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Introduction

Scholars have argued that labour markets are segmented into primary 
and secondary markets, with insiders working in well-protected and 
well-paid jobs in the primary segment and outsiders working in more 
precarious, poorly paid jobs in the secondary segment (eg Dickens 
and Lang, 1993). More recently, this argument has been revisited 
because the prevalence of precarious employment continues to 
grow (Emmenegger et al, 2012b; Palier and Thelen, 2010; Prosser, 
2016). Dualisation scholars contend that labour market outsiders are 
particularly affected by processes of globalisation, post-industrialisation 
and labour market liberalisation. Part-time work is often seen as 
an indicator of participation in a secondary labour market, yet this 
assumption may not always hold.

In the Netherlands, the ‘part-time work champion’ of the 
industrialised world (Visser, 2002; Yerkes, 2009), nearly two thirds of 
women and one fifth of men work part-time (OECD, 2017). Part-
time work is highly regulated, and workers enjoy the same pro rata 
rights as full-time workers (Yerkes and Visser, 2006). On the one 
hand, dualisation might be absent as such high levels of protection 
are uncommon in other countries with high rates of part-time work. 
Australia also has relatively high levels of part-time employment, with 
38.4% of women and 15.1% of men working part-time (OECD, 2017). 
However, in contrast to the Netherlands, part-time work conditions 
are less favourable, making dualisation more likely in Australia than the 
Netherlands. For example, Australian employees can often only reduce 
hours by changing jobs and shifting to lower-status employment 
sectors (Roeters and Craig, 2014). On the other hand, dualisation 
may be evident in both countries. Similar to Australia, women, and 
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mothers in particular, use part-time work as a strategy to combine 
work and care (Yerkes, 2009).

Even though similar part-time trends are visible, particularly in 
relation to gender and parenthood, the conditions under which part-
time work strategies are used differ. Therefore, the part-time work 
strategies of women and men of childbearing age in Australia and 
the Netherlands are explored in this chapter. We start by focusing 
on the part-time work strategies of both men and women: how do 
women and men differ in their part-time employment patterns? 
We then unpack the variation in women’s part-time employment 
strategies: which drivers and mechanisms explain these seemingly 
comparable part-time employment strategies across the two countries? 
We examine these questions cross-sectionally using European Social 
Survey (ESS) data (from 2014) for the Netherlands and Household 
Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) data (from 2014) 
for Australia. Placed in a comparative context, these analyses provide 
insight into varying policy and cultural contexts in relation to part-
time employment strategies and possible dualisation effects in both 
countries.

The context of part-time work in the Netherlands and 
Australia

Part-time work is highly gendered in both countries. In Australia, 
38.4% of women work less than 30 hours a week; in the Netherlands, 
this holds true for nearly 60% of women (OECD, 2017). While part-
time work among men has increased slightly in both countries over the 
last two decades, men are much less likely to work part-time; in 2016, 
the figures were 15.1% for Australia and 18.7% in the Netherlands. 
While part-time work is a strategy used by women across all age 
groups in Australia and the Netherlands, men in the age range of 
15–24 are much more likely to work part-time than men aged 25–
54, for example. Part-time work is also slightly higher for men near 
retirement age.

There is some evidence that part-time work as a work–family 
strategy could be changing in the Netherlands. In the past 15 years, 
the Dutch government has encouraged women, and mothers in 
particular, to take part in paid employment and work longer hours. 
Significant childcare improvements have been made (Yerkes, 2014), 
although some aspects, such as flexibility, affordability and quality, 
remain problematic (Yerkes and Javornik, 2018). Leave options, such 
as well-paid, gender-egalitarian parental leave or paid paternity leave 
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of more than a few days, remain limited (Yerkes and Den Dulk, 2015). 
It is not clear what mothers’ and fathers’ strategies for combining work 
and care are in this mixed work–family policy environment. For these 
reasons, it is necessary to reconsider the strategies of women and men 
of childbearing age working part-time in the Netherlands.

Australia provides an interesting comparison. With the exception 
of Switzerland, the Netherlands and Australia share the highest rate of 
part-time work in industrialised countries (OECD, 2017). In line with 
developments in the Netherlands, trend data from the Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) suggest that 
Australian women aged 25–54 are also increasingly working full-time 
(30 hours or more a week). There have also been minor increases in 
the percentage of men aged 25–54 working part-time, from 5.5% in 
2001 to 7.7% in 2016. Their regulation of part-time work differs, 
but work–family policies in both countries are similarly gendered 
and in flux. Significant improvements have been made in childcare 
quality in Australia (Whiteford, 2015), for example, but issues around 
accessibility, availability, affordability and flexibility remain (Baxter 
and Hand, 2016; Yerkes and Javornik, 2018). Leave options, including 
paid parental leave (Martin et  al, 2011) and paid leave for fathers 
and partners (Martin et al, 2014), have improved the work–family 
situation by providing most families with access to leave payments. 
Yet, gendered work–care patterns remain in place during the first 
12 months of a child’s life (Rose et al, 2015). Thus, similar to the 
Netherlands, considerable changes have taken place in the work–
family policy landscape in recent years, but various obstacles remain, 
warranting a closer look at women’s and men’s strategies for combining 
work and care in these policy environments.

