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Summary

The scope and structure of multiple jobholding and its consequences for multiple jobholders are
changing in many Western economies. Only limited quantitative empirical knowledge is currently
available on the changing features of multiple jobholding and whether the economic vulnerability of
multiple jobholders has been changing over time. In this article we focus on the position and trends
of multiple jobholders compared with single jobholders in Europe. We study this in terms of
working hours, workers’ desire to work more hours, and in-work poverty. To that end, we analyse
data since the early 2000s from the EU Labour Force Survey and from the EU Statistics on Income
and Living Conditions. Our findings show that multiple jobholding is a significant and increasing
labour market phenomenon in many advanced economies, with changing characteristics, for
example in terms of gender distribution and combinations of contracts. In-work poverty is rela-
tively high among non-standard workers, but the findings do not indicate a deteriorating trend
effect. In-work poverty seems to be on the rise among people who are single, for both single
jobholders and multiple jobholders.

Résumé

L'ampleur et la structure de la multiplicité des emplois et ses conséquences pour les multiples
détenteurs d’emplois sont en train de changer dans de nombreuses économies occidentales. On
ne dispose actuellement que de connaissances empiriques quantitatives limitées sur I'évolution des
caractéristiques de la multiplicité des emplois et sur la question de savoir si la vulnérabilité
économique des travailleurs a emplois multiples a changé au fil du temps. Dans cet article, nous
nous concentrons sur la position et les tendances des détenteurs d’emplois multiples par rapport
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aux détenteurs d’emplois uniques en Europe. Nous étudions cette situation en termes de temps de
travail, de désir des travailleurs de travailler plus d’heures et de pauvreté au travail. Dans cette
optique, nous analysons les données de I'enquéte européenne sur les forces de travail et des
statistiques européennes sur le revenu et les conditions de vie depuis le début des années 2000.
Nos conclusions montrent que la multiplicité des emplois est un phénoméne important et
croissant sur le marché du travail dans de nombreuses économies avancées, dont les spécificités
varient, par exemple en termes de répartition des genres et de combinaisons de contrats. La
pauvreté au travail est relativement élevée chez les travailleurs atypiques, mais les résultats
n’indiquent pas de tendance a la détérioration de la situation. La pauvreté au travail semble étre en
augmentation chez les personnes célibataires, tant pour les détenteurs d’un seul emploi que pour
les détenteurs de plusieurs emplois.

Zusammenfassung

AusmaB und Struktur multipler Arbeitsverhaltnisse und ihre Konsequenzen fiir Menschen in
Mehrfachbeschiftigung dndern sich in zahlreichen westlichen Volkswirtschaften. Zurzeit stehen
nur begrenzte quantitative empirische Erkenntnisse liber die sich 4ndernden Merkmale multipler
Arbeitsverhiltnisse und lber die Frage zur Verfiigung, ob sich die 6konomisch prekire Lage von
Menschen im Laufe der Zeit gedndert hat. In dem vorliegenden Artikel befassen wir uns in erster
Linie mit der Situation von Menschen in Mehrfachbeschiftigung und den fiir sie geltenden Trends
im Vergleich zum »klassischen® Arbeitnehmer oder Arbeitnehmerin in Europa mit nur einem
Arbeitsplatz. Dazu untersuchen wir die Arbeitszeiten und gehen auBerdem den Fragen nach, ob
Arbeitnehmer:innen gern lingere Arbeitszeiten hitten und ob sie trotz ihrer Beschaftigung von
Armut bedroht sind. Zu diesem Zweck untersuchen wir Daten, die seit Anfang der 2000er Jahre
im Rahmen der EU-Arbeitskrafteerhebung und der EU-Statistik iber Einkommen und Lebensbe-
dingungen erfasst wurden. Unsere Ergebnisse zeigen, dass multiple Arbeitsverhiltnisse ein sig-
nifikantes und um sich greifendes Phanomen in den Arbeitsmarkten zahlreicher hoch entwickelter
Volkswirtschaften sind, wobei sich die Merkmale stindig dndern. Das gilt zum Beispiel fiir die
geschlechtsspezifische Verteilung und Kombination dieser Arbeitsvertrage. Die Armutsgefihrdung
von Erwerbstitigen ist in atypischen Arbeitsverhiltnissen relativ hoch, aber die Ergebnisse belegen
keinen negativen Trend. Armut trotz Erwerbstitigkeit scheint bei Single-Arbeitnehmer:innen und
Arbeitnehmer:innen in atypischen Beschiftigungsverhiltnissen zuzunehmen, dies gilt sowohl fiir
Beschiftigte mit nur einem Job als auch fiir Mehrfachbeschiftigte.

Keywords
Employment, in-work poverty, moonlighting, multiple jobholding, quality of work

Introduction

The changes taking place in labour markets today in many advanced economies are accompanied
by changing employment patterns. The recent so-called ‘renaissance of self-employment’, the
emergence of ‘click-working’ in the gig economy and an increase in the prevalence of a wide
range of non-standard employment relations have been accompanied by an increase in what has
been called ‘hybrid’, ‘plural’ or ‘multiple’ forms of employment. In various countries there is a
clear trend towards such pluriactivity or multiple jobholding, but so far little is known about its
structure and economic consequences. Whereas for some workers two (or more) jobs may indeed
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represent more than one in the sense, for example, that they enrich their work experience or offer
them a substantially higher income, for others two (or more) jobs may in fact amount to less than
one decent job, because they are still unable to work sufficient hours or they have problems making
ends meet. This is related to two opposing assessments of the recent evolution of labour.

