more advantaged families using it more in what has been

114



described as a “Matthew effect” (van Lancker and Ghysels 2016, Pavolini and van
Lancker 2019), which suggests that it is not reaching every mother, and may contribute
to the wider stratification and polarisation of employment, facilitating the dual-

employment of the most advantaged couples.

From the perspective of labour market rigidity and insider-outsider divide, there is
evidence that more rigid labour markets, characterised by generous long-term
unemployment benefits which particularly benefit insiders and reinforce their bargaining
power, with little accompanying active labour market policies to raise the profile of
outsiders, are detrimental to the labour supply of women (Genre et al. 2005, Jeaumotte

2003, Nelson and Stephens 2008).

Biegert (2017a), more generally, finds that women’s employment is especially responsive
to labour market institutions, compared to men. Beyond women, he finds that
disadvantaged social groups are especially responsive to labour market institutions, which
therefore matter even more for them, an insight which, for our purposes, is also relevant

in the context of dual-workless couples.

Strict employment protection laws are also generally found to be detrimental to female
employment (Genre et al. 2005, Dieckhoff et al 2015). But, Dieckhoff et al. (2015) also
find evidence contradicting the idea that higher union density would be detrimental to
female employment: the role of unions in increasingly representing groups that are

usually left-behind is also emphasised.

Finally, the positive effect of separate taxation on female labour supply is confirmed
empirically by Gusftasson and Bruyn-Hundt (1991), studying Germany, Sweden and the

Netherlands, and by Smith et al (2003). Selin (2014) shows that the 1971 reform in
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Sweden, abolishing joint income taxation and instead making taxation individual,
contributed strongly to the rise of female employment in Sweden. Dingeldey (2001),
however, argues that taxation only matters in a general context of policies going in the
same direction rather than in and of itself: only a general constellation of policy, geared
towards increasing women’s participation, can matter, which explains why Sweden,
combining individual taxation with other favourable elements such as generous leaves

and childcare, exhibit such high levels of dual earner households.

Generally, however, the consensus in the literature remains that the taxation structure is
key at explaining female employment participation, first because in general, labour
economics emphasises the role of taxes in affecting the link between hours worked and
income actually earned and therefore work incentives. Second, while much of past
research shows that male workers are found to respond relatively little to changes in tax
rates (Boeri et al 2005), women are found to be much more responsive to tax incentives:
their labour supply tends to be quite elastic with respects to wages and net income

(Colombino and Del Boca 1990, Boeri et al. 2005).

This is partly related to the distinction between participation decisions (whether to work
at all) and decisions in terms of how much to work (Boeri et al. 2005), as women tend to
disproportionately be out of the labour force and therefore, tend to be the ones for whom
participation decisions are the most salient. In the US, a switch to proportional rather than
progressive taxation and to individual rather than household-based tax filling would
generate significant gains for female employment (Guner et al 2012). In Italy, Colonna
and Marcassa (2015) show that the gendered design of the tax-benefit system is a key

determinant behind the comparatively low employment rate of Italian women.
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6.4.2. Unemployment benefits and dual-worklessness

Empirically, previous research finds a macro-level association between countries having
more generous unemployment benefits and higher levels of unemployment (Nickell and
Layard 1999). At the micro-level, , for individuals, cutting the replacement rate of
unemployment benefits generally does increase re-employment probabilities for
individuals (Lalive, van Ours and Zweimiiller 2006), and there is a “spike” at benefit
exhaustion. This means that the hazard of exiting unemployment is generally found to
sharply increase just before unemployment benefits expire in a variety of advanced
economies (Hunt 1995, Card and Levine 2000, Reed and Zhang 2003, Lalive 2007,

Caliendo, Tatsiramos and Uhlendorff 2012).

At the couple level, generous unemployment benefits have been found empirically to
reduce the need for the partner of a displaced worker to step into the labour market to
compensate for the income loss, thereby stifling the labour supply response and expected
added-worker effect (Cullen and Gruber 2000, Prieto-Rodriguez and Rodriguez-

Gutierrez 2003, Ehlert 2012).

But this stifled labour supply response has also been attributed to the couple-specific
incentives stemming from the design of unemployment benefits, particularly the degree

of means-testing, which may disincentivise exits from dual-worklessness.

Dex et al. (1995) studied the very means-tested systems of Ireland and the UK, compared
to the more individual-based systems of the USA, Denmark and Sweden. They find that
the behaviour of women living with an unemployed male partner is consistent with the
incentives shaped by the unemployment benefit systems, and that overall, the large degree

of means-testing of British and Irish unemployment benefits could be associated to the
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lower employment rate of women when the partner is unemployed in these countries.
McGinnity (2002) finds consistent results when comparing the very means-tested British
system, to Germany, less means-tested. Bredtmann et al. (2018) find a stronger added-

worker effect in welfare-state with less means-tested unemployment benefit system.

However, Gianellli and Micklewright (1995) find little support for the means-testing
hypothesis, in their study of the labour-market transitions of German women, using both
cross-sectional and longitudinal methods: the negative effect of means-testing appears to

be especially weak when studying women’s employment transitions.

Harkonen (2007) studying exits from dual joblessness depending on whether a couple
receives means-tested unemployment benefits, finds that couples receiving means-tested
benefits had a lower exit rate from dual joblessness, although it had only a small
explanatory power in terms of the cross-country differences in exit from dual joblessness.
Hubl (2016) finds that reforms in the UK and Germany that have made unemployment
benefits more means-tested, had little impact on dual-workless couples transitioning out
of dual-worklessness. So, the empirical evidence on means-testing is not unanimous,
although on balance it would appear that more means-tested benefits are indeed related

to more dual-worklessness.

Regarding the type of exits made by jobless people, the empirical evidence is mixed. The
literature tends to concentrate on individuals, rather than couples, and therefore to focus
only on generosity rather than means-testing. Lower generosity of unemployment
benefits in Germany after the Hartz IV reforms, is often found to have led jobless people

into non-standard-employment (Amable and Francon 2014, Rothe and Wélde 2017). But
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Price (2019), one of the most detailed and sophisticated study on the Hartz reforms,

contradicts these findings.

Nekoei and Weber (2017) find that extending the duration of UI payments in Austria led
unemployed claimants to find better paying jobs, but in the same country, Lalive (2007),
and Card et al. (2007) find little evidence for improvements in job quality linked to more
generous benefits, while van Ours and Vodopivec (2008) finds that decreasing the
generosity of unemployment benefits in Slovenia does not tend to lead claimants into
non-standard jobs. Cottier et al. (2020), in the case of Switzerland, find that reducing the
duration of unemployment benefits improves earnings post-unemployment due to the
reduction in skills depreciation. Farooq et al. (2020), in the context of recent US
recessions, find that more generous Ul improves the quality of job founds and the duration

in the new employment, with positive effects of Ul in the US context also found by

Centeno and Novo (2006).

Generally, the empirical literature on unemployment benefits and dual-worklessness
tends to focus more on the degree of means-testing than on generosity, for which the
empirical evidence is scarcer. Empirical studies on the unemployment effect of benefit
generosity have tended to focus on the individual level, with the finding described earlier
in this subsection that more generous unemployment benefits tend to disincentivise quick
exits from unemployment. The degree of means-testing has featured prominently in
studies trying to understand why the added-worker effect, posited in theory, was rather
elusive in practice. Just like much of the added-worker effect literature followed in the
footsteps of Lundberg’s seminal contribution (1985), and is therefore often rather dated,

recent empirical evidence on means-testing and dual-worklessness is scarcer.
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Moreover, it is possible to draw onto research studying in-work benefits: as discussed in
previous chapters, increasing employment participation has become a crucial policy
objective for European welfare-states, and new forms of benefits, essentially subsidising
low-paid work to make it more attractive compared to out of work payments, have
emerged. In the USA, empirical evidence suggests that such benefits are effective at
getting unmarried women with children into work, but that, in a couple perspective, by
tying partners’ labour supply together, they tend to increase partnered male employment
participation but decrease partnered women’s (Eissa and Liebman 1996, Eissa and

Hoynes 2004).

Therefore, the generally positive employment effects documented for in-work benefits,
primarily in the USA and the UK (e.g., Eissa and Hoynes 2004, Blundell and Shephard
2012, Chetty et al. 2013) may hide gender differences. In addition, while results tend to
be positive with regards to participation decisions, they tend to be mixed at best regarding
the incentives to increase hours worked (Saez 2002)., because individuals might decide
to work fewer hours to gain benefit eligibility. For the purposes of this thesis, this
reinforces the need to study the effect of benefits on couples and in a gendered
perspective, as well as to study the type of work that dual-workless couples may take-up
upon exiting dual-worklessness: the decision to participate matters, but the type of job
that they decide to take, or are constrained into taking, is also a key outcome, potentially

affected by policy.

Having presented the theoretical frameworks, their contradictory predictions, the key
concepts they lead to for the purpose of this thesis (polarisation and non-standard

employment), the role of policy and country contexts, and the sometimes-contradictory
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empirical evidence surrounding all these elements, I now turn to summarising the gaps in

the literature, and the contribution of this thesis to try and bridge them.
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7. Contribution of the thesis

7.1. Key gaps in the literature

From the discussion in chapters 3-6, I identify three main gaps in the literature: 1) a lack
of knowledge with regards to the evolution of polarisation over time and across countries,
2) a lack of integration between work studying polarisation and work studying the role of
non-standard-employment in couples, and 3) a lack of exploration of the new ways in

which non-standard employment is being used in couples.

Point 1) relates to the common claim that polarisation in couple employment has been
increasing over the past decades. This claim, irrefutable in the empirical papers that put
it forward, is nonetheless dated and restricted geographically. Most research on the issue
studies a very narrow set of Western European/OECD economies, and studies a period
that at most encompasses the late 2000s, and in any case never encompasses a period

going from the start of the rise of dual-earning, to today.

This means that, for a lot of European countries, especially the Nordic, Eastern and
Central European countries, the evidence about polarisation is scarce. These are countries
with different political legacies and welfare-state organisations from those usually
studied, and therefore, studying patterns of differences or commonalities in polarisation
across Europe and including these understudied countries would refine our understanding

of the issue.

The restricted time-window of observation in the literature is also an issue, with the risk
of assuming the knowledge of a phenomenon whose long-run evolution has not been

studied for nearly fifteen years. The 2008 economic crisis, for instance, may have led to
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more female-single-earning couples, due to the crisis hitting male-dominated occupations
more, and the added worker effect. More structurally, the continued rise of female
educational achievement may have progressively reshaped couple practices. We just
cannot assume that because some phenomena, like rising female employment and

education, already existed twenty years ago, they have the same consequences today.

Finally, EU countries have been emphasising strongly, in the past two decades, that
increasing employment rates is a key policy priority, for instance under the Lisbon
strategy (European Council 2000). Labour markets have become more flexible, and
groups with traditionally low labour market attachments have been targeted as untapped
potential for higher employment (Boeri and Van Ours 2013). Low-skilled workers,
housewives would have been key targets, while early retirement provisions have been
phased-out, and people with disability have been subject to activation policies, limiting
the potential for “hidden unemployment” and household joblessness via disability benefit

claims.

In other words, the idea of polarisation partly rests on the idea that there is a somewhat
incompressible rate of dual-worklessness. But this may have applied more in the context
of heavy deindustrialisation of the 1980s or 1990s, a time in which, more generally, the
focus on household worklessness was intimately linked to the perceived association
between such worklessness and poverty. Whether it still holds is an empirical matter,
especially in a time of rising non-standard employment amongst lower-skilled people: the
in-work poverty literature clearly shows that precariousness is a phenomenon
increasingly linked to employment, employment quality, and the household level

(Lohmann 2018, Horemans 2018).
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Precise knowledge of the evolution of polarisation matters in and of itself, but also
because if other social outcomes, such as income inequality, or poverty, follow a different
trend, it would mean that explanations other than ILO-defined employment polarisation
would need to be sought. Moreover, any non-linear evolution in polarisation may shed
light on evolutions in couple employment patterns, or in female employment or human
capital, which would refine our overall understanding of the rise of dual-earning and

couple employment participation. I tackle all these issues in Chapter 9.

Point 2) relates to an almost complete lack of integration between the literature studying
the rise of polarisation, and the literature studying the rise of non-standard employment.
Both dimensions are key to understand the rise of dual-earning, yet there is almost no
attempt to understand how they may relate to each other theoretically and empirically,

apart from Horemans (2016), as mentioned in chapter 6 and detailed in Chapter 10.

Despite how important non-standard employment has become in Europe, the vast
majority of the polarisation literature ignores it, and studies ILO-defined employment,
with no notion of intensity or quality of work in terms of assessing what sort of
employment, exactly, is polarising. On the other hand, the literature studying the division
of tasks between partners in couples focuses exclusively on inequality within couples,

and makes no attempt to relate it to inequality across couples.

Countries could exhibit low polarisation of employment at face value between dual-
earning and dual-workless couples, but high polarisation across dual-earning couples
specifically, between dual-standard-earning and dual-non-standard-earning couples: it

could be that in a time of rising employment rates, fuelled by non-standard employment,
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the scarce resource that is unevenly allocated is no longer employment, but standard

employment.

Other countries could have both strong inequality within dual-earning couples (with men
in standard employment and women in non-standard-employment) and strong inequality
across all couples (with dual-earning couples and some dual-workless couples). Or, these
inequalities may be substitute. Some countries may manage to increase dual-earning rates

while limiting inequality across and within couples; others may not.

The matter is that, by studying each dimension of inequality separately, the literature
constantly mis-estimates the level of inequality and the inequality profile of a given
country. For instance, it could easily characterise a country as very equal because it has a
high full-time dual-earning rate, ignoring that this high full-time dual-earning rate rests
on a high level of polarisation, with numerous workless couples at the other end. The
country is indeed equal within couples. Whether it should be characterised as socially
equal is another question. The importance of integrating notions of non-standard
employment into studies of the employment distribution is crucial, in light of the poverty
and low-pay risks associated to non-standard employment, especially in the household

context (OECD 2015, Horemans et al. 2016).

More fundamentally, Chapter 10 will show that inequality in employment access within
couples and across couples, cannot be understood in isolation: they reinforce and shape
each other. Inequality in employment access is multi-dimensional, but the fact that these
dimensions are seldom studied together may also explain why there is so much divergence

and lack of correspondence in the literatures seeking to map couple employment
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outcomes to welfare-state types. All these questions are blank canvasses that Chapter 10

will tackle.

Point 3) is based on the premise that on the one hand, the literature on polarisation
exclusively conceives polarisation as dual-earning versus dual-workless. On the other
hand, the literature on non-standard employment in couples predominantly focuses on its

use as a complement to a standard job, in the “one-and-a-half” earning model.

Once we introduce the idea of standard and non-standard employment in polarisation
models, it is possible to conceive polarisation not merely in terms of “work versus no
work”, but of “standard employment versus absence of standard employment”. Whether
standard and non-standard employment polarise, clustering in couples, is largely under-
explored in the literature, but based on the premise that employment outcomes have
become homogamous in Europe, it is a hypothesis worth exploring. After all, if couples
desire joint labour market success, this desire may not be limited to mere employment

status, but may extend to the type of employment performed.

The hypothesis is made all the more salient in the context of more flexible labour markets,
increasing conditionality of unemployment benefits, liberalisation of different forms of
non-standard work, and other reforms aimed at increasing employment. If people are
incentivised to resume employment quicker, and this employment can increasingly take
non-standard aspects, we could see more couples relying solely on non-standard
employment, rather than non-standard-employment necessarily being a complement to a

standard job.

The OECD (2015) shows that certain households rely exclusively on non-standard

employment as a source of labour income, and that they are at disproportionate risk of
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poverty compared to households where there is standard employment, but their data
would include a lot of single-earning households. Nolan and Marx (1999) show that the
consequences of low-paid work on poverty risks depends on the extent to which the
household relies on this low-paid work, a point echoed by Horemans et al. (2016) in their
study of non-standard work following the 2008 economic crisis. Given the pay penalty

associated to non-standard employment, non-standard-earning couples need to be studied.