Dualisation in the Dutch and Australian contexts

One purpose of this edited volume is to determine the extent to 
which part-time work segregates labour markets into insiders and 
outsiders. While dualisation is defined by a differentiation in rights 
and entitlements or access to services between part-time and full-time 
workers (Emmenegger et al, 2012a), such differentiation may also 
take place between part-time workers. As a result, certain workers 
are more adversely affected by labour market and welfare state 
changes than others (Palier and Thelen, 2010; Emmenegger et al, 
2012b). Dualisation can also lead to a narrowing of insider groups 
and a widening of outsider groups, whereby some people who were 
previously considered insiders become outsiders. It is also possible 
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that labour market and welfare state changes or an absence of state 
intervention in some areas will produce new forms of institutional 
dualism (Palier and Thelen, 2010; Emmenegger et al, 2012a).

In this chapter, we are interested in bridging dualisation theory with 
work–family theory. Parents often rely on flexible working forms to 
reconcile the demands of paid employment and the care for (young) 
children (Den Dulk et al, 2005; Miani and Hoorens, 2014). Flexibility 
in start and end times, the ability to temporarily reduce one’s hours, or 
working part-time are all forms of flexibility sought by parents. Despite 
the increased availability of flexible work policies to both mothers and 
fathers (Hegewisch, 2009; Hegewisch and Gornick, 2011), mothers 
overwhelmingly make greater use of flexible work forms (Miani and 
Hoorens, 2014). Part-time work, in particular, developed as a means 
for mothers to combine work and care (O’Reilly and Fagan, 1998; 
Yerkes, 2009), and remains a gendered phenomenon (Hegewisch and 
Gornick, 2011; Miani and Hoorens, 2014).

The negative effects of gendered patterns in part-time and other 
flexible work forms are well documented. Women face prospects of 
lower earnings (Bardasi and Gornick, 2008; Budig and Hodges, 2010), 
lower occupational status (Dex et al, 2008), reduced management 
opportunities and delayed career trajectories (Williams et al, 2013). 
Depending upon the length of time spent in part-time employment, 
women also face reduced entitlements to social protection 
arrangements (Dekker, 2007; Emmenegger et al, 2012a). Similarly, 
working conditions and job quality are found to be lower for part-time 
workers (Gallie et al, 2016).

Given the overwhelmingly negative consequences of part-time 
work, researchers continue to ask why mothers accept such working 
arrangements. Part-time workers may be more satisfied with 
employment than full-time workers because they can enjoy the positive 
aspects of employment without the added stress of full-time hours, 
particularly in combination with household or care responsibilities 
(Treas et al, 2011). Additionally, part-time work may be accepted 
because it fits parents’, and in particular mothers’, care preferences 
in some countries (eg Lewis et al, 2008). From this perspective, the 
gender difference in part-time work may be unequal yet equitable as 
mothers view these employment outcomes as fair (McDonald, 2013). 
Indeed, recent evidence from Australia suggests that mothers entering 
into flexible working arrangements upon returning to work after 
childbirth often do not see such arrangements as unfair (Yerkes et al, 
2017), dependent upon their educational level and career prospects. 
In occupations where part-time work was largely expected following 



269

Part-time strategies of women and men in the Netherlands and Australia

childbirth, Australian mothers rarely questioned the fairness of flexible 
working arrangements. In other words, in female-typed occupations, 
motherhood penalties are already built in and accepted (Yerkes et al, 
2017: 487). The presence of such structural constraints suggests that 
one should be critical of viewing part-time work as gender equitable 
in this case (McDonald, 2013: 983).1 In Australia, then, it appears 
that structural constraints create a dualised labour market in which 
significant gender differences, as well as occupational differences, exist.