On the one hand, changing product and labour markets, diffusion of information technology and
participatory management strategies — among other things — may lead to job enrichment and
mutual improvements for both workers and employers (Greenan et al., 2013; Handel, 2005). This
view is related to post-Fordist theory and the mutual-gain literature, which argues that new systems
have improved the quality of work, for instance in terms of intrinsic rewards (such as job challenge
and autonomy), working conditions (such as decreased physical workload) and material rewards
(such as wages). In contrast, the more critical Neo-Fordist view argues that any (limited) gains that
may have accrued to workers are outweighed by increased effort requirements and insecurity.
Recent changes in labour markets and work organisation have led to greater work pressure, and for
many workers material conditions (such as pay and job security) have deteriorated (Greenan et al.,
2013; Handel, 2005; Kalleberg, 2009). Previous comparative historical studies have shown mixed
results regarding various dimensions of work quality (for example, Clark, 2005; Handel, 2005;
Brown et al., 2008; Olsen et al., 2010), but consistent deteriorating trends have been found in the
areas of work intensity and physical and emotional strain (Brown et al., 2008; Clark, 2005;
Greenan et al., 2013; Lopes et al., 2014).

In this context, multiple jobholding has received relatively little attention to date. It has been
viewed, on the one hand, as something that disadvantaged workers engage in as a means of tackling
their financial problems and potentially are forced into by labour market constraints. On the other
hand, to some workers — for example, what have been called new ‘free’ workers (Guest et al., 2006;
Panos et al., 2014) multiple jobholding may offer variety and act as a conduit for further career
progression. Is multiple jobholding more prevalent among particular (groups of) individuals or
occupational groups? And do multiple jobholders enjoy similar (and adequate) employment terms
to those of single jobholders, or are they more vulnerable? We compare multiple jobholders to
single jobholders and address the following questions: (ii) what is the pattern of multiple jobhold-
ing and how has it evolved over time; (ii) how have working hours and the desire to work more
hours changed over time for multiple jobholders and for single jobholders; and (iii) how have at-
risk-of-poverty rates and their determinants changed over time?

Multiple jobholding is an important issue for unions, for a number of reasons. First of all, if
workers hold multiple jobs for negative reasons, for example, because they cannot work sufficient
hours or earn enough money in their first job, this may be an issue for collective bargaining in the
relevant industries. Unions may demand that part-time workers have the right to work more hours
or may demand higher hourly wages. Secondly, combining two jobs, even if chosen for positive
reasons, may raise problems with regard to social insurance entitlements, pensions and other
secondary terms of employment. If these entitlements are not strictly proportional to the number
of hours worked, but apply only if one works a minimum number of hours, multiple jobholders
may have fewer entitlements than single jobholders who work the same number of hours. There-
fore, multiple jobholding may encourage unions to demand the abolition of thresholds for the
entitlement to particular perquisites. Finally, multiple jobholders may be harder to organise than
single jobholders because they usually work at different locations during the week and may not be
present if a union meeting takes place.

This article is structured as follows. The next section briefly reviews earlier research findings on
the prevalence of and trends in multiple jobholding across countries over time and discusses
general measurement problems, followed by a section presenting some theoretical perspectives.
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Next, an introduction to the methodology employed in the study is provided. After that, we present
the results. The final section presents the main conclusions and discusses the outcomes.

Scope and trends of multiple jobholding

Multiple jobholders represent a significant and growing proportion of the labour force in a number
of advanced economies. In Europe, on average 4 per cent of the workforce — approximately 9
million people — reported working in more than one job in 2018 (Eurostat, 2019). In various eastern
and southern European countries, multiple jobholders represent up to 2 per cent of the workforce,
while in various Nordic and other European countries multiple jobholders make up 7 to 8 per cent.
Other studies report an estimated size of about 5 to 6 per cent of the US and Australian working
populations (for example, Kimmel and Smith Conway, 2001; Partridge, 2002; Bamberry and
Campbell, 2012; Campion et al., 2020). Official labour force statistical bureaus use survey instru-
ments capturing multiple jobholding in the week prior to the survey (the reference week). Given
that multiple jobholding is often short-term (Kimmel and Smith Conway, 2001; see also Conen and
Stein, 2021), the percentage of workers working multiple jobs at some time over the course of a full
year, or at some time in their working lives, is substantially greater. Moreover, given that indi-
viduals may not perceive (irregular) odd jobs or short-term projects as a second ‘job or business’,
and that many second jobs are not formalised (or reported as income on tax forms), these formal
statistics are likely to be a further underestimate (Conen, 2020; Sliter and Boyd, 2014). The recent
focus on the ‘gig economy’ and platform work has provoked a further debate on the prevalence of
multiple jobholding related to short-term work, and the extent to which such activities are ade-
quately measured with current labour force statistics (Campion et al., 2020; Sliter and Boyd, 2014).
Survey questions with different wordings, time frames or answer categories indeed lead to sub-
stantially higher estimates of multiple jobholding in advanced economies. Proportions of around
10 per cent are not uncommon, ranging up to 35 per cent of the working population (for example,
Panos et al., 2014; Sliter and Boyd, 2014; Campion et al., 2020; Conen, 2020).