However, these couples have barely been studied. Questions such as their proportion,
trends in their prevalence, the porosity with dual-worklessness, the permanency of this
arrangement, are all open. The salience of this question increases even more given the
findings in chapter 9, showing that dual-worklessness as a share of all couples has
decreased, replace by couples whose only source of labour market income is from non-
standard-earning. Chapter 11 therefore zooms onto the issue of non-standard-earning
couples, and more precisely, of whether labour market flexibilization policies have

pushed dual-workless couples to become non-standard-earning.

In light of these three gaps, the rest of this chapter now proposes a short summary of the

contributions made in each empirical chapter.

7.2.  The end of polarisation? Evolution of the distribution of
employment across couples in Europe over the past forty years

This chapter offers an unprecedented historical and geographical window of observation
into the issue of the evolution of polarisation over time and across countries. In doing so,

it revisits, updates and challenges existing results in the literature.

First, the time period studied in this chapter is new: it uses data going as far back as the

early 1980s, all the way to the eve of the Covid-19 pandemic, in 2019. This enables to go
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back to a time in which male-single-earning was still widespread, often the norm, in
Europe, and to trace back the subsequent evolutions of couple employment patterns as
female employment took-off. It also incorporates the years post-2008 crisis, in particular
the last decade, which have seldom been studied in a literature on polarisation that often

dates back to the early to mid-2000s.

Second, this chapter studies all 27 EU countries (including the UK, minus Croatia). While
not all countries have data available since the early 1980s, the chapter still enables to
study the issue of polarisation of couple employment over a range of countries that had
seldom, if at all, been studied before, particularly Nordic, Central and Eastern European
countries. In doing so, the chapter studies commonalities and differences in polarisation
trends across the whole of Europe, a fruitful exercise in understanding the phenomenon,
in addition to merely establishing results for countries that had not been studied

previously.

The chapter computes a polarisation indicator for each year and each country based on
the work of economists Paul Gregg and Jonathan Wadsworth (as detailed in Chapter 4),
and studies how the level of polarisation has evolved across Europe over time, on average
and country by country. The findings are striking: polarisation in Europe has been
increasing over time, yes, but at a clearly decreasing rate. It is higher now than forty years
ago, but this is mostly the result of the distribution of employment across couples
becoming particularly uneven in the 1980s and 1990s. Early in the new millennium, the

trend started slowing-down if not reversing.

This updates and refines the idea that polarisation is increasing and higher than in the

past. This slow-down in polarisation occurs despite the continuous rise in female
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employment. Rising female employment today no longer disproportionately fuels the
clustering of employment in couples, materialising into the take-off of female-single-

earning couples.

In light of the novelty of these results, the chapter explores potential explanations that

could shed light on the slow-down in polarisation in Europe.

At the macro-level, it studies the roles of the 2008 crisis and the sectoral reshaping of
European economies, and their interrelationship. It shows mixed results regarding the
effect of the 2008 crisis on the polarisation of couple employment: it led to a rebound in
the tendency for employment to cluster in couples, but not for the tendency of non-
employment to cluster in couples. This is explained by the role that partnered women
played as a buffer to dual-worklessness during this crisis, particularly due to their
propensity to work in the service sector, sheltered during the crisis relative to (male)

industrial jobs.

In the long-run, the main contributor to the increase in polarisation has been service
employment, which has been clustering in couples, and deindustrialisation, which
disproportionately affected male-single-earning. The fact that deindustrialisation was
particularly intense in the 1980s and 1990s may explain why polarisation was very intense

then, but less so today.

At the couple level, the main feature of the last two decades is the rise in female-single-
earning rates. They have overtaken dual-workless couples as a share of all couples, and
have massively narrowed the gap with male-single-earning that existed at the start of the
1980s. The results show that, while polarisation decelerates with time, the rate of increase

in female-single-earning accelerates with time. While female overall employment rates
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are positively related to economic growth and negatively to the economic crisis, female-
single-earning rates are negatively related to economic growth and positively to the
economic crisis, further underlining the increased importance of female employment in

couples.

In addition, the long-run rise of female educational achievement has had impacts on
couples. The rise in female-single-earning couples has been driven by the rise in female-
single-earning couples in which the female partner is more educated than the male
partner. This is likely to continue, as the chapter clearly shows that on average, partnered

women are now more educated than partnered men in Europe.

Finally, dual-workless couples, on which much policy and academic attention has been
directed, have actually been declining as a share of all couples, particularly so in the past
twenty years, contributing to the deceleration of polarisation. Is it the end of
precariousness in employment access across couples? There are grounds to doubt it —
indeed, dual-workless couples have been replaced in aggregate (and as measured by
polarisation indicators relating to both couple types) by couples whose only source of
labour income is from non-standard-employment. This could be related to a change of
nature of precariousness in couples, with long-term dual-worklessness linked to a loss of
industrial jobs decreasing, and non-standard-earning couples in the service sector

increasing. Both couple types share similar disadvantages in terms of human capital.

The richness of the dataset enables to explore how these average European trends play-
out country by country. What emerges is a rather coherent picture across Europe.
Variations across European countries occur a lot more in terms of level and intensity of

the trends exposed, than in terms of nature of the trends in themselves. The nuances do
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exist, and are explored in the chapter, but lie below a surface of commonality. These
nuances tend to be stronger with regards to post-Communist countries, which is

unsurprising given their different legacy with regards to female employment.

This chapters hints at a potential interrelationship between the evolutions of polarisation
and non-standard employment, with the rise of couples relying on non-standard work as
their sole source of labour income. This finding underpins, in different ways, the

empirical endeavours of the next two chapters.

7.3.  The inequality trade-off: inequalities across and within couples in
the rise of dual-earning

Dual-earning has been rising in Europe. Two variables have risen with it: polarisation and
non-standard employment. Yet, they have almost never been studied together: we do not
know how polarisation and non-standard employment empirically relate to each other,

and how they account for the rise of dual-earning.

It matters because both relate to a form of inequality, in a context of seemingly greater
equality induced by rising female employment and dual-earning. Polarisation is a form of
inequality across all couples, an inequality in terms of access to employment. Non-
standard employment is a form of inequality within couples, an inequality in terms of
access to different employment types for the male and female partners in heterosexual
couples. Do these inequalities come together? Are they substitute? Do they reinforce each
other? Is it necessary to have one, or both, for dual-earning, a socially desirable goal by

many accounts, to increase?

Some countries could exhibit a form of dual-inequality (employment clustering in

couples, and these couples dividing standard and non-standard-employment along gender
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lines). Or they could exhibit new forms of inequalities that the literature does not yet
capture (employment being evenly distributed across all couples, but standard
employment clustering in some dual-earning couples and non-standard-employment

clustering in other dual-earning couples).

Better capturing these dimensions is crucial to reinforce our understanding of inequality
in access to (quality) employment between partnered men and women and between
couples, and could be important building steps to better understand wider issues of

poverty and inequality.

The findings of Chapter 9 also make the link between polarisation and non-standard
employment, and more generally, the issue of the distribution of standard and non-
standard employment in the context of the rise of dual-earning, crucial. Indeed, Chapter
9 showed that dual-earning had become the ultra-dominant form of couples in Europe,
and that dual-worklessness had decreased — such that new forms of polarisation and
inequalities within and across dual-earning couples, related to the quality of employment,

may be the new frontier of inequality in employment access.

In that light, this chapter identifies three potential layers of inequality: across all couples
in terms of employment access, broadly defined, across dual-earning couples specifically,
in terms of access to standard employment, and within dual-earning couples, in terms of

access to standard employment.

So, chapter 10 explores these inequalities, and offers an unprecedented attempt at linking
polarisation and non-standard employment, and linking them and their interrelationship
to the rise of dual-earning. It does so by studying a dozen of European countries for which

data are available over nearly four decades, since the early 1980s. As detailed in the next
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section, it develops a new shift-share equation to decompose the rise of dual-earning and

explain it in terms of polarisation, non-standard employment, and their interrelationship.

The chapter has three main empirical endeavours:

Establishing the relationship between evolutions over time in the prevalence of dual-
earning couples with at least one partner in non-standard-employment and polarisation of
employment across all couples.

Formally linking the two issues by developing polarisation indicators capturing the
distinction between standard and non-standard employment and showing how they have
been distributed across dual-earning couples over time.

Formally linking the above with the overall evolution in dual-earning rates, to see how
this evolution has been shaped by evolutions in standard and non-standard-employment,

and the way they are distributed across couples.

It shows that across Europe, the rise in polarisation and the prevalence of dual-earning
couples with non-standard-employment is positively correlated: both have risen together
over time. But it also finds that the rise in polarisation is actually not because non-
standard-employment has become less evenly distributed: it is actually standard-
employment that increasingly clusters in couples. Non-standard-employment increases
employment level. Standard employment increases how unevenly distributed rising

employment is.

However, there are nuances across countries, and different models of inequality, along
three lines — inequality across all couples, inequality across dual-earning couples only,
inequality within dual-earning couples — are identified. Finally, the chapter finds that

rising dual-earning rates induce a trade-off: they must come with either rising polarisation
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of couple employment across all couples, or a rise in the use of non-standard-employment
in couples, often both, which implies at least one of the three layers of inequality
identified. Countries do not differ so much in the fact that they have some inequality

related to couple employment, as in the locus of this inequality.

The contribution of this chapter is also methodological. It builds on chapter 1 to further
extend polarisation indicators such that they can take into account distinctions between
different forms of employment. It develops a new shift-share equation, extending
previous research so that this shift-share equation can now also distinguish between

different forms of employment and their distribution across couples.

This chapter constitutes an original endeavour to link polarisation and non-standard
employment. However, it focuses on one side of the development of couple employment
patterns, the rise of dual-earning. The third and final empirical chapter looks at the other
side: dual-workless couples, their potential transition to non-standard-earning couples,

and the effect of labour market policy.

7.4. Dual-worklessness after an unemployment benefit reform:
evidence from Germany

Workless households and couples have featured prominently in the literature, and have
sometimes been depicted as incompressible, a feature of polarising societies that was
difficult to tackle (Berthoud 2007). But the evidence shown throughout this thesis shows
that dual-worklessness, albeit seemingly incompressible in the 1980s and 1990s, has been
decreasing in the last two decades across Europe. On the other hand, couples relying
solely on non-standard work as a source of labour income (thereafter: non-standard-

earning couples) have been on the rise, and have replaced dual-workless couples, on
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aggregate. Data shown in chapter 9 shows a strong similarity in the socioeconomic

profiles of workless couples and non-standard-earning couples.

This change occurred against the background of changing labour market policy and
labour market flexibilization. Chapter 2 documented this trend: European labour markets
on average have followed the route of less generous unemployment benefits, looser
employment protection, stronger activation, amongst other dimensions, following the
overarching aim of increasing employment rates, and the (re)-employment of the jobless.
This marks an important departure from welfare-states that, for a long time, had been
designed upon the idea of compensating a social risk upon its occurrence, typically with

generous support for the jobless.

This third and final empirical chapter aims to link the evolutions in dual-worklessness, in
non-standard-earning couples, and in labour markets. It hypothesises that dual-
worklessness decreased as labour markets became more flexible, and policy increasingly
targeted people remote from the labour market to increase employment rates. It
hypotheses further that this labour market flexibilization has led to an increase in the rate
at which dual-workless couples transition towards a non-standard-earning arrangement:
in a context of flexible labour markets, non-standard-earning would be “the new dual-

workless”.

Germany illustrates perfectly the shift in labour markets and labour market policy
described above. The Hartz reforms, a package of new laws passed between 2003 and
2005, embodies the transformation of a system initially centred towards the compensation
of a social risk, towards a system geared towards re-employment as the priority. This

chapter therefore studies Germany as a good case to study the transitions of dual-workless
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people out of dual-worklessness over time, and as affected by drastic reforms to labour

market policy.

To study these hypotheses empirically, this chapter uses longitudinal data from the
German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP). I reconstitute couples and their employment
status on a monthly basis. I apply event-history models to study their monthly hazard of
exiting dual-worklessness, first in general, and then distinguishing between exits towards
a non-standard-earning arrangement, and exits towards an arrangement with at least one

partner in standard employment.

The fact that the Hartz IV reform, which is the specific reform package this chapter
studies, was rolled-out at a single point in time for all unemployed claimants in all
German regions, makes difficult the identification of a clear control and treatment group.
In that light, the chapter uses a design akin in spirit to difference-in-differences (DID),
comparing workless couples receiving benefits and workless couples who do not, which
cannot show causality (due to potential self-selection in the receipt of unemployment
benefits), but nonetheless shows a series of interesting original results regarding the

evolutions post-Hartz IV of dual-worklessness exits.

The chapter does find that over the 1997-2012 period in Germany, dual-worklessness
decreased and transitions away from dual-worklessness increased. Further, it does find
that the rate of transitions away from dual-worklessness towards non-standard-earning
increased over time, both in absolute value, and relatively to transitions taking place

towards arrangements in which at least one of the partners is in standard work.

But while these trends take place over time, it does not seem like the Hartz IV package

contributed to them — in fact, rather the reverse. The years post Hartz IV are found to be
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associated to a decrease in the propensity of dual-workless couples to exit dual-
worklessness when they receive unemployment benefits. This goes through, particularly,

a decrease in their propensity to find standard employment.

These results, surprising according to perspectives that conceive unemployment benefit
as a disincentive to work and advocate decreasing their generosity to increase
employment, could be attributed to a dimension of the Hartz reforms that is overlooked
in the literature studying the effect of labour market reform on individuals, but matters in

the household and couple context.

It is the fact that unemployment benefits became more strongly means-tested at the
household level following the reform, tying partners’ labour supply together and
potentially trapping dual-workless couples into dual-worklessness. This possibility is
reinforced by the fact that the same models carried on the individual workless population
shows a positive association between post-Hartz IV years and the probability that they

find a job.

Again though, the design cannot show that the Hartz IV package caused these results. It
is possible that after the reform, despite the wide range of observable control variables
used in the models, couples that claim unemployment benefits are systematically different
than those who did before. In any case, the results are striking, as a negative effect was
certainly not the objective of the reform — for those couples who after the reform, do claim
unemployment benefits, the fact that the transition towards employment becomes less

likely contradicts the stated aim of the reform.

The chapter also finds that the most important determinant of the type of transitions that

dual-workless couples make is their status prior to dual-worklessness. Couples that were
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non-standard-earning are disproportionately likely to return to non-standard-earning,
compared to couples that had at least someone in standard employment — and vice-versa.
This speaks of a form of segmentation of employment at the couple level, of a form of
porosity between non-standard-earning and dual-worklessness, which suggests overall
that polarisation needs to be conceived not just in terms of mere access to employment,

but access to, and permanency in, good quality employment.
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PART III: EMPIRICAL WORK
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8. Analytical strategy

This chapter presents the broad analytical strategy that guides the empirical work of this
thesis, and the data sources used. Of course, which method is used exactly, depends on
the chapter-specific research questions, and will be presented in more details in the
relevant empirical chapters. Here, I outline the broad approaches that inform the three

empirical chapters.

8.1. Operationalising non-standard employment and polarisation in
practice

Before getting into the concrete data sources and the exact variables used, I describe

briefly a few choices I make with regards to the conceptualisation and operationalisation

of non-standard employment and polarisation in practice, as these choices inform the

understanding of the more practical issues regarding the data used, and variables these

data contain.

8.1.1. Non-standard-employment

I make a number of choices in terms of the operationalisation of non-standard
employment based on conceptual considerations, as well as practical issues. If standard
work is defined as full-time, permanent work (Kalleberg 2000), then non-standard

employment must include part-time and temporary work.

Part-time work can be a contested notion. The OECD defines it as working less than 30
hours per week. The literature sometimes distinguishes between substantial and marginal
part-time work (Allmendinger et al. 2013). The ILO, for instance, defines substantial part-
time work as 21-34 hours of work per week, short part-time as working 20 hours or less

per week, and marginal part-time as working fewer than 15 hours per week (Messenger
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and Walot 2015). Moreover, countries may vary in terms of the type of part-time work

they offer, and the earnings and social security entitlements part-time jobs generate.