Structural opportunities and constraints at the country and 
individual levels are equally important when understanding parents’, 
and in particular mother’s, employment patterns (cf Kangas and 
Rostgaard, 2007). Parents’ employment decisions are shaped by what 
they view as possible in a given cultural and institutional context 
(Hobson, 2016), as well as by a complex interaction of individual, 
community-level and social factors (cf Hobson, 2014; Annink, 2017; 
Javornik and Kurowska, 2017; Yerkes and Javornik, 2018). Yet, it 
has proven empirically difficult to ascertain the extent to which the 
institutional context, that is, policy and legal frameworks, matter for 
part-time work and other flexible work forms. Scholarship in the field 
of gender and employment studies produces mixed empirical results on 
the extent to which institutional frameworks ameliorate the negative 
effects associated with part-time work. Treas and colleagues (2011) 
find that in countries with generous welfare states, where family 
living standards are less dependent on women’s working hours, part-
time work appears to allow women to benefit from the ‘best of both 
worlds’: employment and motherhood/homemaking. In contrast, the 
five-country study by Roeters and Craig (2014) concludes that the 
country of residence is not important for shaping the effects of part-
time work. Given these mixed empirical results, the conclusion of 
Hegewisch (2009: ix) is possibly the most plausible: while statutory 
frameworks around part-time work and other flexible work forms 
matter, such frameworks are no ‘magic bullet for changing gender 
specific flexible work patterns’.

In this chapter, we partially contribute to this debate by examining 
the extent to which these gender-unequal part-time work patterns 
reflect insider–outsider labour market effects (eg based on gender and 
occupational effects) by comparing a country with high protection 
of part-time workers (the Netherlands) with a country with minimal 
protection of part-time workers (Australia). While we cannot directly 
control for country-level differences in our two-country study, 
we do have two countries with different institutional contexts. In 
the Netherlands, the regulation of part-time work through anti-
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discrimination legislation and rights to adjust working hours means 
that part-time workers in the Netherlands have better employment 
conditions than workers in other countries (Yerkes and Visser, 
2006; Bartoll et al, 2014). Given the higher protection afforded to 
part-time work and part-time workers, we should expect that the 
gender and occupational effects generally thought to occur in other 
countries will be lower (eg in the Netherlands) than in countries 
where part-time workers do not have similar protection under the 
law (eg in Australia).

Data and methodology

We rely on two different data sets for the analyses in this chapter. For 
the Netherlands, we use data from the seventh round of the ESS (ESS 
2014/15) (for details, see: www.europeansocialsurvey.org). ESS data 
collection is cross-sectional, starting in 2001. Data are collected every 
two years using face-to-face interviews. Fieldwork for Round 7 was 
carried out in the Netherlands between September 2014 and January 
2015, resulting in a total sample of 1,919 respondents aged 15 and over 
(response rate = 58.6%).

The data for Australia come from wave 14 (2014) of the HILDA 
survey. HILDA is a longitudinal panel survey that has been running 
since 2001. Wave 1 comprised 7,682 households and 13,969 individuals. 
Households were selected using a multi-stage sampling approach, and 
a 66% response rate was achieved (Summerfield et al, 2016). Within 
households, data were collected from each person aged over 15 years 
using face-to-face interviews and self-completed questionnaires, and 
achieved a 92% response rate of household members (Watson and 
Wooden, 2002). Using the same approach, in 2011, a top-up sample 
of 2,153 households (63% response rate) and 4,009 individuals (93.7% 
response rate) was collected. HILDA is an evolving panel, and the 
sample includes any new household members resulting from changes 
in the composition of the original households.

For the current analyses, we included all respondents in HILDA 
wave 14 (n = 17,512) and ESS data for 2014 (n = 1,919), with the 
following restrictions. We restricted the analytic sample to men and 
women in paid employment for at least one hour per week (HILDA 
n = 10,946; ESS n = 1,778). To capture men and women at their 
prime working and child-rearing ages, we further limited the sample 
to those aged between 18 and 55 (HILDA n = 8,887; ESS n = 972). 
We excluded men and women who were self-employed or working 
in family businesses (HILDA n = 1,010; ESS n = 116), and those 

http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org
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employed in the defence force (HILDA n = 16; ESS n = 1). In addition, 
we dropped cases where there were missing data on the dependent 
variable (HILDA n = 22; ESS n = 0) and key independent variables 
(HILDA n = 12; ESS n = 49). After these limitations and exclusions, 
the final analytic sample for HILDA comprised 7,769 respondents: 
3,893 women and 3,876 men. For the ESS, the final analytic sample 
comprised 851 respondents: 472 women and 303 men. Descriptive 
information on both samples can be found in Table 11.1.