These different types of measurements also have implications for the determination of trends
over time. Whereas official labour force statistics in advanced economies tend to show more or less
(structural) stability or only moderately increasing trends of multiple jobholding over the past few
decades, other data sources indicate clear increasing trends of multiple jobholding in many
advanced economies (for example, Panos et al., 2014; Sliter and Boyd, 2014; Campion et al.,
2020; Conen, 2020). Some countries (such as Germany, Luxembourg, Finland and the Nether-
lands) report an increase in multiple jobholding regardless of the type of data, whereas in more
‘formal’ statistics eastern and southern European countries in particular report decreasing trends
(Conen, 2020).

Theoretical perspectives

The economic literature on multiple jobholding typically has focused on the ‘hours constraint
motive’ (Panos et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2009) as a motive for holding more than one job, suggesting
that ‘an individual’s willingness to take more than one job depends on whether they can work
enough hours at their prevailing primary wage rate to satisfy their income goals. Therefore,
individuals take a second job in addition to their main job because their employers do not, for
various reasons, offer enough hours in the main job’ (Wu et al., 2009: 2751-2752). Whether
multiple jobholding subsequently translates into higher (total) earnings than if the first job had
been a full-time job depends on the earnings from the various jobs.
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There are different strands in the literature concerning the nature, causes and trends of con-
temporary multiple jobholding. According to one strand, recent changes in labour markets and
work organisation are considered to have created greater work pressure, fragmentation of work and
a deterioration of material conditions (such as pay and job security) for many workers (Greenan
et al., 2013; Handel, 2005; Kalleberg, 2009). Within this framework, multiple jobholding could be
linked to the ‘precarious work’ literature, and an increasing share of workers may be doing an extra
job as a means of tackling financial constraints (induced ‘or pushed’ by, for instance, low-wage
full-time work or involuntary part-time work). Multiple jobholding would thus increasingly
become a survival strategy for low-income households.

Another body of work takes a different perspective, suggesting that workers in the new econ-
omy are increasingly able to assert control over their working lives. The so-called ‘free worker’ is
increasingly able to choose their position in the labour market, and determine where, for whom and
how they are active (Guest et al., 2006). This positive outlook is also related to the literature
concerned with the ‘boundaryless’ career and career self-management (King, 2004; Sullivan,
1999). Within this framework, changes in multiple jobholding are linked to heterogeneous motives
and multiple jobholding is contributing positively to and enriching workers’ CVs. From this
perspective, combining two or more jobs may be a way to realise more variety and diversity in
work experience and enhance career development (Greenan et al., 2013; Handel, 2005).

The preceding discussion suggests contrasting hypotheses about changes in the scope and
structure of multiple jobholding and related consequences in terms of earnings since the early
2000s. Note, however, that our research design can provide only suggestive evidence on the
mechanisms driving changes. We hypothesise, under the ‘survival explanation’, that multiple
jobholders (compared with those conventionally employed in a single job) increasingly report
working fewer hours, have an increased desire to work more hours and face increased poverty
risks. In other words, multiple jobholding is increasingly precarious in nature. By contrast, under
the ‘free worker explanation’, this hypothesis would not hold.

Divergent developments?

Is multiple jobholding more prevalent among particular (groups of) individuals or occupational
groups, and has this been changing over time? Furthermore, have working hours and the desire to
work more hours, as well as at-risk-of-poverty rates diverged over time for different groups? To
explain the changing nature of multiple and single jobholding in Europe, first we focus explicitly
on differences in terms of gender and household composition. With regard to gender, it is well
documented that men and women generally exhibit dissimilar labour market characteristics and
behaviour. Furthermore, women seem more likely to engage in multiple jobholding in times of
economic distress or because of family responsibilities (Amuédo-Dorantes and Kimmel, 2009).
Household composition is also likely to play a role in multiple jobholding. Particularly for persons
who are single or widowed, divorced or legally separated, doing an extra job may meet a need for
extra income.

Secondly, we consider the effects of type of employment contract in the main job. Other
research (for example, Broughton et al., 2016; Piasna et al., 2021; Conen, 2020) shows that
workers, including multiple jobholders, with a non-standard employment relationship in their main
job more often have to accept lower job quality in terms of basic or extrinsic functions, such as
income and (in)security of work. This may also add to the probability that individuals in non-
standard employment relations have stronger incentives to engage in multiple jobholding.
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Method
Data

We used the data from the EU Labour Force Survey (LFS) from 2002 and 2017 to address the first
and second research questions, and to analyse (changes in) the structure and characteristics of
multiple jobholding and single jobholding. The 2017 LFS wave provided the most recent available
data at the time of writing, and comparing the waves of 2017 and 2002 gives a 15-year interval with
comparable variables and similar countries (EU-27). In our empirical analyses we use a sample of
individuals in paid employment, aged 18—59 years at the time of the interview. The total number of
individuals in the sample is 2.2 million, of whom 88,480 are multiple jobholders.