Although ideally, a distinction should be made between different forms of part-time work,
this thesis does not engage in it for a variety of practical reasons. The first is the difficulty
in establishing a cut-off point that, in a thesis that studies 27 countries and 40 years,
definitely separates part-time employment into a category that would be “more non-
standard” than the other. It also complicates the derivation of polarisation indices and
shift-share equations when attempting to include non-standard employment, and risks
diluting the results and messages into pieces that would be hard to make sense of. Finally,
as I will detail in the subsection on data and variables, there are practical issues with
variables capturing respondents’ weekly hours, which make variables created on that

basis potentially unreliable.

That said, overall, the operationalisation of part-time work in this thesis, although it lacks
nuance, captures what is essential, i.e., a departure from full-time work, which is

particularly relevant in the context of couples.

The inclusion of self-employment as a form of non-standard-work is also debated in the
literature, with some research work classifying it as standard, other as non-standard, and
many circumventing the problem by focusing on employees only. A potential distinction
could be made between solo-self-employment (non-standard) and self-employed people

who employ other workers (standard).

The lack of clarity regarding self-employment, and the inability to distinguish between
solo-self-employment and other forms in my data, means that by default self-employment

is considered as standard, but all the analyses, where applicable, are carried again
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classifying self-employment as non-standard, for robustness. The reason why the default
is to consider self-employment as standard has to do with uncertainty: as non-standard
employment is a key object of study in this thesis, I make the choice to classify as non-
standard employment what we definitely know is non-standard employment, based on

past research. Results can be seen as conservative, in this light.

A host of other, sometimes newer, forms of employment, like zero-hour contracts, agency
work, or the gig economy, could be considered as non-standard employment forms of
their own, too. Again, data availability is often an issue to get into such levels of details.
But in general, they are likely to overlap with at least one of the three forms — part-time,

temporary, self-employment — described above.

Further, there is a case to argue against the grouping of part-time and temporary work
under a single umbrella called “non-standard employment”, but instead to study them
separately, as they are rather different forms of employment, that may affect different
people and have potentially different implications in terms of outcomes such as earnings

or future labour market prospects.

Again, the default here is still to group them. This is not uncommon in the literature by
any means and helps with parsimony and the general understanding of results. On a more
fundamental level, it captures the spirit of non-standard employment broadly defined, as
a departure from full-time, open-ended work, the form of work that characterised much
of the advanced capitalist societies early after World War II. Yet, for robustness, where
applicable, I carry all analyses again separately for part-time and temporary work, as well

as for self-employment as its own category.

8.1.2. Operationalising polarisation
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I described in Chapter 4 the concept of polarisation and the derivation of polarisation
indicators. In practice I use a slightly different version of these polarisation indicators in

Chapter 9 and in Chapter 10.

Indeed, as Gregg and Wadsworth often do in their empirical work, it is possible to
normalise the polarisation measures over the business cycle, to enable better comparisons
across countries and time, by dividing the polarisation of dual-joblessness measure by the
non-employment rate, and the polarisation of dual-earning measure by the employment

rate. In these cases, the indicators of polarisation are:

dw — vy,
Pawn = T
Equation (7)
and:
_de—m,
Paen =T =1

Equation (8)

For dual workless and dual earner couples respectively.

These polarisation indicators are used in their normalised version in chapter 9 (focusing
on both dual-earning and dual-worklessness) and their non-normalised version in chapter
10 (focusing on dual-earning only). The reason is that, the comparative approach, seeking
to establish commonalities and differences across countries and trends over time, is key
to chapter 9, and for that purpose, comparisons make more sense using the normalised

indicators.

In chapter 10, although there is a comparative element, the main focus is on the

mathematical relationships derived by the shift-share equation and decomposing the rise
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of dual-earning into a variety of variables, in order to understand their interrelationship.
This is more easily done with the non-normalised indicators. Note that in practice,
whether one uses an indicator or the other makes very little difference to empirical results,

as tested in robustness tests available in the supplementary material.

On a methodological level, this thesis does not just use these polarisation indicators: it
also derives new indicators, based on them, that can incorporate distinctions in terms of
employment quality. The key one in this thesis is the distinction between standard and
non-standard employment. Chapter 9 also looks at the distinction between jobs in
different sectors of the economy (services, industry, agriculture), and how they are
distributed across couples. The full derivation of this extension is given in Appendix Al
(relevant to the work in Chapter 9) and Appendix B3 (relevant to the work in Chapter

10).

But the broad intuition remains the same: the aim is to compare a counterfactual world in
which standard, non-standard, and non-employment are randomly distributed (or, for the
sectoral analysis, in which service, industry and agriculture employment are randomly
distributed), and the real, empirical rates of each subtype of couples. The difference is the
degree of polarisation. For instance, the counterfactual dual-standard-earning couple rate
is the square of the standard employment rate. The difference with the actual dual-
standard-earning rate tells us how much standard employment clusters in couples as

opposed to being evenly distributed across them.

Finally, note that, as explained in Chapter 6, I will use, for ease of language, the idea of
“rising polarisation” to describe what, strictly speaking, should be called “polarisation

becoming more positive”. This captures the intuition behind societies increasingly
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polarising between, say, dual-earning and dual-worklessness, or dual-standard and dual-
non-standard, that comes with the value of the polarisation indicators increasing and

eventually becoming positive and “more positive”.
8.2. Data and variables that are key across the three empirical chapters

With the aforementioned operational choices in mind, let us now turn to the practical

issues of data and variables.

8.2.1. Chapters 9 and 10 data: the EU-LFS

The dataset used for chapters 9 and 10 is the European Union Labour Force Survey (EU-
LFS) in its yearly version, and the dataset used for chapter 11 is the German Socio-

Economic Panel (SOEP).

The yearly EU-LFS is a large household sample survey providing yearly results on labour
force participation of people aged 15 and over, and on people outside the labour force.
The survey covers persons who live in private household, and focuses on issues of
employment participation. It therefore has detailed variables on the matter. Its focus on
employment, and its availability over 27 European countries and nearly four decades for
some of them, make it the ideal dataset to study the issues at hand. Chapter 9 focuses on
27 countries, Chapter focuses on 11 countries, with the geographical and historical ranges

of each chapter detailed in their relevant analytical strategy sections.

The EU-LFS allows to reconstitute couples, using household identifiers. The age range
for couples studied is detailed in each empirical chapter, as I use a different age range in
Chapter 9 and 10, corresponding to the different objects of research of each chapter.

Throughout, I keep all couples regardless of whether they are married or not.
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With regards to “raw” employment, which does not distinguish between standard and
non-standard employment, there is a variable based on the ILO-defined employment
status, according to which people are employed if they worked at least an hour in the

previous week, unemployed, or inactive.

I then merge the unemployed and inactive dimension, such that people’s employment
status is a dummy variable: they are employed or non-employed. A distinction between
unemployment and inactivity could theoretically be fruitful, but is not always clear-cut in

practice, and the dichotomous approach is in line with most past research.

Using this dummy employment variable, each partner within a given couple can have its
ILO-employment status coded, which then means that the joint status of the couple can
be derived: dual-earners (both partners in employment), male-single-earner (the male
only is in employment), female-single-earner (only the female is in employment) and

dual-jobless (none are in employment).

Then comes the issue of non-standard and standard employment: we want to make a
distinction amongst all the people classified as “employed” according to their ILO-status,

remembering that non-standard-employment is defined as part-time and temporary work.

In chapters 9 and 10, I capture part-time work in practice in the EU-LFS using employed
individuals’ self-reported status between full-time and part-time employment, due to a
much higher coverage of respondents in the dataset than the alternative, a variable based
on their reported usual weekly working hours. For robustness, where applicable, I also
carry the analyses using this alternative variable and defining part-time work as working

less than 30 hours per week, in line with experts (Westhoff 2022).
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I capture whether employees’ contract is permanent or temporary via a dummy variable
that the EU-LFS provides. This variable only applies, by definition, to people who have
a contract, and therefore does not apply to the self-employed. I capture whether people
are self-employed or employees in the robustness analyses, using the variable provided

for that in the EU-LFS.

With standard and non-standard employment distinguished, each of the big four couple

types defined above using ILO-defined employment can be refined.

The distinction is now between couples with both partners in standard employment
(““dual-standard-earning”), couples with a partner in standard-employment and the other
in non-standard employment (“one-and-a-half-earning” — as the data will show, the vast
majority have the male in standard employment and the female in non-standard
employment, and this couple type should therefore be understood with this gendered
dimension in mind), single-earner couples with the single-earner in standard employment

(“standard-single-earning”), and couples with no standard employment.

This final couple type is the sum of couples that are not jobless but do not have standard
employment either (“non-standard-earning” couples, which include single-earner couples
in non-standard employment and dual-earner couples with none of the partners in
standard employment), and couples that do not have employment altogether (workless

couples).

Let us note two data-related points. The first is that, since 2006 the EU-LFS offers a new
set of household indicators, more precise than before that year. From 2006 onwards, all
couples can be reconstituted; before 2006, certain couples who live with another couple

as part, for instance, of a multi-generational household, cannot be identified. For instance,
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that would be the case if a woman lives with her partner and her parents in the household;
but that instead of being coded as the partner of someone, she is coded as the daughter of

someone in that household.

In practice, for most countries, this makes very little difference in the data, but for a few
post-Communist countries, there is a small spike in the proportion of partnered people in
2006, related to this data issue — after which, the trend towards decreasing proportions of

partnership resumes.

The second is that, while in the vast majority of cases, we see a smooth trend towards
decreasing proportion of people in partnership, in a handful of cases for a given country,
there are idiosyncratic sharp variations due to sampling — for instance, in Belgium before
and after 2011, which is due to a different sampling of young people. Again, this does not

affect our understanding of the overall trend regarding partnership rates.

And crucially, none of these data issues affect the actual statistics we are interested in —
for instance, we do not see sharp spikes in polarisation indicators or couple employment

participation rates related to these varying sampling.

Finally, note that all the empirical analyses are weighted. Individual level statistics are
weighted according to the weights provided for each observation by the EU-LFS. Couple-
level statistics and statistics on partnered people are weighted by averaging the individual

weights for each partner within the couple, hence creating a couple weight.

Why are there individual and couple level statistics? Let us recall that a polarisation
indicator, for instance for dual-earning, is defined as the difference between the actual

dual-earning rate, and the counterfactual based upon the assumption that employment is
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randomly distributed. To obtain the latter, one needs the individual employment rate, as

the counterfactual is the square of this individual employment rate.

So, while the analyses and the main dataset is at couple level, using the couple dataset,
the counterfactual is constructed also using the EU-LFS, but this time using the individual
population. If a chapter studies the partnered people aged 25-55 in the couple dataset, the
counterfactual is computed using the individual level 25-55 employment rate, computed
across the entire population of that age, regardless of partnership status. The reader is
invited to refer themselves Chapter 4, particularly the simplified example using 4 couples
and an employment rate of 50%, should they need an intuitive example of the link

between the individual employment rate, and couple-level counterfactuals.

Appendices A.2 and B.2 describe the sample sizes for individual and couple populations
for each country-year studied Chapters 9 and 10 respectively. For Chapter 9, the average
country-year in the dataset has a sample of 14995 couples, for Chapter 10 the figure is
15621. The sizes tend to vary according to country sizes, with the most populous countries
having bigger sample sizes than the smaller ones. Overall, the EU-LFS provides sizable
sample sizes even at the couple level, allowing to complete analyses of the evolution of

couple employment patterns.

8.2.2. Chapter 11 data: the German SOEP

Chapter 11 uses the German Socio-Economic Panel. It studies the period 1997 (the last
year of significant reform to the German benefit system before the Hartz reforms) to 2012,
in order to build a symmetrical pre-reform and post-reform period of study, as the reform

date is key to the object of study of this chapter.
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The SOEP is Germany’s largest representative and longitudinal survey, with around
30.000 individuals in 11.000 households surveyed each year since 1984 (Goebel et al.
2019). The SOEP provides detailed socioeconomic information on the respondents,
particularly with regards to their employment trajectory, which can be reconstituted on a
monthly level. Like with the EU-LFS, household identifiers enable to reconstitute

couples.

Using these two features — monthly information, that is available at the couple level — I
construct a couple-month dataset, and restrict the sample to the population of interest:
dual-workless couple-months. Dual-workless couples are defined as couples in which
both partners are workless (in the ILO-sense, not even working an hour in the last week),
and worklessness is defined as not having a job (regardless of the reason, i.e., it

encompasses unemployment and inactivity).

The main specification of this chapter studies working-age dual-workless couples in
which both partners are above 25, and excludes those in which both partners are above
the age of 57. Although the legal retirement age in Germany has been 65 over the period
studied, in practice, for much of these years, early retirement provisions meant that
unemployed workers could retire with full pensions as early as 60, and even build a bridge
with unemployment benefits towards early retirement as early as 57, which was a

common practice (Dlugosz et al. 2009, Amable and Frangon 2014).

The sample in this main specification is therefore made of 25072 couple-months
observations, corresponding to 1478 dual-workless couples, who generated 2213 dual-

worklessness spells, which resulted in 1606 transitions out of dual-worklessness.
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The longitudinal dimension of the SOEP allows to follow dual-workless couples over
time, and to model their time spent in dual-worklessness as well as their transitions out
of dual-worklessness. The details of this modelling, and of the rich set of control variables
that are used, are presented in the core of chapter 11. A number of robustness analyses,
particularly with regards to sample delimitations, are also carried, again detailed in the

core of the chapter.

Finally, as is the case throughout this thesis, a key distinction is made between standard
and non-standard employment. At the monthly level in the SOEP, the only dimensions of
employment quality that are captured are whether the job is part-time or full-time, and
whether the job is a mini-job (very marginal forms of part-time jobs capped at 400euros
of earnings per month). Therefore, here, non-standard-employment can only be defined
as part-time work or mini-jobs, other relevant dimensions discussed in the literature
(temporary work, self-employment) having to be ignored. Any estimates will therefore

be conservative, under-estimating the real extent of non-standard employment.

8.3. Introducing the methods used

I will go into the technical details of each method in the relevant empirical chapters, so

they are fresh in the reader’s mind.

In Chapter 9, I model the evolution of polarisation indicators over time, using fixed-effect
panel data regressions with time variables as the main covariates. I then explore potential
explanatory mechanisms regarding recent evolutions in the polarisation trends, by either
refining the original regression models to add relevant covariates, or by plotting relevant

long-term trends that support hypothesised mechanisms.
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In Chapter 10, the empirical endeavour relies on two main dimensions. The first is the
extension of the polarisation indicators to capture the distribution of standard and non-
standard employment across dual-earning couples. The second is to then turn these
polarisation indicators into explanatory variables. I develop a new shift-share equation
that can explain the rise in dual-earning over time, by decomposing it into the contribution
of the level of standard employment and non-standard-employment, and of how evenly

or unevenly they are distributed across couples.

In chapter 11, I model the transitions over time of dual-workless couples away from dual-
worklessness, and into different employment states, using discrete-time event history
methods. These methods allow to compute the likelihood of exiting dual-worklessness in
month m of a dual-worklessness spell, given that the exit has not happened up to month
m, and including explanatory covariates. I study how this likelihood, and the destination
states, evolve after the Hartz IV reform package, which makes unemployment benefits
less generous. The model, in spirit, is similar to difference-in-differences, but the

specificities of the reform prevent from making any strictly causal claims.

Having detailed the ways in which I would go about empirically answering the research
questions underpinning this thesis,  now begin the empirical part, made of three empirical

chapters, and a concluding chapter.
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9. The end of polarisation? Four decades of evolutions in the
inequality of the employment distribution across European
couples

9.1. Introduction

In this chapter, the basis for the research questions lies in the rise of female employment
over time (Jaumotte 2003, Genre et al. 2005, Gregory 2011), fuelling dual-earning
(Crompton 1999, Dotti Sani 2018), but also increasing the unevenness of the distribution

of employment across couples.

To recall, past research tends to suggest that female employment participation has risen
the most where their male partner was already in work, yielding warnings that
employment would increasingly become concentrated in certain couples (Berthoud 2007,
de Beer 2007, Cantillon 2011). But this evidence is often limited to a few Western
European countries, and never offers a perspective that encompasses developments going

from male-single-earning times, to today.

The need to update our knowledge of polarisation trends is the basis for the first research

question in this chapter:

RQI1: What is the evolution of the distribution of employment between European couples
in the last four decades, and does it still translate into an increasing polarisation between

dual-earner and dual-jobless couples?