Measures

Dependent variables

We used two dependent variables: one for the analysis comparing 
men and women; and one for the analysis of women only. Due to 
the very low numbers of men working part-time, we used a simple 
dichotomous measure of working (1) full-time (35 hours+ [reference]) 
or (2) part-time (less than 35 hours per week). For women, we further 
expanded the measure for part-time hours to capture more refined 
groupings of part-time employment that better reflect women’s work, 
including: (1) full-time (reference); (2) long part-time hours (20 to 
34 hours per week); and (3) short part-time hours (1 to 19 hours per 
week).

Independent variables

We also include a range of measures capturing socio-demographic, 
employment and family characteristics. Part-time work strategies vary 
across the life course and educational levels. We include a categorical 
measure for age in all models (18–24 [reference], 25–34, 35–44, 45–
55) and we use the International Standard Classification of Education 
(ISCED) to develop a measure of (1) low (indicating no secondary 
education), (2) medium (indicating completed secondary education) 
and (3) high education (indicating completed tertiary education). 
We also include a measure for household income, broken down into 
quintiles from the whole sample population (not the restricted analytic 
sample), ranging from (1) the bottom 20% (reference) to (5) the top 
20% of income.2 For the Netherlands, this measure is based on the 
household’s total net income (of all household members) from all 
sources (eg wages, pensions, benefits). For Australia, this measure is 
based on total household disposable income (net after tax) for the 
financial year (July 2013 to June 2014) from all sources, including 
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Table 11.1: Dependent variables and key independent variables, descriptive 
statistics for the Netherlands (ESS 2014) and Australia (HILDA 2014)

Netherlands Australia

Women Men Women Men

%/Mean SD %/Mean SD %/Mean SD %/Mean SD

Work hours

FT 30 79 47 81

PT 70 21 53 19

Work hours (women only)

FT 31 47

PT long 50 29

PT <20 hours 19   8

Age categories:

18–24   9   9 20 21

25–34 24 26 28 30

35–44 31 28 24 25

45–55 36 37 28 24

Relationship status:

Not living with anyone 
(ref)

47 56 35 33

Cohabiting or married 53 44 65 67

Youngest child:

No children <18 in 
household (ref)

40 64 60 63

Child<3   7   7 10 15

Child 3–4   7   5   5   5

Child 5 or older 46 34 25 17

ISCED:

Low (ref) 21 22 13 15

Medium 45 43 50 58

High 34 35 37 27

Income (deciles):

Lowest 20% (ref) 16 12   9   9

12 13 17 17

22 23 22 24

28 25 27 26

Highest 20% 22 27 25 24

ISCO-88:

Managers (ref)   7 12 10 15

Professionals 22 18 26 16

White collar 58 40 57 32

Blue collar 13 30   7 37

N 303 472 3,893 3,876
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wages, business income, pensions and benefits. Family characteristics, 
such as marital status and the presence of pre-school children in the 
household, are crucial for understanding differences in part-time 
strategies (O’Reilly and Fagan, 1998). In our models, relationship 
status indicates (1)  not in a live-in relationship (reference) and 
(2) cohabiting or married. We measure the age of the youngest child 
in the household, including (1) no children under 18 in the household 
(reference), (2)  child under three years of age, (3)  child between 
three and four years of age, and (4) child aged five or older, as an 
indicator for the presence of a pre-school child aged four or under in 
the household (1 = yes). Lastly, two key employment characteristics 
include occupation and contract type. Part-time work structures are 
also often built into particular occupations, creating ‘mommy tracks’ 
that penalise mothers through lower pay and poor career prospects 
(eg Kalleberg, 2000). This occupational effect is particularly prevalent 
among women, demonstrating the intersection between gender and 
class effects in employment (Korpi, 2010). Occupation was initially 
coded using the International Standard Classification of Occupations 
88 (ISCO-88) two-digit coding, but due to small numbers in some 
groups, the occupations were collapsed to (1) managers (ISCO-88 10 
to 13 [reference]), (2) professionals (ISCO-88 20 to 24), (3) white-
collar workers (ISCO-88 30 to 59) and (4)  blue-collar workers 
(ISCO‑88 60 to 99).