The second research question will be answered using data from the EU Statistics on Income and
Living Conditions (EU-SILC) from 2006 and 2016 on income adequacy at the household level.
EU-SILC is a cross-sectional and longitudinal sample survey, coordinated by Eurostat, based on
data from the European Union Member States. EU-SILC uses a large set of standardised questions
in all participating countries and provides comparable data at the personal and household levels.
EU-SILC was established, among other things, to provide data on structural indicators of social
cohesion, including poverty indicators (relative income method and subjective poverty). As such,
EU-SILC is the primary survey of interest for comparative analyses of in-work poverty in Europe.
The EU-SILC 2016 wave provided the most recent available data at the start of writing, and
comparing the waves of 2016 and 2006 gives a 10-year interval with comparable variables and
similar countries (EU-24); a longer interval was not possible. Again, we use a sample of individ-
uals in paid employment, aged 18—59 years at the time of the interview. The total number of
individuals in this sample is 387,000, of whom 17,132 are multiple jobholders.

In EU-SILC, longitudinal data concerning individual-level changes over time are observed
periodically over a maximum of four years; for LFS this time frame is shorter. Because the focus
in this study is on long-term trends, and given that the longitudinal sample surveys cover only
shorter periods (and 10- or 15-year intervals are thus not feasible in longitudinal format), we use
pooled cross-sectional samples from both surveys.

Measures

Working hours — How many hours do single jobholders and multiple jobholders work in their main
and other job(s)? And do they wish to work more hours? Analyses of working hours are based on
the LFS questions hwactual' (number of hours actually worked during the reference week in the
main job) and hwactua2 (number of hours actually worked during the reference week in the second
job). Analyses of whether workers wish to work more hours is based on the LFS question wishmore
(wish to work usually more than the current number of hours).

Poverty rate — Broad consensus exists that income is a fundamental dimension of quality of
work. Over time, a large literature has emerged on various concepts (including earnings, in-work
poverty, low-income households, material deprivation), covering different units of analysis (that is,
job, individual or household level). For the monetary poverty analysis we used the at-risk-of-
poverty indicator (AROP) (HX080). Measuring at-risk-of-poverty levels is a well-accepted relative
income method used in comparative international poverty studies; for a further discussion about

1 The variable names used are provided in italics and correspond to the names used in the EU LFS/SILC
codebooks. For more information on wordings, measurement and comparability we refer to the EU LFS/
SILC documentation on this.
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the use, pros and cons of this measurement we refer to the existing poverty literature (for an
overview see Crettaz, 2013; Lohmann and Marx, 2018; Marx, 2019). In the AROP indicator,
people are considered at-risk-of-poverty when their annual equivalised household disposable
income is below 60 per cent of the national median. A strength of this indicator that makes it
particularly suitable for our purposes is that it is a relative measure at the national level, giving an
outcome that is comparable both across countries and over time.

Explanatory variables — In the analyses we distinguished between employees holding a per-
manent contract (‘Person has a permanent job or work contract of unlimited duration’), employees
with a temporary contract (‘Person has temporary job/work contract of limited duration’) and self-
employed workers (professional status: self-employed with and without employees). Furthermore,
a number of socio-demographic and work characteristics were included, such as gender, household
composition (‘married’, ‘single’ or ‘widowed, divorced or legally separated’), weekly working
hours (in the models it is specified whether this refers to total working hours, or working hours in
the main job), educational attainment level (International Standard Classification of Education
[ISCED]), and a quadratic specification for the worker’s age, sector and country.

Results
Characteristics of multiple jobholders: a changing landscape?

As a first step, we analyse the characteristics of individuals engaging in multiple jobholding. This
is done by applying pooled cross-section—time series analysis. The table reports the estimated logit
coefficients, followed by their standard error in parentheses. In the first column main effects are
reported, and in the second column interaction terms with year (year is a dummy variable, taking
‘0’ for 2002 and ‘1’ for 2017), showing whether the effects of various characteristics have changed
over time.

Table 1 shows that the gender distribution has changed markedly among multiple jobholders;
multiple jobholding growth was particularly high among women.? Furthermore, the share of highly
educated workers among multiple jobholders is considerably larger than among single jobholders,
and this divide in terms of educational attainment remained intact between 2002 and 2017. This
suggests that in general multiple jobholders do not seem to have a weaker labour market position
than single jobholders. Multiple jobholders are, compared with single jobholders, less often single
and more often widowed, divorced or legally separated. The share of single and widowed, divorced
or separated multiple jobholders, however, has increased more than among single jobholders. In
2002, multiple jobholders worked, on average, fewer hours than single jobholders in their main
job, and the number of actual weekly hours of work in the main job decreased relatively strongly
among multiple jobholders. Compared with single jobholding, multiple jobholding is particularly
prevalent in ‘education’, ‘arts, entertainment and other services’ and ‘health and social work’. The
last two sectors and ‘real estate, renting and business activities’ were among the highest growth
sectors for multiple jobholding, whereas the relative importance of ‘education’ for multiple job-
holding has declined compared with 2002.