This chapter offers an unprecedented window of observation with regards to the
evolutions in couple employment that brings new results to the literature. In particular, it

shows that, although higher than forty years ago, the tendency for couple employment to
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polarise increased at a decreasing rate and in fact slowed-down, potentially even reversed,
recently, as dual-worklessness decreased and rising female employment started to

translate into higher female-single-earning rates.

In light of the novelty of these results, the chapter adopts an explorative stance about
potential explanatory factors, with the aim of building expectations for future causal

research. This informs the second research question in chapter:

RQ2: What factors may have influenced the evolutions of the polarisation trends explored

in the first research question?

At the macro-level, the chapter explores how long-term sectoral evolutions of European
economies, and the medium-term shock of the 2008 crisis and its aftermath, have
reshaped couple employment participation. At the couple-level, it explores the rise in
female-single-earning, the evolutions in the relative human capital of partnered men and
women, and the switch away from dual-worklessness towards couples being on the fringe
of the labour market, with non-standard-employment as their only source of labour

income.

Finally, there may be differences and commonalities across European countries that may
improve our understanding of the issues at stake. The third research question in this

chapter therefore is:

RQ3: To what extent are the evolutions presented in RQ1 and RQ2 common or different

across European countries?

Section 2 briefly reminds the reader of the relevant past literature Section 3 details the

analytical strategy. Section 4 presents the evolution of the polarisation of couple
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employment over time in Europe. Section 5 delves into potential explanatory

mechanisms. Section 6 presents insights from robustness analyses. Section 7 concludes.

9.2. Past research

Chapters 3-6 detailed extensively the theoretical frameworks, key concepts, and previous
empirical results that motivate this thesis and I refer the reader to them for more details.
Here, I will just remind briefly that the two key theoretical perspectives that inform much
of this thesis and this chapter in particular, are, on the one hand, the Beckerian
specialisation framework, and on the other, the couple careers homogamy framework.
The former predicts inequality in employment access within couples, but equality across

couples. The latter predicts the reverse.

Empirically, the conventional wisdom is that the distribution of employment across
couples increasingly polarised over time in Europe, with women disproportionately
joining employment in dual-earning couples, female-single-earning being very marginal,
and dual-worklessness being somewhat incompressible. European societies polarise
between dual-earning and dual-workless couples (Gregg and Wadsworth 2001, 2010,

Berthoud 2007, Gregg et al. 2010).

However, the lack of comprehensive coverage of the past two decades in the polarisation
literature means that phenomena that are new (the 2008 crisis), or have become more
pronounced over that period (the educational advantages of women over men), affecting
couple employment patterns and potentially, polarisation, may have been missed. In
addition, there are many European countries that have not been empirically studied, such

that we ignore the polarisation picture in much of Europe.
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In addition, despite how central non-standard employment is in contemporary Europe,
much of the polarisation literature does not distinguish between standard and non-
standard employment and only focuses on ILO-defined employment. There is only one
study linking non-standard employment to questions of polarisation (Horemans 2016), an
essential but limited contribution, in which attention is restricted to dual-earning couples

only, at a single point in time rather than looking at evolutions over time.

So, this chapter aims to revisit the evolution of couple employment participation, and the
polarisation of employment across couples, by studying an unprecedented geographical
and historical window of observation. A key contribution of this paper is indeed the
combination of data spanning, in certain cases, the past forty years, and covering 27
countries. This makes the analyses of trends a difficult balancing act between trying to
establish parsimonious take-aways without getting lost in the meanders of overly detailed
country by country analyses, and still establishing country patterns, groupings, and

nuances, to better understand the phenomena of interest.

For that purpose, two analytical devices can be used as starting point, to help make sense
of the results. The first is the time-span for which data are available (the panel is
unbalanced, an issue I come back to in the next section), and the second is the welfare-
state typology initially derived by Esping-Andersen (1990) and subsequently refined
(Arts and Gelissen 2002), both dimensions overlapping to a significant extent. The

countries studied in this paper belongs to five broad types of welfare-states.

The Liberal welfare-states (UK, Ireland) are present in the dataset since the 1980s. They
tend to be more residual welfare-states, with welfare support very targeted and means-

tested, aimed at basic poverty relief (Esping-Andersen 1990, Gough et al. 1997, Hallerod
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et al. 2015). Market relations take a prominent part in determining social outcomes, such
that skills and labour market advantages can be important in determining employment
outcomes, shaping potentially high inequality. These countries tend to be “familialist by
default” (Saraceno and Keck 2010): there is no explicit doctrine asking women to take
care of the housework, but no explicit alternative publicly provided either, again leading
the market to dictate who can afford childcare and who cannot, and therefore potentially
shaping important differentials in (full-time) employment between men and women. The
prominence of market outcomes in determining social outcomes suggests that polarisation
between dual-earning and dual-worklessness could be strong and increasing with female
employment, with part-time employment an important solution for women seeking to

combine work and caring for children in the absence of comprehensive public childcare.

Conservative countries (also sometimes described in the literature as “corporatist”) like
Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, tend to rely on social
insurance systems in which one gets out of security something proportional to what they
contributed (Esping-Andersen 1990, Arts and Gelissen 2022). For most of them, data are
available since the 1980s. These systems tend to entrench social statuses and reproduce
them in social security entitlements, which, with regards to couple employment outcomes,
tends to be favourable to male-breadwinner arrangements (Hallerdd et al. 2015). These
countries do not tend to offer particularly extensive systems to relive women of unpaid
care work, although France and Belgium stand-out in that regards, with rather generous
provisions of public care services (Saraceno and Keck 2010). Nonetheless, the gendered
dimension of social and labour market policies could act as a brake to rising polarisation

over time, with employment being evenly spread across couples as in the male
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breadwinner model, and an important use of female non-standard work in couples as a

complement to a male standard job.

The final type of welfare-state for which we have data since the 1980s is the
Mediterranean welfare-state: Greece, Italy, Spain, Portugal, with Cyprus and Malta
joining the dataset later on. This welfare-state type is not initially part of Esping-
Andersen’s typology and has been suggested as an addition by subsequent literature
which emphasises that, although they are close in nature to the Conservative type, they
tend to emphasise further the gendered division of labour and the role of the family in
providing welfare (Arts and Gelissen 2022). Care work tends, by default, to be located
within the family (Saraceno and Keck 2010), and the male breadwinner model has been
found, in past research, to be comparatively stronger in these countries (Lewis et al.
2008). All of these elements combine to suggest that any rise in polarisation may be more
limited in these countries than anywhere else in Europe, due employment being primarily
male, but this should be nuanced by a variety of factors. First, in the case of Portugal,
Spain and Greece, joining the EU in the 1980s has come with sustained economic and
employment growth which, depending on the way it has been distributed in the
population, may have generated polarisation between those who could benefit from it and
those who could not. Second, Mediterranean countries tend to have comparatively high
unemployment rates: if people who look for work but cannot find it due to market
constraints cluster in couples, or if would-be-male-breadwinners are unemployed with a
jobless female partner, this could also result in polarisation. This generally relates to the
common finding that Mediterranean labour markets tend to be segmented between

insiders and outsiders, which may foster polarisation, although the growing share of non-
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standard, particularly temporary, work in these countries, suggest that such polarisation

could increasingly take the form of standard versus non-standard work (Westhoff 2024).

Two other types of welfare-states join the dataset in the late 1990s/early 2000s and, non-
coincidentally, these are the welfare-state types that have been the least studied in the
polarisation literature. The first are Nordic (Social-Democratic) welfare-states. These
welfare-states tend to be characterised by high male and female employment rates, high
dual-earning an important degree of gender inequality embodied in social and labour
market policy, encompassing and generous unemployment benefits combined with
tailored activation policies (Esping-Andersen 1990, Lewis et al. 2009). Paradoxically, it
may still lead to polarisation: despite their good employment outcomes, these countries
still have disadvantaged groups, particularly those who are on peripheral labour market
positions and not managing to contribute to the social insurance-type benefits (Hallerod
et al. 2015) and it is possible that the small number of disadvantaged, workless people,
tend to cluster in similar households — remember that polarisation is not just about the
size of workless households, but about how big they are compared to the overall non-
employment rate in the country. Nordic countries may be better at dealing with this
polarisation (ensuring workless households have enough to live with, and do not stay
workless too long) but whether it prevents such initial employment polarisation is to be
studied. A possibility is that, through activation, they get these disadvantaged couples
into low-paid work, that could be non-standard: Sanchez-Mira and O’Reilly (2019)
emphasise that non-standard employment is more important in certain Nordic countries
than previously thought, such that a relevant cleavage could be in terms of employment

quality rather than mere employment.
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Finally, we have post-Communist countries. They have been added to the welfare-state
typology literature progressively after the fall of Communism and as they joined the EU
(Arts and Gelissen 2002), but an important caveat is that, they are a very big group,
geographically and culturally diverse, with potential important heterogeneity in their
welfare structure and how they have evolved after Communism. A common heritage,
however, seems to be a legacy of high female employment rates and therefore high dual-
earning, as well as a low prevalence of non-standard employment (Sanchez-Mira and
O’Reilly 2019). With social inequalities appearing and rising with the advent of
capitalism, especially as many post-Communist countries sought to develop very pro-
market policies (Hallerdd et al. 2015), an expectation is therefore to find advantaged
couples accumulating employment, with workless couples appearing on the other hand,
with significant dual-earning/dual-workless polarisation as a result, this cleavage

remaining the relevant one in light of the low prevalence of non-standard work.

From the outset, it is crucial that the reader does not take these descriptions as aiming to
predict exactly what the outcomes will be: they are a starting grid to interpret results,
which, depending on whether they differ or not from this grid, will help to understand our
phenomena of interest better. Past literature on polarisation does not study the vast
majority of the countries covered in this paper: any prediction is therefore very tentative,
and any empirical work very explorative. Past welfare-state literature emphasises
important heterogeneity in policy structures in given welfare-state clusters, while past
literature on couple employment patterns emphasise clearly that the fit between welfare-
state types and couple employment outcomes is extremely partial at best: expectations
and empirical research need to be flexible. The reader is invited to use these descriptions

of welfare-state types and of when they join the dataset as a tool to understand how the
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analysis of country-by country results is done in subsequent sections of this chapter, not

as deterministic predictions.

9.3. Analytical strategy

9.3.1. Data and variables

The data are from the yearly-EU-LFS for the 27 EU countries (minus Croatia, including
the UK). Data are available as early as 1983 for 11 “early” countries!, other countries join

the dataset throughout the late 1990s and early 2000s.

Only couples (regardless of marital status) in which both partners are between 25 and 55
years old are included, to keep a population of core working-age people and circumvent
early retirement policies. In this sample, anyone studying full-time or retired can be
reasonably assumed to have made an active choice of being non-employed, compared to
being employed. People who do not work because of incapacity or illness are kept in the

sample because of the potential for this status to be an alternative to unemployment.

Chapter 8 detailed the derivation of couple employment status according to the ILO-
definition of employment, that will be used in this chapter. The only thing to add is that,
for dual-workless couples, long-term-dual-workless couples are defined as those in which
both partners have been jobless for 12 months or more, adapting the definition of long-

term unemployment by the OECD to the object of study of this chapter.

The sectoral employment shifts are explored using the NACE variable which the EU-LFS

aggregates into agriculture, industry and services until 2007, and for which aggregation

'Belgium, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and the
UK.

161



needs to be done by the researcher since, based on the one-digit variable?. Using this
variable, I reconstitute the sector of employment of employed partnered people, and using
a similar variable for jobless partnered people, I reconstitute the sector of employment

they were formerly working in.

The level of education of partners is captured using an educational achievement variable
collapsed to three levels: high (tertiary education), medium (upper-secondary education),

and low (lower-secondary education).

I study whether any partner is unable to work due to illness/disability using a variable that

captures precisely this dimension in the EU-LFS, as reported by the respondent.

I analyse the extent to which female-single-earning is a desired work arrangement using
two variables. The first captures whether women in such couples wish to work less than
they currently do: if the difference between the value of the variables indicating their
usual weekly working hours and their desired weekly working hours is positive, they are
coded as wanting to work less. The second is a dummy variable capturing whether the

workless partner wants to work®.

I have detailed the choices made and trade-offs implied in my operationalisation of non-
standard-employment in Chapter 8. To recall, people who work part-time or under a
temporary contract are classified as non-standard workers, with various robustness

analyses to test the solidity of the results in light of different operational choices.

The chapter studies the extent to which non-standard employment is constrained by the

job market, using a variable in the EU-LFS capturing whether part-time work has been

2 Agriculture: code A. Industry: codes B to F. Services: codes G to U.
3This variable includes workless men who are secking work, as well as workless men not seeking work
but saying they would like to work if it was available
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taken-up because full-time work was not available, and whether temporary work has been

taken-up because permanent work was not available, as reported by the respondent.

In the econometric models (detailed shortly), I control for general economic conditions,

using a variable for annual GDP-growth based on World Bank data.

In addition, a key contribution of this chapter is to propose an extension of polarisation
indicators that initially only study ILO-employment, to go beyond ILO employment: as |
introduce in Chapter 8 and derive in full in Appendix A.1, the same principles can be

applied to study the “quality”, or the “type” of employment.

In this chapter, I will use this extension to discuss two aspects of employment type and
of how they are distributed. The first is the standard/non-standard distinction, and this
chapter will study the extent to which the clustering of non-standard employment in

couples has replaced the clustering of worklessness in couples.

The second will be with regards to sectoral employment. As discussed in the introduction
and Chapter 5, the rise of service employment is crucial to understand the employment
participation of (partnered) women and the evolutions of couple employment patterns. In
this chapter, I apply the extension of the polarisation indicator to study employment type,
to study sectoral employment, in particular the way service employment and industrial
employment have been distributed across couples and over time, in the section exploring

the evolutions of polarisation in recent years.

Descriptive statistics on all the variables described are available in Appendix A.2, as well
as information on the sample size for each country and year on which these statistics are

computed, and information on which country is present for each year.
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9.3.2. Modelling the evolution over time of polarisation indicators

Appendix A.2 gives the values of the “raw” and normalised polarisation indicators for
each country-year. In this specification, I use the normalised indicators as my dependent
variables. To see how these polarisation indicators evolve over time, [ use a simple fixed-
effect polynomial regression model using panel data. I use each polarisation indicator
separately as dependent variables. The first year of the panel is 1983 (t=1) and the last
year is 2019 (t=37). I include a time variable t and its square to account for non-linearities,
forming a quadratic equation. The models are also estimated again including a cubic term,

to account for any very recent evolutions in the trend.

Fixed-effects model are equivalent to including a dummy variable for each country: the
aim is to get a European trend net of country variations. A variable capturing GDP growth
is included, to capture the general economic context. The models, with t denoting the time

variable, C the country dummies:

Pl, = a + Byt + Bot? + B3gdpgrowth + y,Cp + +++ + ¥57,Co7 + €
Equation (9)
PZt =a+ ﬁlt + ﬁztz + ﬁ3t3 + ﬁ4gdpgTOWth + ]/262 + -+ ]/27C27 + et

Equation (10)

The regressions are based on an unbalanced panel of 687 observations, corresponding to

the number of country-year observations.

I run a number of robustness analyses. In addition to those described in chapter 8
(estimating the analyses again classifying self-employment as non-standard; using the
alternative, hours-based variable for part-time work; running all analyses separately for

part-time, temporary and self-employment), I increase the age limit to include partnered
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people aged 25-64; I run the analyses using the non-normalised polarisation indicators;
crucially, I estimate all analyses again studying the “early countries” only: given the
unbalanced nature of the panel, this ensures the time trends exhibited are genuine, and
not affected by the inclusion of new countries over time. The fact that all analyses are
also estimated country by country can also be seen as a form of robustness test, studying
each country’s specific evolution over the period of time for which they have data

available.

Finally, a limitation of fixed-effects modelling is that they only control for time-invariant
factors. Of course, the last forty years have seen changes across countries, particularly in
terms of social and labour market policy. Even so, it is important to note that the
modelling strategy here follows primarily a descriptive purpose, showing how
polarisation evolved over an unprecedented window of observation, rather than aiming to
comprehensively and causally explain the variations in its evolutions. Further, the models
take into account country contexts in two respects: first by controlling for general
economic circumstances in a given country-year via the GDP growth variable, and
neutralising the employment/unemployment fluctuations across countries and time via
the use of normalised indicators, and second, by providing results separately, country by
country, which allows to study the evolution of polarisation in each specific context — as

we shall see, this exercise reveals a great deal of commonality across countries.