Analytical strategy

Our analysis proceeded in two stages. In the first stage, we estimated 
a logistic regression model to examine the likelihood of working 
part-time versus full-time and to compare the characteristics of men 
and women who work part-time. We estimated one model including 
all covariates. In the second stage, we used a multinomial logistic 
regression to compare women who were working long part-time 
hours and women who were working short part-time hours with 
women who were working full-time. The models were estimated 
separately for the Netherlands and Australia. Following Mood (2010) 
and Connelly (Connelly et al, 2016), we present our results as average 
marginal means to ease their interpretation. Coefficients can thus be 
interpreted as a discrete change from the base level holding all other 
measures constant at their means. The use of average marginal means 
not only allows for a more straightforward interpretation of the results, 
but also allows us to make comparisons across samples and groups 
(Mood, 2010: 78).
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Results

Men and women are not equally likely to work part-time in the 
Netherlands and what predicts part-time working differs for women 
and men (see Table 11. 2). The results indicate that age is negatively 
and significantly associated with working part-time. Men aged 35 and 
older in the Netherlands, and men and women aged 25 and older in 
both countries, are significantly less likely to work part-time than 
men and women aged 18–24. Men who are living with a partner in 
Australia are significantly less likely to work part-time than men who 
are not living with a partner. Relationship status is not significantly 
associated with working part-time for Australian women. In contrast, 
relationship status is not significantly associated with working part-
time for men in the Netherlands, but married and cohabitating Dutch 
women are more likely to work part-time than women not married 
or cohabitating. Having a child in the household is significantly and 
positively associated with women working part-time, but not for men. 
This factor is significant in both countries and the magnitude of this 
association is larger when children are (very) young. Education is 
not significant for men or women in either country. Women with 
a secondary education in Australia are less likely to work part-time 
than women with less than a secondary education, but this effect just 
borders on significance. Income is strongly and negatively associated 
with part-time work in Australia. This contrasts with findings in the 
Netherlands, which show that households where Dutch women work 
part-time, holding all other measures constant at their means, are more 
likely to be in the lowest income quintile (lowest 20% of household 
incomes). Women in the highest quintile of income in the Netherlands 
are strongly and significantly less likely to work part-time than women 
from the lowest income quintile. This result could indicate that in 
higher-income households, men and women both work full-time. 
Occupation is significantly associated with working part-time for 
women in both countries. Compared to managers, women in all other 
occupation groups are significantly more likely to be working part-
time. Men across all occupational groups in Australia are more likely to 
be working part-time in comparison to managers. In the Netherlands, 
this only holds true for white-collar workers.3

In Table 11.3, we present the results of comparing women in the 
Netherlands and Australia working long or short part-time hours 
versus full-time. When distinguishing between long and short part-
time hours, there are some interesting similarities and differences for 
women compared to the first stage of analysis, where all part-time work 
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Table 11.2: Average marginal means of characteristics associated with part-time employment (reference full-time) for employed men and 
women in the Netherlands (ESS 2014) and Australia (HILDA 2014)

Netherlands Australia

Men Women Men Women

Marginal meana SE Marginal mean SE Marginal mean SE Marginal mean SE

Age categories:

18–24 (ref) – – – –

25–34 –0.17† 10 –0.17** .06 –0.19*** .02 –0.25*** .02

35–44 –0.20† .10 –0.23*** .06 –0.20*** .02 –0.21*** .02

45–55 –0.21* .10 –0.16** .06 –0.20*** .02 –0.16*** .02

Relationship status:

Not living with anyone (ref) – – – –

Cohabiting or married –0.06 .05 0.10* .05 –0.07*** .02 0.01 .02

Youngest child:

No children <18 in household (ref) – – – –

Child <3 –0.06 .08 0.28*** .07 –0.01 .02 0.36*** .02

Child 3–4 –0.09 .08 0.23** .08 –0.03 .03 0.39*** .03

Child 5 or older 0.01 .07 0.21*** .05 –0.03 .02 0.24*** .02

ISCED:

Low (ref) – –

Medium 0.03 .05 0.04 .06 –0.01 .02 –0.05† .02

High 0.04 .07 –0.03 .07 0.01 .02 –0.04 .03

(continued)
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Netherlands Australia

Men Women Men Women

Marginal meana SE Marginal mean SE Marginal mean SE Marginal mean SE

Income (deciles):

Lowest 20% (ref) – – – –

–0.01 .09 –0.12† .07 –0.10*** .02 –0.15*** .03

–0.13 .08 –0.17** .06 –0.10*** .02 –0.15*** .03

–0.06 .08 –0.15† .06 –0.14*** .02 –0.19*** .03

Highest 20% –0.07 .09 –0.25*** .07 –0.12*** .02 –0.20*** .03

ISCO–88:

Managers (ref) – – – –

Professionals 0.07 .07 0.24* .09 0.04** .02 0.23*** .03

White collar 0.14* .06 0.29** .10 0.18*** .02 0.34*** .02

Blue collar 0.06 .07 0.26* .12 0.05** .02 0.35*** .04

N 303 472 3,876 3,893

Notes: a Discrete change from the base level holding all other measures constant at their means.
† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.