If we compare male and female multiple jobholders, we find some notable similarities and
differences. First, the educational structure and average ages, as well as changes therein, are largely

2 In2002, 43 per cent of multiple jobholders were women, whereas by 2017 the share of women was similar
to that of men (50 per cent), even though women make up just 46 per cent of the employed. Among single
jobholders there was also a slight increase in female employment, from 44 to 46 per cent.
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Table I. Multiple jobholding (Logistic Regression Analysis) (Odds Ratios and Z-Values in Parentheses).

Total Male Female
Change Change Change
Main  2002-2017°  Main  2002-2017°  Main  2002-2017°
Gender (0 = female) |.68%* 0.85%* - - - -
(34.24) (-9.16) - - - -
Age 1.0 1** 1.00%* 1.01#* 1.00 1.0 1** 1.00
(8.40) (—2.28) (6.22) (—1.47) (4.75) (-1.38)
Low education {Ref'} {Ref.} {Ref.} {Ref.} {Ref-} {Ref-}
Middle education 1.08** 1.09+* 1.09%* I.16%* 1.10%* 0.98
(4.08) (3.80) (3.72) (4.84) (3.48) (—0.66)
High education |.39%* 1.02 |.39%* 1.08* |.41%* 0.95
(16.00) (0.90) (12.18) (2.17) (10.77) (—1.44)
Household composition
Married {Ref'} {Ref.} {Ref.} {Ref.} {Ref'} {Ref-}
Single 0.89** 1.05* 0.78** 1.07* I.12%* 0.97
(—6.68) (2.22) (-10.57) (2.33) (4.20) (=1.10)
Widowed, divorced or legally separated 1.08** 1.07* 0.87+* 1.12% 1.33%* 1.01
(3.30) (2.45) (-3.49) (2.51) (9.10) (0.34)
Weekly hours in primary job 0.98%* 0.99%* 0.98+* 1.00 0.97+* 1.00
(—45.19) (-2.61) (-24.16) (-1.59) (-39.16) (0.49)
Sector of industry® (in main job)
Manufacturing {Ref.} {Ref.} {Ref.} {Ref.} {Ref-} {Ref-}
Construction 0.89%* 1.03 0.86%* 1.00 1.18 1.24
(-3.53) (0.65) (—4.34) (0.06) (1.79) (1.14)
Trade 0.99 1.09%* 0.95 I 145 0.97 1.09
(-0.19) (2.74) l.6l) (3.25) (-0.76) (1.53)
Transport, storage and communications 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.13 0.98
(1.43) (—0.08) (0.07) (0.45) (1.88) (-0.22)
Accommodation and food |.28%* 0.96 |.28%* 0.94 1.17* 1.02
(5.99) (-0.93) (4.33) (—0.94) (2.45) (.032)
Real estate, renting and business activities 1,27+ 1.16%* |.227%% |.15%% 1.28%* 117+
(8.47) (4.46) (5.48) (3.25) (5.18) (2.78)
Public administration |.28%* 1.02 |.34%* 1.07 1.09 1.01
(8.34) (0.53) (8.14) (1.66) (1.70) (0.18)
Education 1.96%* 0.98 2.38%* I1* 1.60%* 0.98
(24.36) (-0.57) (23.07) (2.31) (10.76) (—0.38)
Health and social work 1.70%* 1.19%* 2.18%* 1.08 1.38%* 1.30%*
(20.23) (5.58) (19.70) (1.74) (7.86) (5.43)
Arts, entertainment, other services | .74+ |.]5%* |.78%* |.27%* | .54 1.12
(16.98) (3.59) (13.38) (4.55) (8.22) (1.88)
Constant 0.04+* 0.06%* 0.05%*
(—49.71) (-32.11) (-30.03)
Country dummies 27 cat. 27 cat. 27 cat.
N (x1000) 2,150 1,168 982
Pseudo R? 0.07 0.07 0.08
Notes:
*Economic activity by sector (NACE, | digit).
®Interaction terms (_*year); 0 = 2002; | = 2017.

Source: Eurostat/LFS microdata, 2002 and 2017.
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Table 2. Multiple work arrangements.

(1) Multiple jobholding

(A) (B)
Total Male Female
Combination of contracts (%)
Multiple in dependent employment 47 35 64
A2002 - 2017 +5 +6 -1
Multiple in self-employment 10 13 5
A2002 - 2017 -1 -1 0
Dependent employment and self-employment 43 52 31
A2002 - 2017 —4 —6 +1
Contract in main job (%)
Permanent employment contract 74 72 76
A2002 - 2017 -3 —4 -3
Temporary employment contract 10 8 13
A2002 - 2017 +4 +5 +3
Self-employed 16 20 I
A2002 - 2017 -1 -1 +1
Full-time/part-time combinations® (%)
Full-time + part-time 59 72 44
A2002 - 2017 -6 —4 -3
Multiple part-time 41 28 56
A2002 - 2017 +6 +4 +3
Combination of sectors® (%)
Same sectors 26 24 29
A2002 - 2017 0 0 -1
Different sectors 74 76 71
A2002 - 2017 0 0 +1

Notes:

?In this table, a full-time job is ‘working 36 hours per week or more’.
®Economic activity by sector (NACE, | digit).