9.4. Empirical results: the evolution of polarisation over time
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Figure 7 shows the evolution of dual-earning and dual-worklessness only, for parsimony
purposes, over time across all countries, while Appendix A3 also incorporates the
evolutions in male and female-single-earning. In all countries studied, dual-earning is the
main form of couple employment participation, with the male-single-earning now only
the second most important form, albeit with important variations in the relative strength
of both models across countries. Dual-earning barely represents more than 50% of
couples in Italy or Greece, countries where the male-single-earning model has remained
comparatively high, but reaches 80% or more in places as varied as the UK, Sweden,
Denmark, the Netherlands, Slovenia or Portugal, countries where male-single-earning has

become marginal.

Every country witnessed a rise in dual-earning, with differences in starting point and
intensity of the trend. The rise has been spectacular in Ireland, Luxembourg, Spain or the
Netherlands, countries where the dual-earning rate was comparatively low in the 1980s
and which oversaw a strong catching-up. Countries like the UK, France or Portugal,
which had higher starting points, also witnessed a rise in dual-earning, but of a lesser
magnitude, suggesting some degree of convergence across countries, with Belgium and
Germany constituting intermediate cases. On the other hand, Italy and Greece had a
relatively low starting point and a weak increase. Data for Nordic countries is available
later but shows, as expected, high and stable rates of dual-earning. For Post-Communist
countries, the picture is more nuanced: while many do exhibit comparatively high rates
of dual-earning, as the legacy of high female employment during the Communist era
could lead to expect, there are important variations across them, with places like Poland

and Hungary exhibiting stagnating and moderate rates of dual-earning.
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Regarding dual-worklessness, the situation in Europe tends to be a decline over time,
especially in the last decade to varying extents across countries. All countries still exhibit
a positive dual-workless rate, suggesting it is a universal phenomenon in Europe. The
general over time picture is quite similar across countries. Italy, Greece, and to some
extent, France, stand-out in having dual-workless rates that are actually quite stable over
the past four decades. On the other hand, Ireland, Spain, Malta or the Netherlands show
a sharper dual-worklessness decrease than many other countries. There is a noticeable
rebound in dual-worklessness around the 2008 crisis in a few countries (Ireland, Greece,
Spain, the UK, Slovenia, the Baltic countries), but not everywhere, and it tends to be very

temporary.

As shown in Appendix A3, in Europe in general and across countries, female-single-
earning has been rising over time, especially in the past two decades. Combined with the
long-run decline in dual-worklessness, which becomes particularly visible in the data in
recent years, this already serves as descriptive evidence suggesting that while a dual-
earning versus dual-workless polarisation may have been the state of play in the 1980s

and 1990s, the situation today may be more nuanced.

These descriptive rates are a useful introductory picture, but polarisation is better studied
in terms of how much dual-earning and dual-worklessness represent in a country
compared to how much employment and worklessness there is in that country overall.
This is why I now turn to the evolution of the polarisation indicators: they help us
understand whether the rise in dual-earning and decline in dual-worklessness were

proportional to the rise in employment and decline in non-employment over the period.
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Table 2: Regression results for the modelling of the evolution over time of the polarisation

indicators for dual-earning and dual joblessness

Variable Model 1. Model 2. Model 3. Model 4.
Dependent Dependent Dependent Dependent
variable: variable: variable: variable:
polarization polarization polarization polarization
indicator for dual- indicator for dual- indicator for dual-  indicator for dual-
earning earning worklessness worklessness
Time t 0.01*** 0.01%*** 0.009%** 0.009%**
(0.0005) (0.001) (0.0005) (0.001)
Square of time -0.0002%** -0.0002*** -0.00071 *** -0.0002**
variable (0.00001) (0.00008) (0.00001) (0.00008)
Cube of time 0.000001 0.0000005
variable (0.000001) (0.000001)
GDP growth -0.00004 -0.0001 -0.0004 -0.0004
(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004)
Constant -0.11%** -0.12%%* -0.16%** -0.16%**
(0.006) (0.007) (0.005) (0.007)
Sf(;:gsry fixed YES YES YES YES
N 687 687 687 687
12 (within) 0.64 0.64 0.6 0.6
12 (between) 0.22 0.23 0.26 0.26
r2(overall) 0.45 0.45 0.35 0.35

Note: coefficients obtained from country fixed-effects regressions, run over 687 country-years. The
polarisation indicators have been derived in the way described in the previous section and they represent
the difference between the actual rate of a given couple type and its counterfactual rate. 3 stars indicate
significance at the 1% level, 2 stars indicate significance at the 5% level, a single star indicates significance
at the 10% level. The data are weighted EU-LFS, used to construct the variables needed for the analysis,
for couples in which partners are aged 25-55. The GDP-growth variable comes from the World Bank.
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Figure 8: Polarisation on average in Europe, 1983-2019
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Note: these graphs illustrate the regression results obtained in table 2, for models 1 and 3. The top graph
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polarisation indicator. The data points represent country-year polarisation indicators and the trend is the
regression fitted line. Positive polarisation indicates that employment/non-employment cluster in couples.
Negative polarisation indicates that they are evenly distributed across couples.

Source: Author’s own calculations using the EU-LFS.
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If polarisation rises, it means that the rise in dual-earning cannot be solely explained by
the increasing employment rates, but that instead, the couple became a medium to capture
a scarce resource, employment. I plot in Figure 7 the evolution of the polarisation
indicators over time as modelled by the fixed-effect regressions available in Table 2. For
illustrative purposes, I also plot the evolutions over time of the actual and counterfactual
rates of dual-earning and dual-worklessness in Europe (Appendix A.4). With regards to
dual-earning, the graph in Appendix A.4 shows that actual-dual-earning rates, although
they start at a lower level than counterfactual-dual-earning, rose more sharply than the
counterfactual, and overtook it: dual-earning rates increased more than what the mere rise
in employment rates would have led to predict if it had been randomly distributed. The
polarisation indicator for dual-earning, starting in the negatives, increases as a result, and

becomes positive, which remains the case today: employment clusters in couples.

But the process has not been linear, as the regression models confirm. The coefficient on
the linear time term is positive and highly statistically significant, but the quadratic term
is negative and also highly significant, confirming the tendency of the dual-earning

polarisation indicator to increase at a decreasing rate.

Adding a cubic term does not change the results, while in both specifications, the impact
of GDP growth is far from statistical significance. Looking at dual-worklessness tells a
similar story. Europe witnessed a shift from negative values on the dual-worklessness
polarisation indicator, to values that are very near zero on average, and positive in a
number of countries. While non-employment was falling, it increasingly tended to cluster
in couples. As a result of falling non-employment, dual-worklessness did decrease, but

not as much as the fall in non-employment at individual level suggests.
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But again, non-linearities emerge. The regression results clearly show that the
polarisation indicator for dual-worklessness also increases at a decreasing rate (and again,

the cubic term and GDP variable are not significant).

These patterns suggest non-random employment gains and losses. As female employment
increased and male employment stagnated over that period, the results imply that rising
female employment initially disproportionately took place with a male partner already in
employment, while any men losing their jobs would have been more likely to do so as the
single-earner in the couple. But these phenomena were particularly strong in the 1980s

and 1990s, and show a clear slow-down since.

I then estimate the regression models for both indicators for each country individually,
with results shown in Figures 8 and 9. Let us start with countries for which data are
available since the 1980s (the “early countries”). On both indicators, they all exhibit a

clearly rising polarisation trend.

On the dual-earning indicator, they all exhibit a positive value as of 2019: employment
clusters in couples. The polarisation indicator for dual-worklessness is, on the other hand,
not always positive despite the rising tendency everywhere, especially for countries that

started the 1980s with a strong male breadwinner model.

The differences between these early countries does not lie, therefore, in the direction of
the trend, but in its intensity. While most early countries exhibit a rising trend that is
clearly decreasing in intensity, the rise in polarisation is more linear in Portugal, Spain,
Greece, or Luxembourg when it comes to both polarisation indicators, especially the one

related to dual-earning.
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An explanation could be that a catching-up phenomenon is happening. A country like the
UK, with comparatively higher dual-earning rates in the 1980s, experienced the rise in
polarisation, but also its slow-down and decline, before others. Conversely, countries for
which polarisation is still rising could be countries which started at levels of dual-earning

that were so low, that they are still in the phase of expanding polarisation.

This applies particularly well to Spain, Greece and Luxembourg, but less so to Portugal,
which had comparatively higher rates of dual-earning already in the 1980s but shows little
signs of polarisation slowing-down. Similarly, countries like Ireland or the Netherlands
also had a very dominant male-single-earning model in the early 1980s, but the recent
trajectory of their otherwise increasing polarisation curve is a clear slow-down or even

reversal.

Some countries experience a slow-down in the polarisation increase overall, but a
potential rebound in recent years. This is especially evident for the dual-earning indicator
in Italy and Greece, and to a lesser extent, in France and Belgium. This positive cubic
term is also present for the dual-workless indicator in France, Germany, or the UK. This

issue is explored in more depth in the next section, about the 2008 crisis.

For countries which join the dataset from the late-1990s onwards, the picture is broadly
consistent with the slow-down of polarisation that characterises Europe on average since

the early 2000s.

Czechia, Estonia, and Poland exhibit negative values on the dual-earning polarisation
indicator in 2019, on the back of clearly decreasing trends, which have taken indicators
from positive to negative. This decreasing trend also characterises Denmark, Slovakia,

and to some extent, Romania. Other countries exhibit broad stability, clearly in the case

179



of Sweden and Slovenia, where the regressions fail to detect any significant over-time
trends, but also in the case of Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, and to some extent, Bulgaria.
The remaining countries (Malta, Cyprus, Hungary, Austria) tend to exhibit a pattern of

rising polarisation, that nonetheless slows-down in the most recent years.

On the dual-workless polarisation indicator, Slovakia, Slovenia, and to some extent
Romania, exhibit trends that started in positive values but are decreasing, and for

Slovenia, have reached the negatives.

Many countries exhibit trends that are stable over time (Czechia, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, Hungary, Latvia, to some extent Lithuania where there is a weakly rising trend),
with certain countries exhibiting positive levels throughout and others showing negative
levels throughout. Bulgaria, Austria, Cyprus, Malta, Poland and Sweden exhibit rising
trends, with nuances across them in the intensity of this trend, the rise being most linear

in Bulgaria, Austria and Malta.

In summary, there are nuances across counties below a surface of commonalities. Across
Europe, polarisation tends to rise at a decreasing rate, and stability or even decline
characterises the last two decades. But, the intensity with which the otherwise rising trend
slows-down for “early countries” tends to vary. For countries with more recent data,
whether it is an outright decrease, a stability, or an increase at a decreasing rate,

differentiates countries. Employment clusters in couples almost everywhere.

This chapter is a rare one in documenting the topic for post-communist economies. While
the early countries studied in this chapter usually started in a context dominated by male-

single-earning, and witnessed a strong rise of female employment, the trajectory is likely
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very different for post-Communist economies, with a legacy of high female employment

from the Communist era.

The data are available for these countries around a decade after the transition to market
capitalism. While they show, generally, high-dual-earning rates, they also show very
important variations in polarisation patterns across them, some of these high-dual-earning
rates being in line with the high “stock of employment” in these countries, and other being
disproportionate. This emphasises the need to not treat these countries as a unitary
category, as the transition to market capitalism has clearly had heterogenous effects
across them. In some cases, it fuelled a job growth that evenly benefited couples, with

high dual-earning and limited dual-worklessness, but in others, polarisation is strong.

More generally, results across countries emphasise that the distinction between the five
big welfare-state types as identified in this chapter have limited explanatory power when
it comes to trends and levels of polarisation. There is a common movement across Europe
towards dual-earning, and this rise in dual-earning being more important than what the
mere rise in employment rates would suggest, while at the same time, dual-worklessness
does not decrease as much as the fall in non-employment could lead to predict. While, to
some extent, we see the countries with a comparatively low dual-earning starting point
exhibiting sharper rises in polarisation, these countries include the Netherlands,
Luxembourg, Spain, and Ireland, i.e., representatives of three different types of welfare-

states.

Even welfare-state types with social models that may favour male-single-earning
arrangements, like the Conservative, or Mediterranean, show a distribution of

employment that moves inequality, increasingly, away from within the couple (i.e., away
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from male-single-earning-induced gender inequality within the couple), to being located
across couples. This could be because of the increasing segmentation that characterises
these countries’ labour markets. It is also worth noting that countries traditionally seen as
fostering social equality, the Nordic welfare-states, exhibit important levels of positive
polarisation, particularly on the dual-earning indicator. Finally, countries may exhibit
high levels of dual-earning polarisation indicator, but comparatively weaker levels of
dual-worklessness polarisation indicator. This could be because the dual-earning/dual-
workless cleavage no longer accurately describes these places, and instead, cleavages
developing around the use of non-standard employment have taken over. This possibility

is introduced in this chapter, and explored fully in the next.

An essential takeaway from this chapter is that, overall, polarisation is not ever rising —
in fact, in most places, it slows-down or even decreases in the past two decades. This
finding is new, and to explain it, potential mechanisms behind the rise, and slow-down,
of polarisation, need to be put forward. This descriptive approach of this chapter is
justified by the novelty of the results and the need to establish hypotheses to be explored

in future research causally.

We saw that beneath the commonality, lie degrees of nuances. The mechanisms explored
in the next section are explored with the commonality dimension of the results across
Europe in mind, because this commonality, given the breadth of time and space coverage
in this paper, is striking. Lack of space means that a choice had to be made between
parsimony in focusing on average European evolutions, and detailed trends by countries,
and I chose to focus on the former, and will certainly fail to explain every degree of

nuance across countries.
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However, the mechanisms discussed can also be seen as potential variables that, if
differing across countries, may explain divergent evolutions in the polarisation trends.
Where the chapter finds noteworthy differences across countries, these are discussed in
the core text and presented in full in the Appendices. Any other result is available on

request from the author.
9.5. What may explain the evolutions of polarisation?
9.5.1. The 2008 crisis and sectoral shifts of European economies

The 2008 crisis

I estimated all the models again including, in addition to the variables already mentioned,
a dummy variable for whether the year was after 2008 or not (2009 being the first year of
proper recession across the OECD). The graphs in figure 10 show the effect of the years
being from 2009 onwards on polarisation levels, holding the linear, quadratic and cubic
time variables and the GDP growth variable constant. It therefore shows whether,
independent of the short-term economic fluctuations and of secular trends, the years since
the crisis have seen a “jump” in polarisation levels, on a deeper level than the immediate

effect of job losses.

The answer is yes, but more so when it comes to employment than non-employment. On
average, across Europe, the years since 2008 are associated to an increase in the value of

the polarisation indicator for dual-earning.
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Figure 11: Association between the year being after 2008 and the level of polarisation

0.08
0.07

0.06 0.06

0.06
0.05 0.05 0.05
04
0.04
0.03
! 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02

0.02

0.01 0.01

0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 I
0

-0.02

[=1

[T =

[=3

[ o

[ )

-0.04
-0.04

-0.06
SR I IR AR &o“e‘*«z?®<‘VV’$05%VQVQ&<¢9@1*%V@%$@&£

0.04
0.03 0.03

0.03
0.02 0.02 0.02
0.02
0.01
0 0o 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0

-0.01

-0.009

-0.02

-0.03
-0.03

-0.04

-0.05
-0.05

2006
PP S PO FTFIE S TOOIISE S @%o*‘@&o&

Note: these graphs represent, for each polarisation indicators as dependent variable, the regression model
coefficients of a dummy variable capturing whether the years are after 2008 or not, holding constant time trends
and GDP growth. The top graph does so for the polarisation indicator for dual-earning. The bottom graph does
for the polarisation indicator for dual-worklessness. Any coefficient not statistically significant at the 10% level
at least is imputed as 0. Coefficients with broken patterns are very borderline, with p-values of 0.105 and 0.103).
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In 15 out of 27 countries, there is a statistically significant increase in the indicator, and
only in 1 do we find a statistically significant decrease. By contrast, the years since the
crisis are not associated to a discernible effect in 20 countries out of the 27 studied for the
dual-worklessness polarisation indicator. On average, these years are associated to a
decrease in polarisation across Europe, but in a few countries the effect is actually

positive.