Table 11.2: Average marginal means of characteristics associated with part-time employment (reference full-time) for employed men and 
women in the Netherlands (ESS 2014) and Australia (HILDA 2014) (continued)
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Table 11.3: Average marginal means of characteristics associated with long part-time hours and short part-time hours (reference full-time) for 
employed women in the Netherlands (ESS 2014) and Australia (HILDA 2014)

Netherlands Australia

Long part-time hours <20 part-time hours Long part-time hours <20 part-time hours

Marginal mean SE Marginal mean SE Marginal mean SE Marginal mean SE

Age categories:

18–24 – – – –

25–34 0.28** .08 –0.45*** .08 –0.02 .02 –0.22*** .02

35–44 0.25** .08 –0.50*** .08 0.02 .03 –0.22*** .03

45–55 0.35*** .07 –0.51*** .07 0.07** .02 –0.23*** .02

Relationship status:

Not living with anyone (ref) – – – –

Cohabiting or married –0.06 .05 0.17*** .04 0.06** .01 –0.04** .02

Youngest child:

No children <18 in household (ref) – – – –

Child <3 0.29** .09 –0.01 .07 0.11*** .03 0.24*** .03

Child 3–4 0.25** .09 –0.02 .06 0.16*** .03 0.23*** .03

Child 5 or older 0.15** .06 0.06 .04 0.12*** .02 0.13*** .02

ISCED:

Low (ref) – – – –

Medium 0.02 .06 0.03 .04 0.001 .02 –0.05* .02

High 0.03 .07 –0.06 .05 0.01 .03 –0.06* .02

(continued)
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Netherlands Australia

Long part-time hours <20 part-time hours Long part-time hours <20 part-time hours

Marginal mean SE Marginal mean SE Marginal mean SE Marginal mean SE

Income (deciles):

Lowest 20% (ref) – – – –

–0.12 .09 0.003 .07 –0.07* .03 –0.08** .03

–0.19* .08 0.001 .06 –0.08* .03 –0.07* .02

–0.08 .08 –0.08 .06 –0.10** .03 –0.09** .03

Highest 20% –0.20* .08 –0.05 .07 –0.12*** .03 –0.08** .03

ISCO-88:

Managers (ref) – – – –

Professionals 0.19 .10 0.06 .05 0.14*** .02 0.09*** .02

White collar 0.15 .10 0.15** .05 0.20*** .02 0.14*** .02

Blue collar 0.05 .11 0.22** .07 0.19*** .03 0.16*** .03

N 472 3,893

Notes: a Discrete change from the base level holding all other measures constant at their means.
† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.

Table 11.3: Average marginal means of characteristics associated with long part-time hours and short part-time hours (reference full-time) for 
employed women in the Netherlands (ESS 2014) and Australia (HILDA 2014) (continued)
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hours were treated uniformly. Age is no longer uniformly significantly 
and negatively associated with part-time work. In the Netherlands, age 
is positively associated with long part-time work hours but negatively 
associated with short part-time work hours. This effect likely reflects 
the prevalence of short part-time work hours among young people 
in the Netherlands, suggesting that women over the age of 24 are 
more likely to work long part-time hours. In Australia, age remains 
significantly and negatively associated with working short part-time 
hours but is not significantly associated with long part-time work 
hours, except for women aged 45–55, who are more likely to work 
long part-time hours in comparison to full-time.

In further contrast to the simplified full-time/part-time model, 
living with a partner is positively and significantly associated with 
working long part-time hours in Australia, but negatively and 
significantly associated with working short part-time hours. In the 
Netherlands, relationship status only matters for short part-time work 
hours. Married and cohabitating Dutch women are significantly more 
likely to work short part-time hours in comparison to unmarried/
non-cohabitating women. Having children under 18 in the household 
remains associated with working part-time in Australia, both short 
hours and long hours. In the Netherlands, however, having children 
under 18 is only positively and significantly associated with working 
longer part-time hours. In contrast to the simplified model, women 
with higher levels of education are significantly less likely to work 
short part-time hours in Australia. Higher household income is 
significantly and negatively associated with both forms of part-time 
work in Australia. However, in the Netherlands, household income is 
only significantly and negatively associated with long part-time work 
hours for women in the third and fifth highest quintiles. Lastly, in 
Australia, occupation remains significantly and positively associated 
with part-time work. In comparison to women who are in managerial 
occupations, those in all other occupation groups are significantly more 
likely to work part-time. This association is stronger for long part-
time hours than short part-time hours. In the Netherlands, however, 
occupation is only significantly associated with short part-time work 
hours. Women in white- and blue-collar occupations are significantly 
more likely than managers to work short part-time hours.4

Conclusion and discussion

The dualisation of labour markets creates a situation in which one 
group of workers enjoys significantly better protection, wages, security 
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and/or labour market prospects than another group of workers (Palier 
and Thelen, 2010; Emmenegger et al, 2012a). In many countries, 
part-time work may be associated with a secondary labour market, 
with part-time workers having less protection, lower wages, more 
insecurity and fewer labour market prospects than full-time workers. 
Yet, this chapter started from the premise that in the Netherlands, 
where part-time work is highly regulated and protected, there might 
be less evidence of dualisation than in other countries where part-time 
work is less regulated and/or protected.