Source: Eurostat/LFS microdata, 2002 and 2017.

similar for males and females. An important difference concerns household composition: whereas
men are relatively often married or cohabiting, female multiple jobholders are relatively often
single or ‘widowed, divorced or legally separated’. Another substantial difference is between the
number of hours in the main job (male multiple jobholders, generally speaking, work full-time in
their main job, on average 39 hours a week, whereas females work on average 29 hours a week),
but the number of hours in the main job for both sexes is lower than among single jobholders.

Table 2 gives more details on the types of employment relations characterising multiple job-
holders. Jobs held by multiple jobholders most commonly consist of multiple jobs as an employee
and the combination of two dependent jobs has become more important since 2002. In 2017, 52 per
cent of workers combined multiple jobs in paid employment (47+5=52 per cent) and 39 per cent
combined dependent employment and self-employment activities (43—4=39 per cent). Only one in
every 10 multiple jobholders combines various types of self-employment. Whereas women usually
combine two jobs in dependent employment, a relatively high share of men combine dependent
and self-employment.
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In 2017, 71 per cent of multiple jobholders had a permanent contract in the main job, 14 per cent
had a temporary contract and 15 per cent were self-employed. Whereas a large majority of male
multiple jobholders combine a full-time with a part-time job, a majority of female multiple
jobholders have two part-time jobs. The combination of two part-time jobs became more prevalent
in the 15 years between 2002 and 2017. Finally, three-quarters of multiple jobholders work in two
different sectors (NACE 1 digit).

Working hours and desire to work more

In Table 3 we analyse — by way of a pooled cross-section—time series analysis — what character-
istics explain the number of hours that multiple jobholders work and whether they wish to work
more hours. In model A we analyse all workers simultaneously and test whether being a multiple
jobholder affects the total number of working hours and the wish to work more. In model B we
analyse single jobholders and multiple jobholders separately, to examine whether their working
hours and wishes are explained by different factors. The interaction terms with year show whether
the effects of various characteristics have changed over time. In these models, year is a dummy
variable, taking ‘0’ for 2002 and ‘1’ for 2017.

Model A in the left-hand panel of Table 3 shows that in 2002 multiple jobholders worked, on
average, seven hours a week more than single jobholders with the same characteristics. This
difference has decreased over time, however, as the negative interaction term with ‘years’ shows.
Model B shows that the working hours of multiple jobholders are much more strongly influenced
by gender than the working hours of single jobholders. Whereas male single jobholders work,
on average, six hours more than female single jobholders, the difference is almost 10 hours
for multiple jobholders. Model B furthermore shows that, between 2002 and 2017, the gender
differences in working hours tended to decrease, both for single jobholders and multiple
jobholders. Particularly workers who are self-employed in the main job saw a decrease in
working hours.

The right-hand panel of Table 3 shows the results of several logistic regressions of the wish to
work more hours. Multiple jobholders more often wish to work more hours than single job-
holders (model A), although this difference has decreased over time. Female, low educated (not
shown) and single or widowed, divorced or legally separated workers more often prefer to work
more hours than male, higher educated and married workers. Not surprisingly, the more hours a
person works currently, the smaller are the odds that they wish to work more hours. Workers
working on temporary contracts and self-employed more often prefer to work more hours than
workers on a permanent contract in the primary job. If we analyse single jobholders and multiple
jobholders separately (model B), it turns out that among multiple jobholders women more
frequently wish to work more hours than among single jobholders. This is also true for those
who are single, widowed, divorced or legally separated in contrast to married workers. Model B
furthermore shows that in 2002 the gender difference regarding the wish to work more hours was
equal for single jobholders and multiple jobholders (odds ratios of 0.82 and -.84, respectively),
but that for single jobholders this difference largely disappeared in 2017 (odds ratio of 1.23
compared with 2002), whereas for multiple jobholders it remained stable (odds ratio not signif-
icantly different from 1). Put differently, female multiple jobholders consistently wanted
to work more hours than male multiple jobholders, whereas among single jobholders the
gender difference narrowed. The differences between single and married workers have narrowed
over time.
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Table 3. Explaining working hours and wish to work more hours (coefficients and odds ratios, standard
errors in parentheses).

(1) Working hours (1) Wish to work more hours

(A) (B) () (®)

Total SJHs MJHs Total SJHs MJHs
Year (0 =2002; | =2017) =l 148 470" —9.57% |.49%* |.65%* 2.37

(.017) (.283) (2.076) (.014) (242) (1.371)
Multiple jobholding 6.94% - - 2.37% - -

(.069) - - (.071) - -
Year*MJH —0.95%* - - 0.86* - -

(.082) - - (.028) - -
Gender (0 = female) 5.27% 6.01%* 9.38%* 0.97% 0.82%* 0.84%*

(.0le6) (.024) (.178) (.006) (.015) (.056)
Household composition

Married {Ref.} {Ref'} {Ref'} {Ref.} {Ref.} {Ref.}
Single 0.48%* 0.74%* 0.8 1.27%* |.40%* |54+

(.019) (.030) (.226) (.009) (.031) (-125)
Widowed, divorced or legally separated 0.64** 0.94* I.13%* 1.57%+ | .54 1.80%*

(027) (042) (288) (015) (.043) (.166)
- - - 0974 0965 097
_ - - (.000) (:001) (.002)

Weekly hours (total)

Status in employment (primary job)