How can square this lack of effect regarding dual-worklessness, with the positive effect
found when studying dual-earning, and make sense of it when past research has found

positive effects of the crisis on polarisation indicators for dual-worklessness?

These results can only be understood bearing in mind the gendered and sectoral

dimensions of the crisis, which we explore shortly.

Before, let us emphasise that the difference with Biegert and Ebbinghaus (2020), who
find a rise in the clustering of worklessness in households following the crisis, is that they
study all households (it only takes one job loss to form a workless household in a single-
person household). Their research also focuses more on the short to medium-run impact
of the crisis, while this chapter focuses on a longer-run effect, netting out short-term
economic fluctuations. Job losses in the short-term may have led to more polarisation
immediately, but to a reorganisation of couple employment participation in the longer

run.
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Sectoral shifts

The sectoral shifts in the economy have affected the employment participation of couples,
and are deeply related to the 2008 crisis. The story of the past three decades® is the rise
of service employment, particularly sharply and continuously for partnered women. On
the other hand, industrial employment for partnered men has declined (Appendix A.5).
We observe these trends everywhere, although with variations in the decline of male

industrial jobs, many post-Communist economies proving more resilient in that regard.

Accordingly, the last three years saw the rise of couples with both partners working in
the service sector. Across almost all countries, the “dual-service-earning” couple is
dominant. Even in countries with resilient male-industrial jobs, we see a rise of the
“industry-services-dual-earning” couples, rather than a resilience of the old “male-single-

industry-earning” couple.

Comparing the dual-service-earning rate to its counterfactual, built under the assumption
that service employment is randomly distributed across couples, we see that, throughout,
there have been more dual-service-earning couples in practice than in the counterfactual.
It is not just employment that concentrates in couples, it is service employment in
particular, which is a key contributor to polarisation. This is true in all the countries in
the sample. We also see a strong decline in two forms of single-earning that were
extremely prevalent at the start of the period: single-industry-earning and single-service-

earning.

The decline in the former is particularly relevant because of its gendered dimension.

“Reliable data on sectoral employment are only available since 1992 in the EU-LFS.
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Figure 12: Couple employment participation by sector of the economy
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Source: author’s own calculations using EU-LFS data.
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Industry is a sector in which we find partnered men, in vast majority. Male-single-earning
fell with male-industry-single-earning. The counterfactual analysis reveals that, while
there was a huge surplus of single-industry-earning couples compared to the stock of
industrial jobs in European societies in the early 1990s, this surplus has nearly reduced to
zero. The even distribution of employment four decades ago (across couples and at the
expense of women) was the even distribution of industrial jobs. So, polarisation increased
with service employment, while industrial employment, traditionally evenly distributed

across couples, fell.

This also helps understand the slow-down in the rise of polarisation. The narrowing of
the gap between single-industrial-earning and its counterfactual is particularly strong in
the 1990s, a period of intense deindustrialisation, but has stabilised since. On the other
hand, the surplus of dual-service-couples presumably dates back to the 1980s at least,

because it has remained rather stable over the period

We can also better interpret the results related to the crisis. 2008 marks a concomitant
decline in the rate of couples organised around one partner in industry and the other in
services, and a rise in single-service-earning couples. Countries such as Spain, Greece,
Ireland or the Baltic countries, exhibit this pattern very strongly, while the vast majority
of countries show a resilience of dual-service-earning. Similarly, there is a fall in the rates
of couples with both partners in industry, but a resilience of single-industry-earning

couples.

This suggests that women were both less hit in terms of overall employment, as they
worked predominantly in the comparatively sheltered service sector, and in terms of

employment losses within the industrial sector. They provided a buffer to the employment
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shock, especially to partnered men losing their industrial jobs. This buffer prevented a
strong rise in workless couples and of polarisation for the dual-workless indicator. These
results are coherent with insights from Harkness and Evans (2011), emphasising the

resilience of partnered female employment in the UK in the 2008 crisis.

On the other hand, the proportion of couples with both partners in the service sector was
barely affected by the crisis — and remained way above its counterfactual. This drove the
reinforcement of the polarisation indicator for dual-earning associated to the 2008 crisis,

as these dual-service-earning couples were disproportionately spared from job losses.

Finally, the long-term sectoral shifts may have affected the nature of dual-worklessness.
Over time, in Europe, long-term dual-workless couples (couples that have been workless
for more than 12 months) have been representing between roughly a third and a half of
dual-workless couples (Appendix AS5). The fall of dual-worklessness over time
corresponds to a fall in long-term dual-worklessness, both as a share of all couples and as

a proportion of dual-workless couples specifically.

Analysis of the former sector of employment of partners in workless couples suggests
that at the same time as (long-term)-dual-worklessness decreases, the prevalence of
former industrial workers and long-term-workless former industrial workers amongst

workless couple also falls (Appendix AS).

This could suggest a changing nature of dual-worklessness. While displaced industrial
workers struggled to find re-employment due, for instance, to regional specialisations,
specific skillsets, or being deemed too old, the tertiarization of economies may have
opened-up new routes out of dual-worklessness (albeit potentially precarious ones, as we

shall see). These analyses are shown in Appendix A. 5 rather than here, in recognition of
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the potential precariousness of the data, as the former sector of workless people is often

subject to missing values, and in certain countries, sample sizes get rather small.

9.5.2. The changing socioeconomic profiles of couples

Rising female-single-earning

Descriptive results by countries suggested that female-single-earning has been rising over
the past four decades and especially the last two, constituting a potential new middle-
ground between dual-earning and dual-joblessness. I modelled the evolution of the rise
in female-single-earning, and in female employment more generally, in the same way as
I modelled the evolution in polarisation indicators (Appendix A.6). The results show
interesting contrasts. Both rise over time. But female employment rises at a slightly
decreasing rate, and is positively associated to GDP growth (and negatively to the 2008

crisis when the dummy variable is introduced).

By contrast, female-single-earning not only rises with time, but at a rate that accelerates
with time. So, although female employment has been rising since the early 1980s, only

recently did it start translating into substantial rates of female-single-earning in Europe.

Of course, part of the answer to why that is the case may lie in the factors just discussed.
Contrarily to female employment, regressions show that, independent of the time trend
variables, female-single-earning is negatively affected by GDP growth, and positively
associated to the years that have followed the economic crisis, emphasising the sectoral
and gendered dimension of the crisis, and the role of buffer against employment shocks

that female-single-earning may constitute.
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Yet, the acceleration of female-single-earning clearly pre-dates the crisis in many places,
while tertiarization alone does not explain why more women are the sole breadwinner. I

therefore turn to socioeconomic evolutions of European couples that may be at play.

The educational profile of European couples

Figure 12 illustrates the distribution of the variable capturing the difference in educational
level between the partners of a couple, over the past thirty years®. The distribution centres
around zero throughout the period - for roughly 64% of couples, the difference between
the male partner’s level of education and his female partner equals zero, i.e., they share
the same level of education. Therefore, it does not seem like evolutions in educational
homogamy could explain the recent evolutions in polarisation, as it remains constant over

the past thirty years.

However, while most of the non-homogamous couples at the start of the 1990s had the
male partner more educated than the female partner (21% of couples in that case, 13%
with a more educated female). In 2019, it is almost the exact opposite: 24% of couples
have a more educated female, 12% have a more educated male. This result holds across
Europe: in 2019, all European countries have a majority of homogamous couples, in all
but three, women are more educated than men on average in non-homogamous couples,
and everywhere the comparative educational achievement of partnered women has

increased over time.

So, there is a need to explore deeper the links between female education and couple

employment patterns.

SEducational variables in the EU-LFS do not go further back.
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Figure 13: Distribution of European couples according to the difference in the level of education
between the male and female partner
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Note: this graph shows the proportion of couples according to a variable representing the difference
between the educational level of the male and the female partner. Each partner can be highly educated (the
variable takes a value of 3), medium educated (the variable takes a value of 2), or low-educated (the
variable takes a value of 1). If the difference between the value of both variables is 0, both partners share
the same level of education. A positive value indicates that the male partner is relatively more educated. A
negative value indicates that the female partner is relatively more educated. Partners in couples are aged
25-55. The 1998 spike in the black line is due to a few countries having missing data for this year
specifically.

Source: author’s own calculations using EU-LFS data

Throughout the last thirty years, better educated partnered men and women have been
more likely to be in employment than their less educated counterparts. Yet, for partnered
women, the stratification of employment participation by educational level was much
more pronounced at the start of the 1990s (Appendix A.7). Partnered women at all levels
of education have started working more, but this has been more pronounced for women

below tertiary education, especially medium-educated women.
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Employed partnered women were, in the 1990s, predominantly highly educated, and, due
to most couples being homogamous and very few having the female more educated than
the male, they were predominantly partnered to men who were also highly educated and
therefore more likely to be in work themselves. The clustering of employment in couples

is a logical consequence, leading to polarisation.

So, over time, we witness the conjunction of two phenomena: the rising employment rate
of partnered women at all levels of education, especially pronounced for medium and
low-educated women, and the fact that, on average, that level of partnered female

education becomes higher than partnered men.

If medium and low-educated women start working more, as the majority of couples are
educationally homogamous, it is now more likely that these working women are partnered
with non-employed men, as the employment likelihood of men decreases in line with
their level of education — consistent with the fact that the employment rate of women

living with non-employed men increases over time (Appendix A.7).

And, in the (still significant) minority of heterogamous couples, women are now more
educated than men on average. Whether it comes from rational choice, with each partner
specialising in labour market work or unpaid household work according to their relative
productivity, or from the weakening of the labour market positions of low-skilled men,
this should translate into more female-single-earning couples. It could also explain why,
over time, women’s employment growth shifted from disproportionately clustering in

couples with a male partner in employment, to fuelling female-single-earning couples.
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Figure 14: Female-single-earning couples, by relative educational achievement of each partner
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Note: this graph shows the proportion, on average and over time in Europe, of female-single-earning
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highly educated (the variable takes a value of 3), medium educated (the variable takes a value of 2), or
low-educated (the variable takes a value of 1), and the comparison between the values on these variables
for each partner allows to determine who is relatively more educated.

Source: author’s own calculations using the EU-LF'S.

The rise in female-single-earning couples was, consistently, driven, as shown in figure
13, by couples in which the female is more educated than the male. These results are
coherent with recent development in the economic analyses of marriage markets, that
increasingly emphasise the possibility that women may be marrying down as highly

educated men are increasingly in short supply.

The fact that comparatively more educated women drive the rise in female-single-earning
over time is true across all the countries studied. And, variations in the stratification of
partnered female employment by educational level tend to match polarisation trends.
Countries that started at very low levels of employment for women below high-education,

and in which the catching-up of these women in terms of employment participation is still
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going on, are countries, like Ireland or Spain, in which the slow-down in polarisation is
less evident. Similarly, countries like Romania or Hungary, with high polarisation levels,
also have very stratified employment participation across women depending on their level

of education.

Past research suggests that female-single-earning is not a desired arrangement, but rather
the result of constraints, such as lack of job availability, or the male partner being
incapacitated. Female-single-earning implies a strong reversal of traditional gender
norms. If the arrangement is indeed not desired, it could mean that rising female-single-

earning is a fragile reason behind the slow-down of polarisation.

To get a sense of such constraints, I analysed variables that captured whether the female-
single-earner wished to work less than her current hours; and whether the workless-male-
partner would want to work (Appendix A.8). Of course, there are limitations to these
insights: constraints and desire to work are concepts that are very difficult to capture with
all the required nuances in such big micro-datasets. I also analysed whether the rise in
female-single-earning could be traced back to a rise in disability amongst employed

males.

If there is a desire to move away from female-single-earning, it does not stem from
women. While the majority of female-single-earning, couples do want some form of
change, this change is mostly, on average and across all the countries studied, the male
workless partner wanting to work. Such couples in which the female indicates that she

wants to work less are a small minority, and one that decreased over time.

So, the desire for change amongst these couples does not seem to be a threat to female

employment per se. Of course, if all the workless-male-partners of female-single-earners
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were to find jobs, this may result in further polarisation (but not necessarily so: it depends
on whether they find jobs (dis)proportionally to job creation in the economy). Moreover,
more female-single-earning has not led to a rise in workless-male-partner desire to work:

after a peak around the crisis, this desire has decreased back towards initial levels.

Analysing the data also shows that the rise in female-single-earning could not be
attributed to disability rates in male partners. After all, it would be possible that activation
policies over time led more female partners of disabled men, whether fully incapacitated
or claiming disability benefits as a way to circumvent ever stricter and more conditional
unemployment benefits, into the labour market. But an important caveat is the limited
reliability of the variable capturing disability status, which constraints our ability to draw

firm conclusions here (Appendix A.8).

Non-standard employment

Finally, studying the evolutions in couple employment over the past decades would not
be complete without mentioning the rise in non-standard employment rates (Appendix

A.9).

Lack of space prevents a detailed discussion of each couple type. The focus of this chapter
is that, once we account for standard and non-standard employment, we can define a new
category of couples: couples in which no standard employment is found (“Absence of
standard employment” thereafter). This category is the sum of two types of couples: dual-
workless couples, which we have already defined, and couples that are not workless, but
whose only source of employment is non-standard (‘“non-standard-earning couples”

thereafter).
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Figure 15: Couple standard and non-standard employment patterns in Europe
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Note: this graph represents the European average, in terms of couple employment patterns over the years,
when distinguishing between standard and non-standard employment. Dual-standard-earning couples
have both partners in standard employment. One-and-a-half-earning: one partner in standard and the other
in non-standard employment. Standard-single-earning: a partner in standard employment, the other
workless. Absence of standard-earning: no standard worker (partners are either workless or in non-
standard employment. This category is therefore the sum of dual-workless couples and couples that are not
workless but have no standard employment, that this chapter calls “non-standard-earning. Non-standard-
employment is defined here as part-time and temporary work. Partners in couples are aged 25-55.
Source: author’s own calculations using EU-LFS data.

Over time, the proportion of “Absence of standard employment” couples remains stable
(Figure 14). But this hides two conflicting trends: within that category, the decline in
dual-workless couples is exactly matched by a rise in non-standard-earning couples. In
fact, the latter has overtaken the former as a proportion of couples in Europe, potentially
constituting a new pole of couples in precarious employment situations in Europe.
Although the prevalence of non-standard employment strongly varies across countries

(Appendix A.9), across the vast majority of those studied, we see these inverse trajectories
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of dual-worklessness and non-standard-earning, even if it tends to be less pronounced in

certain post-Communist economies, where non-standard employment is lower®,

I carry the same fixed-effect panel regressions as before, this time using the polarisation
indicator for “absence of standard employment in couples” as the dependent variable (full
results in Appendix A.9). This indicator can then be broken-down into polarisation sub-

indicators for fully workless couples and non-standard-earning couples.

The polarisation indicator for the absence of standard employment in Europe follows a
trend that, like the polarisation indicator for dual-worklessness, increases at a decreasing
rate, but, unlike the polarisation indicator for dual-worklessness, shows a positive cubic

term indicating a rebound in recent years.

Delving into the sub-indicators, we see that the evolution of the polarisation indicator for
non-standard-earning-couples is broadly speaking the inverse mirror of the evolution of
the dual-workless indicator. The former initially decreases before a reversal that sees it
increase, while, as we saw, the dual-workless polarisation indicator increases at a

decreasing rate.

Therefore, initially, the growth in overall non-standard employment rates in European
countries did not materialise much in the form of non-standard-earning couples.
Throughout the period, we see fewer of these couples than the rise and stock of non-
standard employment would lead to predict. Rising non-standard employment

predominantly, and disproportionately compared to if it were randomly distributed, has

%Sample sizes on this issue get small for certain post-communist countries, a combination of the small
population and the low prevalence of non-standard employment, which means that only a handful of
couples are “non-standard-earning” in the data. Results relating to small post-communist countries should
therefore be interpreted cautiously.
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been found in other forms of couples, namely couples where it complements standard

earning.