In our comparison with Australia, we see mixed results. Some of 
our findings indicate that the part-time work context of Australia may 
differ from that of the Netherlands. For example, in our comparison 
of men and women, full-time work seems to be more important for 
household income in Australia than in the Netherlands. This suggests 
that the wages and salaries of part-time workers in the Netherlands 
may be better than in Australia, or that part-time work is distributed 
more evenly throughout the household income distribution in the 
Netherlands. However, further research is needed to determine the 
validity of such assumptions, particularly given conflicting empirical 
evidence on the wage effects of part-time work for Australian mothers 
(Hosking, 2010; Preston and Yu, 2015). Education appears to be a 
more important driver of part-time work for women in Australia 
than in the Netherlands, particularly for short part-time work hours. 
This finding could reflect the normalisation of part-time work among 
women of all educational levels in the Netherlands, although previous 
research suggests that more highly educated women are likely to 
work more hours as their earnings capacity is higher (Portegijs and 
Keuzenkamp, 2008; Portegijs and Van den Brakel, 2016).

In contrast to the Netherlands, mothers of young children in 
Australia are more likely to be in short part-time work, which 
suggests that motherhood is less compatible with longer working 
hours than in the Netherlands. We also see opposite findings for the 
Netherlands and Australia in terms of relationship status. Married and 
cohabitating women are more likely to work short part-time jobs in 
the Netherlands, whereas the opposite is true for Australia. Thus, our 
comparative analysis implies there is stronger evidence for dualisation 
in Australia.

On the other hand, our findings suggest that even in the Netherlands, 
where part-time work is well protected, dualisation exists. We find 
significant gender and occupational differences in the predictors of 
full- and part-time work. In the Netherlands, having children increases 
women’s chances of working part-time, but not men’s. Gender norms 
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around parenthood continue to be an important driver of differences 
between full-time and part-time work for men and women (Yerkes 
and Den Dulk, 2015). In Australia, occupation is also an important 
driver of dualisation between part-time and full-time work (partly 
mediated by education for Australian mothers), and this effect appears 
to be consistent across both forms of part-time work. These findings 
are in line with previous research from Bardasi and Gornick (2008), 
who show clear occupational segregation into part-time work, which 
is greater in the more liberal welfare regimes of the US and the UK.

Crucially, our findings for the Netherlands suggest that dualisation 
also exists within part-time work. We find that while mothers of 
(particularly young) children are likely to work long part-time hours 
in the Netherlands (eg ‘equalised’ part-time workers, see Chapter 1), 
short part-time work is primarily driven by occupation (mediated, in 
part, by education), relationship status and age.5 These findings point 
to a possible dualisation between women in more precarious short 
part-time work, who are primarily young, in white- and blue-collar 
occupations, and/or married/cohabitating, versus women in long 
part-time positions, who are 25 or older, mothers of (young) children 
and/or professionals working longer part-time hours. In the best-case 
scenario, women in these short part-time jobs are semi-secured or 
equalised (see Chapter 1), protected by part-time work regulations 
in the Netherlands. Despite these regulations, short part-time work 
carries significantly greater risks of long-term economic and career 
disadvantage for women than long part-time work or full-time work, 
even if it is voluntary and performed under (relatively) good working 
conditions.