Employee, permanent contract {Ref.} {Ref-} {Ref'} {Ref.} {Ref.} {Ref.}

Employee, temporary contract —2.07%  —|.86%F  —2.24%F 2.38%* 3.54%* 1.97%*
(025)  (039)  (280)  (0.17) (072) (.147)

Self-employed 6.26%* 7.31% 6.60%* 1.35%* |.84%* 1.23*

(023)  (033)  (239) (012 (.055) (118)

Interaction terms (_*year)

Gender*year —0.67%  —0.42* 1.23%* 0.97
(.034) (:229) (.024) (.072)
Household composition*year
Married {Ref-} {Ref'} {Ref.} {Ref.}
Single -0.19% 045 0.90%* 0.93
(.040) (.295) (.021) (.093)
Widowed, divorced or legally separated —0.33%* 0.10 1.04 0.93
(.058) (.385) (.031) (.093)

.01 .01
- - (001) (.002)

Weekly hours*year

Status in employment (primary job)*year

Employee, permanent contract {Ref'} {Ref'} {Ref.} {Ref.}
Employee, temporary contract —0.36%* 0.07 0.65%* 0.97
(.053) (:359) (014) (.078)
Self-employed —1.90%  —].84% 0.75%* 0.93
(.067) (449) (.023) (-114)
Constant 27.41%  29.49%  3520%F 0.05%* 0.07%* 0.08**
(-139) (218) (1.643) (-002) 0.10) (.044)
Pseudo/ Adj R? 0.17 0.16 0.24 0.12 0.13 0.14

Notes: Controlled for: age and quadratic specification of age, educational attainment level (3 categories), sector dummies
(NACE Rev. I.1), country dummies (27 categories).

Significance: * p<.05; ** p<.0l.

MJHs = multiple jobholders; SJHs = single jobholders.

Source: Eurostat/LFS microdata, 2002 and 2017.

Developments in terms of economic vulnerability

In the previous section we analysed potential driving forces behind multiple jobholding, such as
rationing of the number of working hours in the main job. In this section we discuss one potential
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consequence of multiple jobholding, namely the economic vulnerability of multiple jobholders
compared with single jobholders. We focus on one indicator for vulnerability, namely the at-risk-
of-poverty (AROP) rate. The at-risk-of-poverty rate is defined by Eurostat as an equivalent dispo-
sable household income below 60 per cent of the median income in a country. Model A in Table 4
shows that, if we do not control for other factors (Total @), multiple jobholding lowers the risk of
poverty. For multiple jobholders the odds of being poor were 0.85 of the odds of single jobholders in
2006. Because the interaction term with the calendar year is larger than 1, however, the difference

Table 4. Explaining poverty among single jobholders and multiple jobholders (odds ratios, standard errors in
parentheses).

Poverty indicator (at-risk-of-poverty)

(A) (B)
Total a Total b SJHs MJHs
Year (0 = 2006, | = 2016) 1.03* 1.20%* 1.94%%  2.08
(.012) (.015) (401) (2.281)
Multiple jobholding 0.85%* 1.10* - -
(.035) (.046) - -
Year*MJH [.13* 1.07 - -
(.066) (.065) - -
Gender (0 = female) 1.07+* 1.09%%  1.05
(.014) (.020)  (.098)
Household composition
Married {Ref.} {Ref.} {Ref.}
Single 0.97 0.91%F  [.17%*
(.0l6) (.023) (.140)
Widowed, divorced or legally separated 1.74%% 1.66%%  1.90°%*
(.033) (048) (244)
Weekly hours (total) 0.99%* 0.99%  1.00
(.ool) (.ool)  (.003)
Status in employment (primary job)
Employee, permanent contract {Ref.} {Ref.}  {Ref.}
Employee, temporary contract 3.00%* 2.95%F  2.93%*
(.052) (.074)  (:332)
Self-employed 442 4.34% 345+
(.070) 1oy  (.380)
Interaction terms (_*year)
Gender*year 0.97 0.88
(.026)  (.115)
Household composition*year
Married {Ref.} {Ref.}
Single 1.09%*  1.39%
(037)  (.22¢)
Widowed, divorced or legally separated 1.09* 1.02
(043) (.182)
Weekly hours*year 0.99%  0.98**
(.ool)  (.004)

(continued)
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Table 4. (continued)

Poverty indicator (at-risk-of-poverty)

*) (B)
Total a Total b SJHs MJHs
Status in employment (primary job) *year
Employee, permanent contract {Ref.} {Ref.}
Employee, temporary contract 1.03 0.98
(.036) (.163)
Self-employed 1.08*  0.90
(.035)  (.140)
Constant 0.07+* 0.10%* 0.07#%  0.05%*
(-003) (-009) (.010)  (.044)
Pseudo R2 0.03 0.12 0.12 0.12

Notes: Controlled for: age and quadratic specification of age, educational attainment level (3 categories), country dummies
(24 categories).

Significance: * p<.05; ** p<.0l.

MJHs = multiple jobholders; SJHs = single jobholders.

Source: EU-SILC, 2006 and 201 6.

between multiple jobholders and single jobholders has narrowed over time.” If, however, we take
account of the differences between single jobholders and multiple jobholders (Total b) we find that
the at-risk-of-poverty rate is a little higher for multiple jobholders than for similar single jobholders
(model B), and that this difference is stable over time. The at-risk-of-poverty rate is significantly
higher for male workers, for the low educated (not shown), for widowed, divorced and separated
persons, and especially for workers with a temporary contract and for the self-employed.