But this is slowly changing: just as the propensity of dual-worklessness to cluster in
couples slowed-down or even started reversing in recent years, the propensity of non-

standard employment to cluster in couples has rebounded around the same time.

This “inverse mirror” is evident in a majority of “early countries”. Interestingly, a few
post-communist economies, like Bulgaria, Romania or Slovakia, despite exhibiting
comparatively low levels of non-standard-employment, show comparatively high, and
positive, levels on the polarisation indicator for non-standard-earning. This could reflect
a situation in which non-standard employment is marginal, and clustering

disproportionately amongst disadvantaged couples.

The main two fuels to the rise of non-standard-earning couples are the rise in couples in
which both partners are in non-standard work, and to a lesser extent, the rise in female-
non-standard-earning couples (Appendix A.9). On a structural level, non-standard-
earning-couples are linked to the service sector: service employment is by far the most
prevalent sector amongst these couples in Europe, and this prevalence has increased over

the past thirty years (Appendix A.9).

At the micro-level, a hypothesis could be that disadvantaged couples who would have
been dual-workless forty years ago, are now instead likely to be on the fringe of the labour
market, as non-standard-earning couples, as labour markets have become more flexible
and more service-oriented. Aside from the temporal correspondence in the respective
trends, the similar human capital profile between both couple types, reinforces this

hypothesis (Appendix A.9).
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Couples in which both partners have a low level of education have always been over-
represented amongst dual-workless and non-standard-earning couples. And, compared to
couples in which both partners achieved a high level of education, couples with both

partners low-educated are much more likely to be non-standard-earning or dual-workless.

This is true everywhere, except in the Netherlands, hinting at a different model of non-
standard employment over there - a point I come back to in the conclusion. Consistently
with the polarisation findings with regards to the non-standard-earning indicator,
Bulgaria, Romania, or Slovakia, exhibit a strong overrepresentation of low-educated

couples in non-standard-earning arrangements.

Interestingly though, at the start of the 1990s in Europe, there was only a minimal
difference between the share of low-educated couples in non-standard-earning, and the
share of highly educated couples in non-standard-earning. The gap has widened
throughout the years, suggesting that this arrangement, initially not limited to

disadvantaged couples, increasingly became taken-up by precarious couples.

Again, this widening gap is evident in most “early countries” — bar the Netherlands. We
also see it in a number of post-communist economies, like Poland or Hungary, although
in a few other post-communist cases, the small sample sizes and idiosyncratic variations

that result make the results hard to interpret.

This precariousness is also reflected in the degree to which the non-standard-earning
arrangement is voluntary. As of 2019, half of the couples in a non-standard earning
arrangement in Europe had at least one partner in involuntary non-standard work, i.e.,
were in non-standard employment because they could not find a standard job (Appendix

A.9). This share has been increasing over time as well, illustrating the increasingly
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constrained nature of this arrangement (not to mention that this variable does not capture

many other dimensions of “constraint”).

The extent to which non-standard work is perceived as constrained varies across
countries. It is evidently more perceived as a constraint in southern Europe and certain
post-communist economies (though, far from all) than in the Netherlands, the UK or
Germany. This may speak for more strongly dualized labour markets, or for non-standard-
employment being a stronger feature of dualized-labour market, in the former than the

latter.

However, the porosity between the disadvantages of workless couples and non-standard-
earning couples does not extend to disability. Very few partners in non-standard-earning-
couples indicate that the reason for their employment being non-standard is disability’,
while dual-worklessness coincides more with one of the partners reporting a disability
status. So, the data do not suggest that couples that would have been dual-workless with
at least a partner disabled in the 1990s, are now in a non-standard-earning, arrangement,
which could have been a possibility, as workplaces adapt more to welcome people with
disability, as service work may be easier to carry than industrial job for someone with a
disability, and as activation policies increasingly target people with disability. But again,
the limited reliability regarding the disability status variable in the EU-LFS prevents

strong conclusions on the topic.

As discussed, the analyses here focus more on making a general-level argument,
applicable to most European countries and to what has been going on in average in

Europe. While this may lack nuance in analysing cross-country variations, it is striking

7 Results available from the author.
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to note the similarities of the processes through which European countries go through,
cutting across welfare-state differences. The tertiarization of the economy and the
inequality of the distribution of service sector jobs across couples, contrasting with the
distribution of industrial jobs, the rising comparative educational advantage of women
which translates into female-single-earning, the entrance of lower educated women onto
the labour market, the substitution of non-standard-earning in couples for dual-
worklessness, particularly amongst lower-educated couples, affect the vast majority of

countries.

Post-Communist welfare-states stand out in the resilience of their industrial employment,
which is less gendered than in 1980s Western Europe, and in having less non-standard
employment, suggesting that the distribution of (full-time) employment is still key in
explaining polarisation outcomes there. Mediterranean countries exhibit a concentration
of (involuntary) non-standard-earning in couples, illustrating new labour market
cleavages centred around segmentation and the quality of employment, but Nordic and
Liberal welfare-states are not spared by these phenomena either, which also appears in
some Conservative countries, although there, part-time work as a complement to a

standard job retains an important dimension.

It is very important to note, here, that I only study one dimension of inequality — access
to employment and standard employment across couples. It is very likely that differences
subsist across countries, and welfare-state types, in terms of how these employment
distribution inequalities are dealt with: for instance, extensive income redistribution in
Nordic countries may attenuate the effects of the polarisation we find there; the clustering
of non-standard employment in couples may be a step towards stabler labour market

positions for couples in certain countries and not others; in Liberal welfare-states, these
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non-standard-earning couples may result from the introduction of in-work benefits that
push formerly workless couples to take-up employment by reducing the participation tax-
rate, but with marginal tax rates once in employment that hinder progression away from
these non-standard arrangements. These are questions that are outside the scope of this

paper, but for which the findings in this paper can constitute a solid building basis.

9.6. Robustness analyses

I carried a number of robustness analyses, which are available in Appendix A.10. The

results remain extremely robust throughout.

Restricting the analysis to the “early countries” does not change the insights from the core
chapter. There are only a few small differences. The polarisation indicator for dual-
earning does rise at a decreasing rate, but also exhibits a positive cubic term that is not
present in the main specification, showing a slight rebound of polarisation for this
indicator specifically in the last decade. The cubic term becomes statistically insignificant

once the 2008-crisis dummy is included, however.

The growth of female-single-earning appears to be more strongly related to economic
fluctuations, being negatively associated to GDP growth and positively to the 2008 crisis,
while time trend variables appear less significant. To some extent, therefore, the recent
acceleration of female-single-earning rates found in the main specification may be due to
the introduction of other countries in the dataset, although for early countries only, the
rise in female-single-earning over time remains evident, and shows acceleration over time

when the economic variables are not included.
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Finally, restricting the analysis to early countries reinforces the results with regards to
non-standard-earning couples, with an even clearer rise in the proportion of such couples,

and in the new tendency for non-standard-employment to increasingly cluster in couples.

Overall, what analysing the results for the early countries only suggests is that the
evolution over time in terms of polarisation, and the underlying potential explanatory
factors explored in the analysis, are not driven by the inclusion of new, and potentially
different countries, such as the post-Communist and Nordic countries, in the dataset over
time. The results and their interpretation would have been similar had I chosen a balanced
panel, restricted to countries with data available since the 1980s. These insights are also
confirmed by the analyses broken-down country by country: it is clear that rising
polarisation (at a decreasing rate) is a feature of all early countries, with, as discussed in
the course of the analysis, variations around the intensity of the rising trend and its recent
decline. In fact, for the last twenty years, post-Communist and Nordic countries, in
exhibiting polarisation levels that are positive and polarisation trends that essentially
stagnate, are extremely similar to what has been happening in “early countries” over these

past two decades.

Classifying self-employment as non-standard also seldom changes the conclusions. It
mechanically, as expected, increases the non-standard-employment rate, and
consequentially, the rates of couples organised around the “one-and-a-half” model, and
non-standard-earning couples. The regression results are very similar in showing a
tendency for non-standard-employment to start clustering more in couples in recent years.
Another small change is that the representation of agriculture in non-standard-earning

couple increases, in line with the high rates of self-employment in that sector.
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Finally, the most insightful robustness analysis is separating part-time, temporary, and
self-employment. Out of the three, self-employment is the form of work that tends to
cluster the most in couples, but also the most trendless: the proportion of couples whose
only source of income is from self-employment declines slightly over time, while the

polarisation indicator for such couples stagnates.

Part-time and temporary work, on the other hand, tend to increasingly constitute the only
source of labour income in couples, as measured both by aggregate couple patterns and
relevant polarisation indicators. The change is particularly striking for part-time work.
Although the vast majority of couples in which part-time work is found are one-and-a-
half-earning couples, and although we see fewer couples whose only source of labour
income is from part-time employment than its counterfactual, the share of such couple

has been increasing, and the gap with the counterfactual decreasing.

On the other hand, temporary employment is seldom used in couples as a complement to
a permanent job: it tends to cluster in couples, and this tendency has also been rising in

recent years.

This is reflected in the voluntariness of non-standard arrangements. The prevalence of
involuntariness is higher in couples relying solely on temporary work than those relying
solely on part-time work, implying that the former may cluster more in disadvantaged
couples who take it as they cannot find anything else. But the proportion of involuntary
part-time work still concerns around 40% of part-time-earning-only couples, and has been

rising for single-part-time-earning couples over time.
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Using the alternative, hours-based part-time variable, raising the age limit to include
partnered people until the age of 64, and using non-normalised polarisation indicators,

provide very similar results, available on request.

9.7. Conclusion

Does couple employment participation still polarise between dual-earning and dual-
workless couples in Europe? The answer is a caveated yes: it does so, more than forty
years ago, but the increase in polarisation happened at a clearly decreasing rate. Most of
it occurred in the 1980s and 1990s: since, the rise in polarisation has slowed-down or

even started to reverse.

In the last two decades, the growth in female employment started to materialise into
female-single-earning couples, whose rise accelerated over that same period, instead of
disproportionately fuelling dual-earning couples. There are now more female-single-
earning couples than dual-workless couples in Europe, while the gap with the rate of

male-single-earning couples has massively narrowed over time.

The chapter shows that the polarisation of couple employment, and its slow-down in the
last two decades, are European-wide phenomena, cutting across countries and welfare-
state types. Below that surface of commonality, though, lie differences in terms of the
intensity of the trends and the levels of polarisation across countries, particularly with
regards to post-communist economies. But the commonality of the results and the
phenomena experienced by the countries studied remains striking, and constitutes the
overall take-away from this chapter, given the diversity of countries studied, their number,

and the large historical period of observations.
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In light of the novelty of these trends, this chapter explored potential explanatory

mechanisms, destined to inform future causal research on the topic.

The 2008 crisis certainly played a role, accelerating the clustering of employment in
couples in a majority of countries, particularly of service employment, but had a much
weaker effect on the accumulation of non-employment in couples. This emphasised the
role played by female work in buffering the employment shock against male-industrial
job losses. While female employment rates have been found to be positively related to
economic growth and negatively related to the 2008 crisis, female-single-earning rates
have been found to be negatively associated to economic growth and positively associated

to the crisis.

At a sectoral level, polarisation is related to a particularly uneven distribution of service-
sector jobs across couples, and to the loss of industry sector jobs. The latter factor may
explain why polarisation was particularly intense in the 1980s and 1990s, with heavy
losses of male-single-industrial-earning jobs leading to dual-worklessness, and why it has
slowed-down since, as the weight of former industrial workers in dual-worklessness has

decreased.

Within couples, the educational profiles of partners have changed. Partnered women have
become more educated than partnered men on average, and the rise in female-single-
earning has been driven by couples in which women are more educated than men. And,
lower and medium-educated women have massively joined the labour market: as these
women are often partnered to lower educated, lower employability men, this increased

the likelihood of female-single-earning.
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The type of employment taken-up by partnered people has also changed. Although
initially, the rise in non-standard-employment predominantly fuelled one-and-a-half
earning couples, in more recent decades, we witness an increased use of such employment
as the sole source of labour income in couples. Non-standard-earning has become a
substitute, in aggregate across couples and in the polarisation trends, for dual-workless

couples.

To summarise, polarisation was high in the 1980s and 1980s, as male-single-earners lost
industrial jobs, leading to long-term dual-worklessness, and women working were
predominantly highly educated women living with highly educated men, both in
employment. Today, the situation is much more nuanced, with partnered women more
educated than partnered men and having benefited from service employment to
increasingly become the sole-earner in a couple. Dual-worklessness is less prevalent, as
low-skilled couples find employment opportunities in non-standard work, particularly in
the service sector. Dual-earning versus dual-workless polarisation is weaker than in the
past, and inequality across couples may have moved onto a new terrain: employment

quality.

The contribution of this chapter is important in underlining how polarisation trends
actually developed over time, especially over the past two decades. The current state of
the literature can lead to the misleading idea that “polarisation is high, and higher than
forty years ago”. This chapter actually showed a much more nuanced picture, over time
and across countries. The chapter also offers an unprecedented attempt to put forward
mechanisms explaining these nuances and recent developments. Methodologically, it has
developed a refined polarisation indicator and counterfactuals which incorporated notions

of employment quality or sector, to help explain these developments.
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It is also important to note that this chapter emphasises the commonality of the social
processes at play in Europe, resulting in polarisation trends that cut across welfare-state
differences, but does not explore how countries then deal with these inequalities. In some
places, the market income inequality resulting from polarisation, whether in terms of ILO-
employment or standard employment, may not be strongly corrected. In others, it may be
compensated by redistribution policies. In fact, the commonality of the polarisation
experiences across Europe, contrasts with what we know are very different outcomes in
terms of poverty, income inequality, and gender inequality across different welfare-states:
this paradox suggests an important role of policy intervention, and this chapter can be a
useful basis to study further the link between household employment participation,

policy, and social inequality outcomes.

The limitations of this chapter, alongside avenues for future research, and policy
recommendations, are detailed at length in the concluding chapter, chapter 12. This will
allow the reader to have a holistic view of the findings, limitations and implications of
this thesis, as much of the empirical work of the next chapters build on the findings of
this one, and come together to form a coherent whole cutting across the three empirical
chapters. For now, a key takeaway from this chapter is the importance of distinguishing
between standard and non-standard-employment. This simple distinction enabled me to
establish a new pole of couples, couples deprived of standard employment, and within
that pole, establish similarities between dual-workless couples and non-standard-earning
couples. The increasing importance of the latter suggests that the polarisation of couple
employment should no longer be conceived in research and policy as merely having
versus not having employment, but as having versus not having quality employment. This

insight informs the endeavours of the next two chapters.
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10. The inequality trade-off: inequalities across and within
couples in the rise of dual-earning

10.1. Introduction

Chapter 9 documented, in line with the literature, the rise to prominence of dual-earning,
now the main form of couple employment participation in Europe under the ILO-
definition of employment. At face value, it seems like an improvement for social equality:
through that prism, the situations of partnered men and women have become less unequal

in Europe.

Yet, we have also seen in Chapters 4 and 6 that gender inequalities subsist behind the
catch-all category of dual-earning. Partnered women are more likely to be found in non-
standard employment than partnered men in Europe, employment on average associated
to social disadvantages such as lower earnings or worse social security entitlements

(Lewis et al. 2008, OECD 2015).

In addition, the dominant dual-earning model raises questions of inequality in access to
employment across all couples. Past research and chapter 9 show that, as employment
rates rose over the past four decades, employment and non-employment increasingly
clustered in couples. The literature refers to this phenomenon as polarisation. Although I
showed in chapter 9 that the increase in polarisation happened at a clearly decreasing rate,
it nonetheless remains that the model of inequality in couple employment participation
has tended to switched away from inequality within couples in the old male-single-earner

model, towards inequality across couples.

So, the literature identifies two potential inequalities associated to the rise of dual-

earning: a less equal distribution of work across all couples as couple employment is
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increasingly characterised by polarisation, and a gender inequality within dual-earning
couples regarding access to standard and non-standard employment. The literature

separately documents these two forms of inequality extensively, but seldom links them.