Some caution is needed when interpreting these findings. To make 
the data sets comparable, we have excluded contract type. Further 
research is needed to determine the extent to which these apparent 
dual labour markets are a reflection of gender and occupational 
differences versus differences in permanent, fixed-term or casual 
contracts. Additionally, the sample size for the Netherlands is quite 
small. While the ESS data allow for a comparison with Australian data, 
our focus on women and men of childbearing age led to the exclusion 
of a large number of respondents. We are also limited by the cross-
sectional nature of our analysis. Future research is needed to look at 
the causality of the relationships examined here, for example, through 
longitudinal panel analysis. While the Australian HILDA data offer 
a high-quality longitudinal panel, Dutch panel data are problematic 
from a comparability standpoint, particularly in relation to variables on 
occupation, which is a key variable in the analysis of part-time work.
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Despite these limitations, our analysis offers important insights 
for the debate on dualisation and part-time work and work–family 
scholarship. While the protection offered to part-time workers in the 
Netherlands is relatively unique, it does not appear to prevent dualised 
labour markets from developing. As argued by Bardasi and Gornick 
(2008), the presence of these comparative differences in part-time work 
highlight the need for a better understanding of the effect of work–
family and employment policies in maintaining or countering such 
dualisation effects. For example, the greater importance of income 
in the Australian models suggests that part-time work legislation in 
the Netherlands is possibly more effective in protecting the wages 
of part-time workers. Yet, Dutch legislation does not appear to be 
able to prevent occupational or age segregation within part-time 
work. While not denying the importance of protective legislation 
for creating decent working conditions for part-time workers (Yerkes 
and Visser, 2006), it suggests that further vigilance is needed, even 
in a country where part-time work is well protected. This vigilance 
is also warranted in preventing possible new, intersectional forms of 
dualisation, particularly among young women, or migrant women, 
who are increasingly taking part in the labour market.

These findings have important theoretical implications as well. 
Work–family theory suggests that parents, and mothers in particular, 
rely on flexible working forms, such as part-time work, to reconcile 
the demands of paid employment and the care for (young) children 
(Den Dulk et al, 2005; Miani and Hoorens, 2014). The gendered 
nature of part-time work (Hegewisch and Gornick, 2011; Miani and 
Hoorens, 2014) leads to dualisation in work between men and women, 
as confirmed by our findings in both countries.

Additionally, our finding that dualisation appears to exist within part-
time work in the Netherlands has consequences for how part-time 
work is viewed from a work–family perspective. This finding suggests 
that a reliance on part-time work to achieve flexibility in reconciling 
work and family demands is driven not only by gender, but also by 
age and class. Thus, while work–family scholarship demonstrates that 
part-time work may suit mothers’ work–care preferences (eg Lewis 
et al, 2008) or meet their flexibility needs, and that mothers often 
view these arrangements as fair (McDonald, 2013; Yerkes et al, 2017), 
structural constraints remain. There is a continued need for concern 
regarding gender and class equality in part-time work strategies for 
reconciling work and care.
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Notes
1 	 The gender equity of part-time work can also be questioned in relation to 

whether part-time work is supply- or demand-driven, and hence whether 
part-time work is meeting employees’ or employers’ needs (Kalleberg, 
2000).

2 	 Ideally, we would include partner income rather than household income 
because while household income may predict part-time employment, 
part-time employment may also cause variation in household income. 
However, ESS data do not include information on partner income.

3 	 Occupational effects may be partly mediated by education. In further 
analysis (not included here), we examined whether education was 
significant without controlling for occupation. We found that education 
became significant for Australian women, where women with medium 
and high levels of education were significantly less likely to be working 
part-time, but the results did not change for Australian men, or for men 
and women in the Netherlands.

4 	 In further analysis excluding occupation, for Australian women, the effects 
of education become larger and more significant. For Dutch women, the 
results change: women with high levels of education are significantly less 
likely to be working short part-time hours. This suggests that occupation 
may also be partly mediated by education here as well. Results are available 
from the authors.

5 	 Our findings on age are in line with OECD data, which show that young 
adults are increasingly likely to work part-time. In 2001, more than one 
third (34.2%) and less than half (46.8%) of men aged 15–24 worked 
part-time in Australia and the Netherlands, respectively. This percentage 
grew to 42.5% in Australia and 64% in the Netherlands by 2016. Among 
young women, part-time work has also become the norm. In 2001, just 
under half (48.6%) of Australian women aged 15–24 worked part-time 
compared to 58.7% in the Netherlands. These figures are now 55.6% and 
an overwhelming 79.2%, respectively. The large increase in part-time work 
among young adults has gone hand-in-hand with an increase in temporary 
work forms and precarious employment for young people, which can have 
significant detrimental effects on their transition to adulthood (Fagan et al, 
2012; Knijn, 2012). Recent evidence from the Netherlands suggests that 
for some young women, this precarious position is temporary (Merens 
and Bucx, 2018). As young women progress in their career, they are able 
to move out of ‘underemployment’ (see Chapter 1) into jobs with more 
hours. In both the Netherlands and Australia, underemployment among 
young women also appears to shift towards ‘equalised’ part-time jobs as 
they have children and then ‘choose’ to work fewer hours (Cassidy and 
Parsons, 2017; Merens and Bucx, 2018). These age-related part-time work 
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questions deserve further attention in dualisation research but are beyond 
the scope of this chapter.
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