In model B we analyse the at-risk-of-poverty rate for single jobholders and multiple jobholders
separately. In general, the findings indicate little difference in the factors that affect the at-risk-of-
poverty rate for single jobholders and multiple jobholders, although not all effects for multiple
jobholders are statistically significant (which may be related to the smaller sample size). Notice-
able is that there is no difference in the at-risk-of-poverty rate between male and female multiple
jobholders, and that both single and widowed, divorced or legally separated multiple jobholders in
contrast to married workers relatively often find themselves at risk of poverty. The interaction
terms with the year 2016 indicate that gender differences in the at-risk-of-poverty rate have not
changed substantially over time for either single jobholders or multiple jobholders. The differences
between married workers and single persons have increased over time, both for single jobholders
and multiple jobholders.

Conclusions and discussion

Is multiple jobholding a luxury or a necessity? Do workers choose to accept a second job to enrich
their experiences? Or is it because they cannot make ends meet on the limited number of hours and
low earnings in their first job? There are also workers in precarious (household) situations who take
up extra work out of necessity (Dickey et al., 2011; Wu et al., 2009). By contrast, some multiple

3 Separate analyses [not shown] indicate that in 2016 the odds of being poor are similar between multiple
and single jobholders.
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jobholders have high-quality jobs (such as software developers or academics) and do not take up
second jobs from financial motives. In a number of countries there is a clear trend towards
increased multiple jobholding, but thus far little is known about its structure and economic con-
sequences. Are some groups of multiple jobholders increasing in contrast to others? And is this
related to contemporary labour market developments? In this study we analyse changes and
stability in the scope, structure and nature of single jobholders and multiple jobholders, and address
the questions (i) whether and how multiple jobholding has changed in terms of individual and
occupational features, and (ii) whether and how multiple jobholders’ economic vulnerability has
changed over time.

It is clear from the findings that multiple jobholding is a significant phenomenon that is on the
rise in a number of developed economies. The nature of multiple jobholding is also changing: for
example, the share of female multiple jobholders is increasing, as is the proportion of highly
educated persons who combine two part-time jobs in dependent employment (instead of combin-
ing dependent and self-employment activities). Indeed, if we do not control for other factors, the
average risk of poverty among multiple jobholders is lower than among single jobholders. This
suggests that multiple jobholders tend to be in a relatively self-sufficient position.

On the other hand, there are also indicators that specific groups of multiple jobholders are in a
less favourable situation and experience increased economic vulnerability over time. In particular,
female multiple jobholders often work relatively few hours in their first job and would prefer to
work more hours. Moreover, compared with single jobholders, female multiple jobholders seem
more often at risk of poverty. Multiple jobholders as a group traditionally consist of relatively
many single and widowed, divorced or legally separated workers, working relatively many hours
but wishing to work more. Differences in at-risk-of-poverty rates between married and single
workers seem to have increased over time, both for single jobholders and multiple jobholders.
Whereas for some, two or more jobs are indeed more than one, in the sense that it enriches their
work experiences, for others two jobs are actually less than one good job, because they still would
prefer to work more hours and they have problems making ends meet.

The challenge for trade unions is to examine further which industries and among which groups
multiple jobholders tend to be precarious and are therefore in need of better protection. In these
industries unions could try to negotiate either an increase in the minimum number of hours that
workers are employed or the introduction of an individual right to extend the number of hours that
one is employed. Alternatively, unions could demand higher hourly wages, especially at the lower
end of the earnings distribution. More generally, unions should investigate whether the prevailing
terms of employment are not detrimental to multiple jobholders, for example because they include
thresholds regarding the number of hours.

The data used in this study rely on survey instruments capturing multiple jobholding in the week
prior to the survey, namely the reference week. As already noted, given that multiple jobholding is
often short-term (Kimmel and Smith Conway, 2001; see also Conen and Stein, 2021), the per-
centage of workers working multiple jobs at some time over the course of a full year, or at some
time in their working lives, is substantially greater. Moreover, given that people may not perceive
(irregular) odd jobs or short-term projects as a second ‘job or business’, and that many second jobs
are not formalised (or reported as sources of income on tax forms), these formal statistics are likely
to be underestimates (Conen 2020; Sliter and Boyd, 2014). Survey questions with different word-
ings, time frames or answer categories are not only likely to lead to substantially higher estimates
of multiple jobholding in advanced economies (for example, Panos et al., 2014; Sliter and Boyd,
2014; Campion et al., 2020; Conen, 2020), but it also seems likely that current sources may
particularly underestimate the more ‘precarious’ forms of multiple jobholding. In other words,
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participation may be selective in the sense that particularly people in formal and long-term projects
are registered as multiple jobholders. Future (survey) research would benefit from improving data
sources and paying attention to (new) forms of short-term and potentially more ‘informal’ varieties
of multiple jobholding, for instance by reformulating or adding questions on additional (odd) jobs
(measuring the scope of multiple jobholding more adequately), or by using new digitised forms of
data collection, while still combining them with adequate measures of income adequacy and
economic vulnerability.
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