The link between polarisation and non-standard employment is a missing piece in our
understanding of couple employment participation. With this link, we would be able to
know whether certain countries exhibit a form of “double-inequality” with employment
increasingly clustering in dual-earning couples, and an important share of dual-earning
employment having the female in non-standard work — polarisation would constitute a
first dimension of inequality, and in the dual-earning couples, the female partner would

still be at a disadvantage, constituting a second dimension of inequality.

Or, we could imagine a country in which dual-earning is high, due to high employment
rates, with very few workless couples and little polarisation of employment across all
couples as a result. One would be forgiven for thinking of this country as an ideal to aspire
to. But what if the high non-employment rates in this country are sustained by an
important share of non-standard-employment, and a dualized labour market, with non-
standard-employment clustering in disadvantaged dual-earning couples, and standard
employment clustering in advantaged dual-earning couples? Where low-paid or non-
standard work are the only source of labour income, poverty risks may be high (Nolan

and Marx 1999, Horemans et al. 2016).

Crucially, this second example highlights a third layer of potential inequality in couple
employment participation, emerging once standard and non-standard employment are
distinguished, and that the current literature does not identify: inequality across-dual-

earning couples specifically. It would happen precisely in the case of dual-earning couples
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polarising between dual-standard-earning on one side and dual-non-standard-earning on
the other. More generally, these examples illustrate the limitations of studying
polarisation and non-standard-employment in isolation. The ILO-defined employment
status, which has informed much previous polarisation research, groups together the most

marginal and substantial forms of employment.

Moreover, the finding in Chapter 9 that polarisation, albeit higher than forty years ago,
has been increasing at a decreasing rate, also justifies linking issues of polarisation,
standard and non-standard employment: it may be that polarisation between dual-earning
and dual-workless couples slowed-down, but that it has been replaced by new forms of
inequality within and across couples in the type of employment held. The mixed empirical
results in past research regarding the impact of rising female employment on the
inequality of the income distribution, also suggests that we need to refine studies of

employment distribution to incorporate the standard/non-standard distinction.

To summarise, the three potential forms of inequality that this chapter will study, and
link, to better understand the causes and consequences of the rise of dual-earning as a

model of couple employment participation, are:

- Across all couples, the potential polarisation of ILO-defined employment which
results in the clustering of employment in dual-earning couples. I will refer to this
as “overall polarisation/layer 1 inequality”.

- Across dual-earning couples specifically, the potential inequality between couples
that are dual-standard-earning and couples that are dual-non-standard-earning. I

will refer to this as “inequality across dual-earning couples/layer 2 inequality”.
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- Within dual-earning couples specifically, the potential inequality between men in
standard-employment and women in non-standard-employment. I will refer to this

as “inequality within dual-earning-couples/layer 3 inequality”.

Three research questions emerge. They will be answered in the context of Western Europe
since the 1980s. All research questions will first explore European average results, before
breaking-down the results by country and establishing patterns of differences and

commonalities to better understand the phenomena at play. With that in mind, we have:

RQI1: Can we identify an empirical regularity between the evolutions over time of the
prevalence dual-earning couples with at least one partner in non-standard employment,

and the level of overall polarisation?

This research question aims to “set the scene”. It will provide long-term trends in terms
of the respective evolutions of the two key variables that the literature has put forward so
far in the context of rising dual-earning, but has hitherto studied almost exclusively
separately. The first endeavour is therefore to study their evolution together to get a broad

idea of what has been happening.

RQ2: How are standard and non-standard employment distributed across dual-earning

couples and how has this evolved over time?

This research question constitutes the first attempt to link more formally the issues of
polarisation and non-standard-employment. It will show whether, amongst dual-earning
couples specifically, standard and non-standard employment are distributed such that they
polarise between dual-standard and dual-non-standard-earning couples (“layer 2
inequality”), or whether they are distributed in order to foster an even access to standard

and non-standard employment across couples (but generating a standard/non-standard
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gendered divide within dual-earning couples, “layer 3”). This will also enable to
understand which form of employment contributes more to the overall level of

polarisation.

RQ3: How do the evolutions in the three identified forms of inequality account for the

rise in dual-earning over the past four decades?

Have the countries that saw the biggest rise in dual-earning also been subjected to a strong
rise in at least one form of inequality? Is it empirically possible to find countries which
oversaw important increases in dual-earning while keeping a strong degree of equality
across all couples, across dual-earning couples specifically, and within dual-earning
couples? My third endeavour in this chapter is therefore to link the two key variables,
non-standard-employment and polarisation, and the three potential layers of inequality

they can induce, with a key outcome, the rise of dual-earning.

Section 2 briefly reminds the reader of the previous work that underpins this chapter and
establishes hypotheses that guide the empirical work. Section 3 describes the analytical
strategy. Section 4 presents and discusses the results. Section 5 discusses robustness tests.

Section 6 concludes.

10.2. Past research

As in Chapter 9, the key theoretical frameworks, concepts and results informing this
chapter have been described at length in Chapters 3-6. Th crucial point here is that, while
it would be easy to oppose an old, male-single-earner, Beckerian society, to a
contemporary, dual-earning polarised society, the situation can be nuanced because of

non-standard employment. A dual-earning couple with the male in standard work and the
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female in non-standard work is both homogamous (in terms of its raw employment

status), and specialised (as both partners do not enjoy the same type of employment).

Horemans’ paper (2016) is a valuable exception, in a literature that otherwise never links
issues of polarisation and non-standard employment, despite both being clearly associated
to the rise of dual-earning. Adapting polarisation indices derived by Gregg and
Wadsworth to study the distribution of non-standard employment across dual-earning
couples, he finds that non-standard employment does not tend to cluster in couples but is

rather evenly distributed across them, in Europe.

This chapter goes further in linking both dimensions. First, where Horemans’ paper
focuses on point in time, this chapter studies a rich dataset of nearly forty years. Second,
this chapter distinguishes conceptually between the three layers of equality and identify
them explicitly, empirically linking them and their evolutions. Third, this chapter does
not just look at the distribution of standard and non-standard employment as dependent
variables: it also develops a new shift-share equation to make them independent variable,
so they can account for evolutions over time of dual-earning rates. The next section details
the practicalities of this endeavour. Before then, I establish research hypotheses

corresponding to each research questions, to guide the understanding of empirical results.

H1: Non-standard employment and polarisation have risen together over time: their

rise is positively correlated.

This is the most straightforward hypothesis: past research finds that dual-earning
increased; the polarisation literature finds that this increase came with more polarisation;

the division of tasks within couples literature, finds that this increase came with a rise in
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the “one-and-a-half-earning” model and non-standard employment in dual-earning

couples; so they must have risen together.

H2a: Standard and non-standard employment will be evenly distributed across dual-

earning couples according to the “modified-male-breadwinner hypothesis”

H2b: Standard and non-standard employment will be unevenly distributed across dual-

earning couples according to the “homogamy hypothesis”

Two competing perspectives exist here. On the one hand, if one-and-a-half-earning is just
a modern version of male-single-earning - it is, non-coincidentally, also referred to as
“modified-male-breadwinning”, or “gendered dual-earning” in the literature (Daiger von
Gleichen and Seeleib-Kaiser 2918, Brini et al. 2021,) - non-standard-employment will
complement standard employment in dual-earning couples, just like non-employment
used to complement employment in male-single-earning couples. Standard and non-
standard employment will be evenly distributed across dual-earning couples, with
standard employment found in each such couple, but at the expense of women, who will

be found in a non-standard job complementing the standard male job.

On the other hand, one could argue that if what motivates couples is a desire for joint
labour market success and status similarity, this desire could include not just mere
employment, but success and similarity in terms of employment quality. Couples in which
labour market resources accumulate can presumably foster homogamous outcomes in
terms of higher quality employment, not just employment. Forty years ago, the strength
of gender norms may have been strong enough to constrain even high resources women

into non-standard-work, but whether that is still true today remains to be seen. In this
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perspective, standard employment would cluster in some couples, and non-standard

employment would cluster in others.

H3: For societies to transition to dual-earning as the dominant model, it is necessary

that at least one of the three forms of inequality rises.

This hypothesis posits a trade-off: if dual-earning is a socially desirable goal, then to
achieve it, countries must have to accept some form of inequality. This hypothesis relies
on a similar premise as H1: the separate documentation of the rise of polarisation and the
rise of non-standard-employment in couples, in their respective strands of literature, is so
compelling, that it is difficult to imagine a country transitioning from male-single-earning
to dual-earning without at least one of these phenomena affecting their couple
employment patterns. To imagine the contrary would be to imagine a country in which
the rise in dual-earning has been solely driven by standard employment, so there is no
one-and-a-half-earning couples and no dual-non-standard-earning couples, and that this
standard employment growth has been high enough to generate enough jobs for every
couple, such that the rate of dual-standard-earning couple is proportionate to the overall
rate of standard employment, and there is no clustering of employment and non-

employment in couples.

The chapter will also study how results vary across countries. As detailed in the next
section, the countries studied effectively correspond to those called “early countries” in
Chapter 9. As in this chapter, one way to group them is to view them as part of welfare-
state types. In this case, Germany France, Belgium, Luxembourg and the Netherlands can
be seen as part of the “Conservative” type, Ireland and the UK as part of the “Liberal”

type, and Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain as part of the “Mediterranean” type.
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I refer the reader to Chapter 9 for more extensive discussions of these types of welfare-
states and their characteristics. For our purposes, what the literature establishes is that
rising, gendered non-standard employment has been a feature across all these countries,
but not to the same extent. Traditionally, Belgium, Germany, the Netherlands and the UK
have relied strongly one the “one-and-a-half-earning” model, and have a long-established
tradition of female non-standard employment complementing a male job in couples
(Lewis et al. 2008). But in other Conservative and Mediterranean welfare-states, the
combination of social security reproducing the existing social order with a need to foster
higher employment rates for groups hitherto disadvantaged on the labour market (women,
the young, migrants), could have led to the development of more flexible and dualized

labour markets, with non-standard employment perhaps fuelling this dualization.

However, because of the heterogeneity within welfare-state clusters, - for instance,
Portugal and Italy are both in the Mediterranean type, but Portugal has a very high rate of
dual-full-time-earning (Tavora and Rubery 2013) and Italy has the strongest male-
breadwinner model today in Europe as shown in Chapter 9 - and because of the lack of
integration between the polarisation literature and the literature studying the use of non-
standard employment in dual-earning couples, I adapt an explorative stance with regards
to potential patterns of commonalities and differences across countries, and purposefully

avoid deriving clear-cut hypotheses in that regard.

10.3. Analytical strategy

10.3.1. Data and sample

The chapter uses the EU-LFS and studies the 11 countries present in the dataset since the

1980s: Belgium, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
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Portugal, Spain, and the UK. The EU-LFS is unique in enabling a comparative analysis
across countries going so far back in time, and I exploit this feature to study the long-run
evolutions of dual-earning, polarisation, and non-standard-employment. The trade-off is

that this approach only includes a subset of European countries.

In chapter 9, I studied couples with partners aged 25 to 55. But here, there is a case to
raise the lower bound: one may argue that non-standard-employment is often used as a
first and temporary stepping-stone into the labour market by younger people, and that, as
the standard/non-standard-employment divide constitutes a crucial object in this chapter
(certainly a more central one compared to chapter 9), to net this out and ensure a proper

comparison across countries, the study needs to focus on older couples.

Therefore, the core analyses that I will show in this chapter are based on dual-earning
couples with partners aged anywhere between 35 and 55. For robustness, I will estimate
the analyses again using a 25-55 cut-off. As in Chapter 9, I keep people who declare that
they are out of work because of disability/illness, because of the potential for this status

to constitute an alternative to unemployment in practice.

10.3.2. Variables

Chapter 8 details the reconstitution of the couple employment status based on ILO-
employment. The focus of study of this chapter is on dual-earning couples, defined
accordingly. These dual-earning couples, once standard and non-standard-employment
are distinguished, can be classified as dual-standard-earning (both partners in standard
employment), one-and-a-half-earning (one partner in standard employment and the other
in non-standard employment) or dual-non-standard-earning (both partners in non-

standard-employment).
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I can then compute rates, for each year and country, of dual-earning couples as a share of
all couples, and for each of the subtypes as a share of all couples. The prevalence of non-
standard-employment in dual-earning couples is defined as the share of all couples that
are dual-earning and in which at least one partner is in non-standard employment. It is the

sum of the one-and-a-half-earning rate and of the dual-non-standard-earning rate.

The definition and operationalisation of non-standard-employment follows the
explanation in chapter 8. For robustness, the analyses are also carried using the hours-
based part-time variable, defining part-time work as working less than 30h/week
(Westhoff 2022). I also run the analyses again separately for part-time and temporary
work. Finally, I re-do the analyses again classifying self-employed workers as non-

standard, and then separately for self-employment as its own category.

The other key concept studied in this chapter is polarisation. The polarisation indicator to
capture overall polarisation, based on the ILO-definition of employment and the work of
Gregg and Wadsworth (2001, 2008), 1s described at length in Chapters 4 and 8, and [ have

also used it extensively in chapter 9, so I refer the reader to them for more detail.

I will refer to the polarisation indicator which applies to dual-earning couples overall
without distinguishing between standard and non-standard-employment, as the “overall
polarisation indicator” throughout the remainder of this chapter. This is because, while
the focus of this chapter is on dual-earning, this indicator implicitly captures inequality

across all couple type.
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Table 3: Descriptive statistics for the key variables of the analysis

Average Standard Min Max | Number of country-year
deviation observations

Polarisation (Raw) 0.01 0.08 -0.24 0.15 388
Polarisation (normalised) 0.01 0.06 -0.15 0.12 388
Dual-earning rate 0.57 0.15 0.16 0.8 388
Dual-standard-earning rate 0.29 0.11 0.04 0.59 388
One-and-a-half-earning rate 0.24 0.14 0.04 0.58 388
Dual-non-standard-earning rate 0.02 0.02 0 0.12 388
Non-standard-employment rate (overall - | 0.16 0.09 0.03 0.43 388
partnered population)
Non-standard-employment rate (partnered | 0.26 0.16 0.04 0.68 | 388
women)
Non-standard-employment rate (partnered | 0.06 0.04 0.003 | 0.18 | 388
men)
standard-employment rate (overall - partnered | 0.59 0.07 0.43 0.76 | 388
population)
standard-employment rate (partnered women) | 0.34 0.13 0.05 0.69 | 388
standard-employment rate (partnered men) 0.84 0.05 0.67 0.96 388

Note: descriptive statistics for the key variables used in the analysis. A similar table for the variables
used to compute some of these (for instance: part-time and temporary work by gender) is available in
Appendix B.2. Also in Appendix B.2, I present the sample sizes by country and year which allowed to

construct these statistics.

Source: author’s own calculation using the EU-LF'S.

If the overall polarisation indicator is positive, it means ILO-employment clusters in

couples, which implies that at the other end, non-employment may also do so, such as the

rate of dual-earning is accompanied with a degree of social inequality in employment

access across all couples. With that in mind, table 3 provides descriptive statistics for the

key variables used in the analysis.

10.3.3. Empirical methods

This chapter uses three main empirical methods, corresponding to each research

question and hypotheses.
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For the first one, I will simply plot the evolution of overall polarisation, and of the
prevalence of dual-earning couples in which one partner is in non-standard-employment,

over time, on average and by country, and analyse their co-movement, if any.

For the second one, I develop an extension to the polarisation indicator established by
Gregg and Wadsworth (2008), such that it can accommodate the distinction between

standard and non-standard-employment.

I derive these indicators in full in Appendix B.3. But the intuition, which also informs
Horemans’ approach (2016), remains the same. Couples now are not just dual-earning,
they are distinguished based on the standard and non-standard-employment statuses of
their partners. For each subtype of dual-earning couple, the polarisation sub-indicator for
this subtype is the difference between the actual rate of this subtype (computed amongst
the overall population of couples), and the counterfactual rate of this subtype assuming a

random distribution of standard and non-standard employment.

The polarisation sub-indicators for each subtype of dual-earning couples, serve to show
how standard and non-standard employment are distributed across dual-earning couples,
and how much they contribute to the overall polarisation indicator. In the remainder of

this chapter, I will refer to them as “polarisation sub-indicators”.

Again, using an example with 4 couples might be useful 